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Section 1
Introduction
1.1

BACKGROUND

The EIR Process Following Release of the Draft EIR
A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), was prepared by the City of San Carlos (City) to disclose the potential environmental effects of
the San Carlos Transit Village project (proposed project). The Draft EIR, issued for public review on
December 16, 2009, includes a description of the proposed project, an assessment of its potential effects,
a description of possible mitigation measures to reduce significant effects that were identified in the Draft
EIR, and a consideration of alternatives that could address potential impacts. The proposed project would
redevelop an approximately 10.53-acre strip of land that encompasses the existing San Carlos Caltrain
Station (Caltrain Station) and runs west of and parallel to the Caltrain right-of-way (the Railroad
Corridor). The proposed project is a transit-oriented and mixed-use development with 280 housing units
plus amenities, 23,797 square feet of office space, and 14,326 square feet of retail space.
The 47-day public review period for the Draft EIR began on December 16, 2009 and ended February 2,
2010. During this time, the document was reviewed by various State, regional, and local agencies, as well
as by interested organizations and individuals. Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received from 7
public agencies, 4 organizations, and 29 individuals. The public review period also included a Planning
Commission (Commission) hearing on February 1, 2010, to receive public comments on the Draft EIR.
Please see Section 2, List of Commentors, for a listing of all agencies, organizations, and individuals who
commented on the Draft EIR.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of the Final EIR was delayed in
order to incorporate additional technical studies that were prepared for the High Speed Train (HST)
project. Although the HST project is still an outstanding project, there is enough technical information
available to address these concerns. As such, this Response to Comments document has been prepared
accordingly. This document responds to written and oral comments on the Draft EIR that were raised
during the public review period, and contains revisions intended to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft
EIR. The responses and revisions in this document substantiate and confirm or correct the analyses
contained in the Draft EIR. No new significant environmental impacts and no substantial increase in the
severity of an earlier identified impact have resulted from responding to comments. However, additional
surveys and assessments have been undertaken to consider potential issues related to:


Automobile trip reductions due to transit-oriented development;



Spillover parking in the residential neighborhoods due to project components, particularly the
reduced residential parking standards and the relocation of the Caltrain parking;



Alteration of views and visual character for the residential neighborhoods on the east side of the
Caltrain tracks;
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Shadow effects due to the project building height and massing;



Additional noise impacts for the residential neighborhoods due to train noise reflecting off
proposed buildings;



Cumulative impacts including the possibility of the High-Speed Train operating within the
Caltrain corridor; and



Consideration of a new Revised Massing Alternative to improve the project’s visual and land use
compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods.

Together, the previously released Draft EIR and this “Responses to Comments” document constitute the
Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). As the lead agency, the City of San Carlos must certify
the Final EIR before action can be taken on the proposed project. Certification requires that the lead
agency make findings that the Final EIR complies with CEQA.

Project Description
The proposed project would redevelop land that is owned by San Mateo County Transit (SamTrans) north
and south of the Caltrain Station and that runs west of and parallel to the Caltrain right-of-way. The
largely vacant site would be redeveloped as a transit-oriented and mixed-use development that would
primarily include residential, retail, and office uses. The approximately 10.53-acre project site currently
includes portions of the Caltrain Station, a vacant automobile dealership, and other undeveloped land. The
Caltrain Station contains the Historic San Carlos Depot Building (Historic Depot), which is listed in the
National Register of Historic Places; however, the Historic Depot is not a part of the project and is outside
the area to be disturbed by the proposed project. The proposed project would redevelop the project site
with eight buildings that would house 280 housing units plus amenities in 407,298 square feet of
residential space, 23,797 square feet of office space, and 14,326 square feet of retail space. The proposed
project would also include 667 parking spaces to serve the residential and commercial uses, as well as
Caltrain commuters. Amenities such as a new pedestrian plaza, new paving treatments crossing El
Camino Real and Old County Road, and enhanced landscaping, would be incorporated. A new SamTrans
Transit Center would create a dedicated area for shuttles, a bus stop, and bus and shuttle layovers. While
the proposed project would alter the Caltrain Station plaza and parking areas, the proposed project would
not alter the Historic Depot building that is within the Caltrain Station. Various entitlements would be
required for this development, including but not limited to rezoning and issuance of a Conditional Use
Permit.
The project developer is Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. (Legacy Partners), who has submitted an
application on behalf of the property owner, SamTrans. Under the proposed project, SamTrans will grant
Legacy Partners a long-term ground lease for 6.24 acres of the 10.53-acre project site. Legacy Partners
would then develop, and subsequently own and lease, the proposed mixed-use and transit-oriented
development.1 The remaining 4.29 acres would remain as SamTrans-operated land and would contain the
new SamTrans Transit Center.

1

1-2

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., Retail Analysis – Caltrain Transit Village, November 16, 2007.
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Project Alternatives
Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of a project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
Therefore, in addition to the proposed project, the Draft EIR considers and evaluates two alternatives, as
enumerated below. These alternatives are described in more detail in Section 5 of the Draft EIR.


No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the project site would remain in its existing
condition and no improvements would be made at the project site, and the rezoning of the entire
Railroad Corridor would not occur. The approximately 10.53-acre project site currently includes
the Caltrain Station and associated parking lot, a vacant automobile dealership, and other
undeveloped land but excludes the Historic Depot. Under the No Project Alternative, the existing
undeveloped land and vacant automobile dealership would remain. Parking for Caltrain would
continue to be provided on surface parking lots immediately north and south of the station.



Reduced Intensity Alternative. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the building
heights that would otherwise be constructed under the proposed project; otherwise, the building
footprints, siting, orientation, parking areas, and amenities are same as under the proposed
project. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the development on the north side of Holly
Street would be reduced in height and scale. Specifically, Buildings 1 through 3 and a portion of
Building 4 would be reduced from four stories to three stories in height. On the south side of
Holly Street, Buildings 5, 6, 7, and 8 would remain the same as under the proposed project. The
Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the number of residential units that would otherwise
be constructed under the proposed project, from 280 residential units to 240 residential units. The
amount of office and retail space, proposed landscaping plan, and pedestrian plaza would remain
consistent with the proposed project.

New Alternative. Due to the comments received during the public review period, a new alternative has
been added to the EIR for consideration by the City. This Revised Massing Alternative has been
developed to improve the proposed project’s visual and land use compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhoods, particularly the Greater East San Carlos neighborhoods. This alternative has been
designed with the goals of better maintaining east-west view corridors and improving the project’s
compatibility with land uses along Old County Road to the east. The Revised Massing Alternative would
accomplish these goals by lowering the heights of most of the buildings north of Holly Street, breaking up
the massing between Buildings 2 and 3, and creating towers immediately north and south of Holly Street
that would accent the Holly Street gateway. Please refer to Master Response 5, Revised Massing
Alternative, for a further description and an analysis of all of the impact topics compared to the proposed
project.
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1.2

PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Under CEQA, the City is required, after completion of a Draft EIR but prior to certification of the Final
EIR, to consult with and obtain comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to
the proposed project, and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.
As the lead agency, the City of San Carlos is also required to respond to significant environmental issues
raised in the review and consultation process.
This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general public
comments received on the Draft EIR for the proposed project, which was circulated for a 47-day public
review period, and to respond to comments received at the public hearing held before the Commission on
February 1, 2010. This document contains the public comments received on the Draft EIR, written
responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft EIR in response to the comments.
The Responses to Comments document provides clarification and further substantiation for the analysis
and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the responses correct and remedy minor
technical mistakes or errors identified in the Draft EIR. The purpose of the Responses to Comments
document is to address concerns raised about the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the process by which the
City conducted the CEQA process. Comments that express an opinion about the merits of the proposed
project or its alternatives, rather than the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed project’s compliance
with CEQA, are presented but responses are not offered in this document. Specifically, this document
does not provide a response regarding the merits of the proposed project or its alternatives. Section 15088
of the State CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or significant
environmental issues raised by commentors.

1.3

HOW TO USE THIS REPORT

This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists of
six sections: (1) Introduction, (2) List of Commentors, (3) Master Responses, (4) Responses to Written
Comments on the Draft EIR, (5) Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft EIR, and (6) Revisions to the
Draft EIR. Section 1 reviews the purpose and contents of this Responses to Comments document. Section
2 lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR,
either in writing or orally at the Commission hearing. Section 3 provides Master Responses to comments
that were raised by multiple commentors and warrant a single comprehensive response. Section 4
contains each comment letter and written response to the individual comments. Section 5 contains
comments made by speakers at the public hearing during circulation of the Draft EIR, and the responses
to these comments. In Sections 4 and 5, individual comments within each comment letter or in the
transcript of the public hearing have been bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter or
transcript. Each commentor has been assigned a discrete comment letter or speaker number, as listed in
Section 2. Responses to each of these comments follow each comment letter in Section 4 and follow the
transcript reproduced in Section 5. For the most part, the responses provide explanatory information or
additional discussion of text in the Draft EIR. In some instances, the response supersedes or supplements
the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification. New text that has been added to the Draft EIR is

1-4
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indicated with underlining. Text that has been deleted is indicated with strikethrough. Section 6 provides
a comprehensive compilation of the text and graphic changes to the Draft EIR that have resulted from
responding to comments or from requests by City staff.
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Section 2
List of Commentors
2.1

WRITTEN COMMENTS

Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received from seven public agencies, four private organizations
(including those that submitted after the close of the comment period), and 29 individuals, as listed below.
The public agencies, organizations, and individuals below are listed in the order that their comments are
presented in Section 4 of this document. Following this list, an alphabetized list of these agencies,
organizations, and individuals is provided in order to help the commentor find their responses more
easily.

Public Agencies
1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Scott
Morgan (letter dated January 29, 2010)
2. City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, David F. Carbone (letter dated
January 25, 2010)
3. California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni (letter dated February 2, 2010)
4. County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department, Jim Eggemeyer (letter dated December
23, 2009)
5. San Mateo County Transit District, Hilda Lafebre, DBIA (letter dated February 1, 2010)
6. California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Ying Wai (Kenneth) Chan (letter dated
January 29, 2010)
7. California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni (letter dated February 9, 2010)

Organizations
8. Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo, Christopher Mohr (letter dated January 26, 2010)
9. Greenbelt Alliance, Marla Wilson (letter dated December 15, 2009)

Individuals
10. Sally Baker (letter dated February 1, 2010)
11. Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010)
12. Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010)
13. Joanne Gentile (letter dated February 1, 2010)
14. Scott Giambastiani (letter dated March 11, 2010)
15. Richard Haars (letter dated February 2, 2010)
16. Sam Herzberg (letter dated February 1, 2010)
San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — List of Commentors
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17. Tim Hilborn (letter dated January 31, 2010)
18. Tim Hilborn (letter dated February 2, 2010)
19. Beth Iriye (letter dated February 1, 2010)
20. Asha Lata (letter dated February 1, 2010)
21. Asha Lata (letter dated February 2, 2010)
22. Laura M. (letter dated January 28, 2010)
23. Jerome Mack (letter dated January 30, 2010)
24. Paul Magginetti (letter dated February 2, 2010)
25. Paul Magginetti (letter dated March 11, 2010)
26. Chris and Michelle Mahoney (letter dated February 2, 2010)
27. Scot Marsters (letter dated January 28, 2010)
28. Scot Marsters (letter dated February 2, 2010)
29. Avonne (Bonnie) McClure (letter dated February 2, 2010)
30. Nick Pegueros (letter dated January 12, 2010)
31. Jeremy and Marnie Perini (January 30, 2010)
32. Margaret Pye (December 19, 2009)
33. Lee Thompson (letter dated February 1, 2010)
34. Clem Tillier (letter dated January 24, 2010)
35. Dimitri Vandellos (letter dated January 31, 2010)
36. Gina Vandellos (letter dated February 2, 2010)
37. Cara Vonk (letter dated February 2, 2010)
38. Greg Walker (letter dated February 1, 2010)
39. Chris Wuthmann (letter dated February 2, 2010)

Comments Received after the Close of the Comment Period
40. David Crabbe (letter dated May 18, 2010)
41. David Crabbe (letter dated August 23, 2010)
42. David Crabbe (letter dated October 21, 2010)
43. Ben Fuller, Sam Herzberg, Tim Hilborn, Paul Magginetti, and Dimitri Vandellos (letter undated)
44. Ben Fuller and Sam Herzberg (letter undated)
45. Ben Fuller (October 23, 2010)
46. South Bay Historical Railroad Society, Lorie Garcia (letter dated March 11, 2010)
47. Silicon Valley Leadership Group, Carl Guardino (letter dated March 29, 2010)

2-2
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Alphabetical List of Public Agencies, Private Organizations, and Individuals Submitting
Written Comments on the Draft EIR


Sally Baker (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 10



David F. Carbone, City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (letter dated
January 25, 2010) – Letter 2



Lisa Carboni, California Department of Transportation, (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 3



Lisa Carboni, California Department of Transportation (letter dated February 9, 2010) – Letter 7



Ying Wai (Kenneth) Chan, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (letter dated
January 29, 2010) – Letter 6



David Crabbe (letter dated May 18, 2010) – Letter 40



David Crabbe (letter dated August 23, 2010) – Letter 41



David Crabbe (letter dated October 21, 2010) – Letter 42



Jim Eggemeyer, County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department (letter dated December
23, 2009) – Letter 4



Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 11



Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 12



Ben Fuller (letter dated October 23, 2010) – Letter 45



Ben Fuller and Sam Herzberg (letter undated) – Letter 44



Ben Fuller, Sam Herzberg, Tim Hilborn, Paul Magginetti, and Dimitri Vandellos (letter undated)
– Letter 43



Lorie Garcia, South Bay Historical Railroad Society (letter dated March 11, 2010) – Letter 46



Joanne Gentile (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 13



Scott Giambastiani (letter dated March 11, 2010) – Letter 14



Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group (letter dated March 29, 2010) – Letter 47



Richard Haars (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 15



Sam Herzberg (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 16



Tim Hilborn (letter dated January 31, 2010) – Letter 17



Tim Hilborn (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 18



Beth Iriye (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 19



Hilda Lafebre, San Mateo County Transit District (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 5



Asha Lata (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 20



Asha Lata (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 21



Laura M. (letter dated January 28, 2010) – Letter 22
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Jerome Mack (letter dated January 30, 2010) – Letter 23



Paul Magginetti (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 24



Paul Magginetti (letter dated March 11, 2010) – Letter 25



Chris and Michelle Mahoney (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 26



Scot Marsters (letter dated January 28, 2010) – Letter 27



Scot Marsters (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 28



Avonne (Bonnie) McClure (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 29



Christopher Mohr, Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo (letter dated January 26, 2010) –
Letter 8



Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit (letter dated January 29, 2010) – Letter 1



Nick Pegueros (letter dated January 12, 2010) – Letter 30



Jeremy and Marnie Perini (January 30, 2010) – Letter 31



Margaret Pye (December 19, 2009) – Letter 32



Lee Thompson (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 33



Clem Tillier (letter dated January 24, 2010) – Letter 34



Dimitri Vandellos (letter dated January 31, 2010) – Letter 35



Gina Vandellos (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 36



Cara Vonk (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 37



Greg Walker (letter dated February 1, 2010) – Letter 38



Marla Wilson, Greenbelt Alliance (letter dated December 15, 2009) – Letter 9



Chris Wuthmann (letter dated February 2, 2010) – Letter 39

2.2

COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING

Comments were received at the public meeting held before the Commission on February 1, 2010.
Comments were received from 23 members of the public and two Planning Commissioners, as listed
below.
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S-1

Sam Herzberg

S-2

Joan Kilroe

S-3

Pat Bell

S-4

Nancy Oliver

S-5

Neil Chichizola

S-6

David Crabbe
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S-7

Laura Peterhans

S-8

Chris Mohr

S-9

Scott Giambastiani

S-10

Nevada Merriman

S-11

Gina Vandellos

S-12

Emily Mockett

S-13

Chris Wuthmann

S-14

Chris Mahoney

S-15

Julie Willard

S-16

Asha Lata

S-17

Dimitri Vandellos

S-18

Tim Hilborn

S-19

Ben Fuller

S-20

Paul Magginetti

S-21

Scot Marsters

S-22

Commissioner Shugard

S-23

Chair Iwasa
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Section 3
Master Responses
INTRODUCTION
This section contains Master Responses to address comments that were raised repeatedly and provide
information in a comprehensive, easily-located discussion that clarifies and elaborates upon the analysis
in the Draft EIR. The Master Responses presented below address the following topics.

Master Responses
 Master Response 1:

Transportation and Parking

 Master Response 2:

Visual Quality

 Master Response 3:

Noise

 Master Response 4:

High Speed Train Cumulative Analysis

 Master Response 5:

Revised Massing Alternative

MASTER RESPONSE 1 – TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING
Master Response 1 addresses comments 11.22, 14.2, 16.10, 20.2, 23.2, 25.25, 27.7, 27.8, 27.9, 27.11,
27.18, 29.3, 31.4, 31.5, 33.2, 35.30, 35.32, 35.33, 35.39, 35.40, 35.42, 35.76, 38.2, 38.3, 43.4, 45.4, and
S-1.1.
Multiple comments on the Draft EIR mentioned the potential for the San Carlos Transit Village project
(proposed project) to result in spillover parking effects and increased congestion for residents on the east
side of the Caltrain tracks. This Master Response addresses these two concerns.

Parking
Many commentors expressed concerns about the adequacy of the parking provided to serve the proposed
project. Parking undersupply for the residential units, combined with the relocation of the Caltrain
parking to a less convenient distance for public transportation passengers, could result in more motorists
seeking on-street parking spaces in the Greater East San Carlos (GESC) neighborhoods. This first part of
the Master Response considers what level of parking spaces should be considered reasonable for the
proposed project and compares that level to the proposed parking supply. The Master Response then
assesses the potential for spillover parking demand as a result of the change to the parking lot serving
Caltrain riders.
It should be noted that the adequacy of parking supply (or lack thereof) is not considered a significant
environmental impact under the CEQA Guidelines, unless the lack of parking leads to significant
secondary traffic or air quality impacts. Since there is no evidence that secondary traffic or air quality
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impacts would result as a consequence of the proposed number of parking spaces for the proposed
project, the parking analysis is provided primarily for informational purposes. This information is
typically used by the local jurisdictions to determine if a project satisfies City requirements in order to be
considered for approval.

Parking Demand/Requirements
Based on the new zoning ordinance adopted by the San Carlos City Council on December 28, 2011, the
proposed project will be required to comply with the parking standards set forth in City of San Carlos’
Municipal Code Chapter 18.20, Parking and Loading, and Chapter 18.25, Transportation Demand
Management. Table 18.20.041-A(1), from the City’s Municipal Code, depicts the number of on-site
parking spaces for mixed-use districts.
Table 18.20.041-A(1)
Required On-Site Parking Spaces, Mixed-Use Districts
Land Use

Required Parking Spaces

Residential
Studio and one-bedroom units

1 space per unit

Two or more bedrooms

1.5 spaces per unit

One covered space shall be provided for each unit.
One additional guest parking space shall be provided
for every 4 units for projects greater than 10 units.

Nonresidential
Office

1 space per 450 square feet

Retail

1 space per 400 square feet

Restaurant

1 space per 250 square feet

In addition to the requirements in Table 18.20.041-A(1), Section 18.20.050, Reductions, states that
required parking may be reduced as follows:


Projects subject to a Transportation Demand Management Program may reduce the number of
required parking spaces by 20 percent of the normally required number of spaces.



The number of parking spaces may be reduced by 20 percent if the property is located within onequarter mile of a transit stop with regular, scheduled service during the weekday hours of 7:00
a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.



Motorcycle parking may substitute for up to five percent of required automobile parking.



Shared parking facilities serving more than one use may be reduced up to forty percent with
Planning Commission approval of a conditional use permit.



Required parking for any use may be reduced through Planning Commission approval of a
conditional use permit.

Based on City of San Carlos parking requirements, residential development, excluding development with
the above characteristics that would make them eligible for the parking reductions, is required to provide
1 to 1.5 parking spaces per residential unit, depending on the number of bedrooms in the unit. Based on
3-2
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City of San Carlos parking requirements, it was estimated that the proposed project would require 374
parking spaces to serve the residential portion of the proposed project, without the allowable exceptions.
To reflect these changes, Draft EIR Table 3.4-16 has been revised and is included in Section 6 of this
document.
For comparison purposes, the parking generation rates for apartment land use contained in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation, Fourth Edition, lists 1.2 parking spaces per dwelling
unit, independent of the number of bedrooms. The ITE parking generation manual is a nationally accepted
reference that is often used to estimate parking requirements for new development, in particular within
jurisdictions that do not have an adopted parking rate. Based on ITE rates, it was estimated that the
residential portion of the proposed project would require 336 parking spaces.
A recent study conducted by San Jose State University in collaboration with Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA) demonstrates that transit-oriented development (TOD) residential
projects in Santa Clara County are “over-parked.”1 The study included parking utilization surveys during
the peak parking periods at 12 TOD residential properties located within one-half mile of a VTA light rail
or Caltrain Station throughout Santa Clara County. The results of the study indicate that all 12 of the
study sites surveyed exhibit an over-supply of parking facilities, on average by 26 percent. Other
characteristics of the sites surveyed include: minimum residential occupancy of 85 percent, over one year
old, free parking, restricted/designated parking, at least 80 units or 100 parking spaces. While on average
1.7 parking spaces per dwelling unit were provided, only 1.3 spaces per dwelling unit were needed. This
research provides useful evidence that local parking requirements can be reduced at TOD residential
properties without fear of causing spillover effects on neighboring streets. Although this study was
conducted in Santa Clara County, similar results can be expected at TOD residential projects within other
cities and counties in the Bay Area, including San Carlos. San Carlos and San Mateo County possess
demographic and travel characteristics similar to Santa Clara County with regard to population, real estate
values, traffic congestion, and commute needs and thus the experience at TOD projects would be similar.

Zoning Ordinance Update
Following adoption of a new General Plan in October 2009, the City of San Carlos reviewed the Zoning
Code and considered revisions and updates to be adopted under a new Zoning Ordinance. As part of the
Zoning Ordinance Update, a study was conducted by Nelson-Nygaard, and funded by the Focusing our
Vision (FOCUS) Program. The FOCUS Program was initiated by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), along with partner agencies, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),
and Bay Area Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) to provide funds for Priority
Development Areas (PDA) that have a high level of transit accessibility and potential for redevelopment
in a compact vibrant setting. The San Carlos Railroad Corridor, including El Camino Real and the
downtown area, has been designated as a PDA. The City of San Carlos received a FOCUS grant to use
toward the update of its development code. Based on the Nelson-Nygaard study (San Carlos Zoning
Ordinance Update, January 2011), two sets of recommendations were presented to the Transportation and
1

San Jose State University in collaboration with Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, New Research
Indicates that Transit-Oriented Development Residential Properties In Santa Clara County are ‘Over-Parked,’
November 2011.
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Circulation Commission during the January 18, 2011 meeting to consider for inclusion in the Zoning
Ordinance Update: 1) Adjust off-street parking regulations to promote low-traffic development, and 2)
Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Policies that encourage balanced multimodal
access to the Priority Development Area. According to the January 2011 study, the purpose of adjusting
off-street parking regulations is to “offer flexible means of minimizing the amount of area devoted to
vehicle parking by allowing reductions in the number of required spaces in transit-oriented locations,
shared parking facilities, and other situations expected to have lower vehicle parking demand.”
Adjustments to off-street parking requirements could be accomplished by unbundling parking from
residential uses; parking reductions by implementation of TDM programs, provision of motorcycle
parking, and/or shared parking; parking in-lieu fees; provision of bicycle parking; and preferential carpool
and vanpool parking. The Nelson-Nygaard study is included in Appendix P to this Responses to
Comments document. On December 28, 2011, the City Council adopted and updated Zoning Ordinance,
which includes Chapter 18.20, parking and loading, and 18.25, Transportation Demand Management, as
described above.

Adequacy of Project’s Parking Supply - Residential Parking
The proposed project would provide 431 parking spaces to serve 280 residential units, or approximately
1.5 parking spaces per unit. Based on the City of San Carlos’ Municipal Code Chapter 18.20, Parking and
Loading, Table 18.20.041-A(1), the proposed project is required to provide 374 parking spaces. Since the
project proposes to provide 431 parking spaces, it is providing 57 parking spaces in excess of what is
required by the Municipal Code. Furthermore, based on the Santa Clara County TOD parking survey
information described above, the proposed number of parking spaces to serve the residential portion of
the proposed project would be adequate to meet anticipated parking demand.
The proposed number of parking spaces for the project is anticipated to be adequate, considering that it is
located next to a major transit facility and within walking distance of the Downtown San Carlos area.
Residents of TOD residential development and residential development located near transit stops/stations
and within the Downtown San Carlos area tend to be less dependent on the automobile, because they have
easy access to public transportation, and they can walk to shops and other public amenities.
It is not anticipated that residents of the proposed project would find it more convenient to park on the
residential streets east of Old County Road than simply parking within their housing development. The
residential parking spaces are proposed to be located directly under the development’s buildings. There
would be relatively short distances between these parking spaces and the residents’ front doors. Also, the
closest street parking, east of Old County Road, is at least 700 feet away. Visitor parking would also be
provided within the development. The parking analysis in the Draft EIR accounts for visitor parking
demand, which is typically provided in surface parking lots adjacent to the residential units.

Potential Parking Spillover and Permit Parking - Caltrain Parking
Residents of the adjacent neighborhoods, in particular the GESC neighborhoods east of Old County Road,
claim that Caltrain commuters currently park on their streets and believe this situation would be
aggravated with the proposed project. In particular, commentors expressed concern that existing and
future Caltrain commuters would park in their neighborhoods as a result of a longer walk to the relocated
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Caltrain parking lot and the price of parking at the Caltrain parking lot. Recent field visits have shown the
Caltrain parking lot to be underutilized. On the last visit to the San Carlos Caltrain Station (Caltrain
Station) and parking lot, on January 6, 2012, 85 spaces were occupied out of 220 total parking spaces.
With the proposed project, the Caltrain parking lot would be relocated south of the station, with the near
end of the parking lot 500 feet from the station and the far end of the parking lot about 1,700 feet from the
station. A study conducted by The Mineta Transportation Institute/San Jose State University, which
includes case studies of the Hayward and Fruitvale (Oakland) BART Stations, Mountain View and
Redwood City Caltrain Stations, the Campbell light rail station, and the Sacramento 65th Street Station,
defines reasonable walking distance to a train station as less than one-half mile, or 2,640 feet.2 The “West
Oakland BART Station Access Plan,” August 2002, by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
Planning Department, states that "the systemwide average distance that people walk from home to a
BART station is 0.43 miles, or 2,270 feet.” The City of San Carlos defines an acceptable walking distance
as one-third-mile, or 1,742 feet, in its Off-Street Parking and Loading document (City of San Carlos’
Municipal Code Chapter 18.140). Therefore, the new proposed location of the Caltrain parking lot would
continue to be within what is considered to be a reasonable walking distance to access the Caltrain station.
Nevertheless, some homes in East San Carlos are as close as 400 feet walking distance from the station.
Therefore, although sufficient parking supply would continue to be available within the Caltrain parking
lot, human behavior and response suggest that Caltrain riders may look for closer parking spaces that
don’t have time limitations; the parking relocation could result in an increase in Caltrain commuter
parking within the surrounding residential neighborhoods.
Vehicles parked legally on public streets are not considered an environmental impact under CEQA, unless
this leads to significant secondary traffic or air quality impacts. Since there is no evidence that secondary
traffic or air quality impacts would result as a consequence of vehicles parking legally on the adjacent
public streets, on-street parking does not relate to significant environmental issues and therefore needs not
to be included in the EIR. To remedy any resulting parking infringement on the residential
neighborhoods, a parking program could be developed to limit commuter parking on residential streets.
The details of the program, including the costs of the program, its administration and enforcement, and
penalties to discourage non-residential parking, would have to be discussed with the City of San Carlos.

Trip Generation Estimates/Travel Demand Management Plan
A number of comments questioned the validity of the methodology used to arrive at the number of trips
that would travel on San Carlos roadways, challenging, in particular, the reductions that can be achieved
through the proposed Travel Demand Management Plan (TDM). This portion of the Master Response
reviews the trip generation methodology and the assumptions behind the trip generation reductions made
in the TDM Plan.

2

Mineta Transportation Institute/San Jose State University, Envisioning Neighborhoods with Transit-Oriented
Development Potential, May 2002.
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Standard Trip Generation Rates
The trip generation estimates utilized in the analysis correspond to all traffic that is expected to be
generated by the proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours. These trips were estimated for the
different proposed uses (residential, office, retail) using accepted rates in the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 8th Edition. As such, the estimated project trips display trip
characteristics common for each of the uses proposed as part of the SCTV (e.g., residential trips in the
morning include all trips commonly made by the residents in the morning, such as work, school, and
others).

Trip Generation Adjustments to Reflect the TDM Plan
In traffic impact studies, adjustments are made to the trip generation estimates to better reflect the tripmaking characteristics of a particular project. Specifically, in the case of the SCTV, reductions in project
trips are made to acknowledge the TDM plan developed for the proposed project, as well as retail pass-by
trips. The proposed project’s TDM plan was developed by Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates for the
project sponsor and is summarized in a memorandum to Parviz Mokhtari (City of San Carlos) dated
September 4, 2008, and included in Appendix H of the traffic study. In developing the TDM plan, an
evaluation of the proposed project’s characteristics and location was made to identify the most logical and
applicable trip reductions. These reductions are based on historical data and surveys (as typically used in
transportation engineering practice) that correlate different characteristics of a project (such as close
proximity to a major transit center) to an expected reduction in traffic. For example, it has been
demonstrated that people who live within walking distance (one-third to one-half mile, or 1,742 to 2,640
feet) of a major transit center are more likely to use public transportation than those who must drive to the
transit center.
Likewise, people who live near retail uses, such as retail shops, restaurants, and other public services, are
more likely to walk to those services than drive. The proposed project's TDM plan identifies a total trip
reduction of 22.5 percent, with 10.1 percent due to the close proximity to (and use of) public
transportation. The TDM plan target reduction would satisfy the City of San Carlos’s 2030 General Plan
(General Plan) goal of a 20 percent trip reduction for new development. No change is proposed.
The data described in the project’s TDM plan support the trip reductions applied to the proposed project
and demonstrate that such reductions in traffic are possible, given the project’s location and
characteristics. The fact that 10 percent of the total peak hour trips were estimated to use public
transportation does not suggest that all trips made in the morning by parents dropping off their kids at
school will be made by public transportation. The 10 percent reduction conservatively assumes that some
of the peak hour trips generated by the proposed project potentially would use public transportation, and
these trips are most likely related to work trips. The TDM plan and transit reduction identified for the
proposed project is based on the observation that transit-oriented development typically appeals to people
already using or planning to use public transportation. It is expected that the majority of people who
would live at the SCTV are people who value the amenities that come with the proposed project’s
location, such as access to the Downtown San Carlos area and public transportation.
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It should be noted that the proposed TDM plan for the proposed project would be finalized with the
design and approval of the project, and to the satisfaction of both the City of San Carlos and C/CAG.

Other Trip Generation Adjustments
Pass-by trip reductions also were applied to the retail component of the proposed project. Passby
reductions account for trips that already would be on the adjacent roadways (and are therefore already
included in the existing count data). Pass-by reductions commonly used in different Bay Area
jurisdictions range from 10 to 25 percent. The analysis of the proposed project conservatively assumes a
10 percent pass-by reduction applied to the retail trips in the PM peak hour only.

Effectiveness of the TDM Plan
The Congestion Management Program (CMP) of San Mateo County, administered by the City/County
Association of Governments (C/CAG), requires new development projected to add 100 or more peak hour
trips to the CMP roadway network to implement TDM measures that would reduce the number of trips on
CMP facilities. CMP facilities to which the proposed project would add more than 100 peak hour trips include
the intersection of El Camino Real and Holly Street. Based on C/CAG guidelines (“Revised C/CAG Guidelines
for the Implementation of the Land Use Component of the Congestion Management Program,” September 21,
2004, attached as Appendix L to the Responses to Comments document), the City of San Carlos must ensure
that the Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. (Legacy Partners) and/or tenants will implement sufficient
TDM measures from the C/CAG list to off-set all new peak hour trips. The City of San Carlos can select one
or more of the proposed C/CAG options to reduce the number of new project trips, which include: reduction in
the scope of the proposed project, contribution to a one-time only payment per peak-hour trip to a special fund
for the implementation of appropriate TDM measures at the development, implementation of TDM programs
that have the capacity to fully reduce the demand for new peak hour trips, and others. C/CAG includes a list of
acceptable TDM programs and the equivalent number of trips that will be credited as reduced. The list includes
all TDM measures included as part of the proposed project’s TDM plan. The programs included in the
proposed project’s TDM plan, with its corresponding C/CAG trip credit, are listed below:






Subsidizing transit passes – 1 peak hour trip credit for each transit pass
-

Caltrain’s Go-Pass

-

SamTrans (currently a pilot program)

Parking pricing
-

Parking cash-out – 1 peak hour trip credit for each parking spot

-

Unbundled residential parking prices

Priced employee parking – 2 peak hour trip credit for each parking spot

The proposed TDM plan also includes more passive measures to further reduce trips:


Addition of pedestrian and bicycle facilities (such as bike racks and lockers) – 1 peak hour trip
credit for every 3 new bike lockers/racks installed and maintained
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Provision of carpool/vanpool/ride-matching services – 7 peak hour trip credits for each vanpool
arranged by a specific program. Increases to ten trip credits if a Guaranteed Ride Home Program
is also in place.



Provision of transportation information for residents and tenants



Provision of a transportation information center – 5 trip credits for each information center
(kiosk)

Additionally, based on C/CAG guidelines, all trips from a residential development located within onethird mile of a fixed rail passenger station will be considered credited due to the location of the
development.
The City of San Carlos Zoning Ordinance Update, Chapter 18.25 (Transportation Demand Management),
requires all new multi-unit developments of 10 units or more, new non-residential developments of
10,000 square feet (s.f.) or more, additions to non-residential buildings that are 10,000 s.f. or more in size
that expand existing gross floor area by 10 percent or more, and establishment of a new use, change of
use, or change in operational characteristics in a building that is 10,000 s.f. or more in size that results in
an average daily trip increase of more than 10 percent of the current use, based on the most recent ITE
trip generation rates, to incorporate measures to meet vehicle trip generation rates that are 20 percent
lower than the standard ITE rates. The lower vehicle trip generation rates can be achieved by
implementation of any combination of the trip reduction measures provided (listed as Trip Reduction
measures, Chapter 18.25.040 of the Zoning Ordinance Update). All of the above TDM programs that are
part of the TDM plan for the proposed project are included as trip reduction measures in the Zoning
Ordinance Update, with the exception of subsidizing transit passes.
As identified in the traffic study (Table 9, Project Trip Generation Estimates), the project is estimated to
generate a total of 143 AM and 174 PM peak hour residential gross (before reductions) trips, and a total
of 46 AM and 92 PM peak hour non-residential gross trips. Based on the C/CAG trip credits associated
with the proposed TDM programs, all residential peak hour trips would be credited due to the project’s
location within one-third mile of a fixed rail passenger station. Additionally, the proposed TDM plan can
be tailored to ensure that, in addition to meeting the target 22.5 percent trip reduction, it also reduces the
demand for all new non-residential peak hour trips by implementation of the proposed TDM measures
(and associated trip credits), as required by C/CAG. Please note that for the certification of the project’s
EIR, only a target TDM plan is required. The TDM plan is finalized and approved with the approval of
the project. By achieving a 22.5 percent trip reduction and trip credits for all non-residential peak hour
trips, the proposed project would satisfy both the City of San Carlos and C/CAG requirements.

Enforcement of the TDM Plan Measures
Since the analysis of the proposed project assumes a trip reduction associated with the proposed project's
TDM plan, the proposed project would have a condition of approval to monitor its trip generation to
ensure that the 22.5 percent reduction is achieved. Additionally, C/CAG guidelines state that Legacy
Partners shall pay for a monitoring program for the first three years of the development, with the purpose
to assess the compliance of the proposed project with the final TDM plan. The developed TDM program,
once implemented, must be on going for the occupied life of the development. In the event that the
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required reduction is not achieved, the Public Works Director can impose additional trip reduction
measures. Examples of additional measures could include paid parking, free transit passes, or bicycle
subsidies. By achieving the target trip reduction with implementation of the proposed TDM plan, the
proposed project would satisfy both City of San Carlos and C/CAG requirements.

MASTER RESPONSE 2 - VISUAL QUALITY
Master Response 2 addresses comments 10.1, 10.2, 11.5, 11.11, 11.12, 11.15, 11.16, 11.23, 11.29, 13.1,
14.1, 15.1, 16.1, 16.5, 17.2, 17.3, 17.4, 17.6, 17.7, 17.8, 20.1, 21.1, 21.3, 21.7, 21.9, 23.2, 25.11, 25.22,
25.23, 26.2, 27.3, 27.4, 27.5, 27.6, 27.21, 27.24, 28.1, 31.1, 31.2, 35.43, 35.45, 35.46, 35.47, 35.48, 35.49,
35.50, 35.51, 35.55, 35.58, 35.60, 35.69, 35.70, 36.1, 43.4, 45.4, S-1.1, S-14.1, S-15.2, S-16.1, S-18.2, S18.4, and S-19.1.

Introduction
A number of comments on the Draft EIR expressed concerns that the height and mass of the proposed
project conflicted with the City’s design guidelines and policies and that the proposed project was not
sensitive to the scale, mass, and visual character of the GESC neighborhoods. Additionally, numerous
commentors concluded that the height and mass of the proposed project would result in significant
impacts to the GESC neighborhoods due to the obstruction of hillside views and the creation of shadows.
In response to these comments, Draft EIR Section 3.3, Visual Quality, has been revised to better describe
the proposed project’s consistency with the City’s design guidelines and policies that were adopted to
ensure that development would be sensitive to the surrounding area and to support the conclusion that the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds for
scenic vistas and the visual quality and character of the surrounding area. New visual simulations and
shadow simulations have also been prepared and incorporated into the EIR, as requested by commentors.
Section 3.3, Visual Quality, from the Draft EIR has been revised extensively, including text and figure
revisions, and is presented in its entirety in Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this document.

Compliance with Design Guidelines and Policies
CEQA Significance Thresholds
CEQA requires that an EIR consider whether a proposed project may conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, or regulation (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, or zoning
ordinance) that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (see
Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines). This environmental determination differs from the larger policy
determination of whether a proposed project is consistent with the adopted policies and guidelines. The
former determination (intended for consideration in a CEQA document) is much narrower and based on,
and limited to, a review and analysis of environmental matters and is made by the preparers of the EIR.
The latter determination, by comparison, is made by the decision-making body of the jurisdiction and is
based on a jurisdiction’s broad discretion to assess whether a proposed project conforms to the policies
and objectives of its adopted plan policies as a whole. In addition, the broader plan consistency
determination takes into account all evidence in the record concerning the project characteristics, its
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desirability, as well as its economic, social, and other non-environmental effects. As such, the San Carlos
City Council, the decision-maker here, may determine that the proposed project is (or is not) consistent
with the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan) or other relevant policy documents despite
any conclusion reached by the EIR that the proposed project may (or may not) conflict with policies
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact.
This section thus describes the consistency of the proposed project with policies of the General Plan, the
San Carlos Municipal Code (Title 18, Zoning), Resolution 2003-79 and the City’s Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating significant environmental effects. As
explained above, the consistency analysis provided in this section is only for purposes of environmental
review. The decision-making body of the jurisdiction will ultimately determine the proposed project
consistency with the entire General Plan and other City planning goals.

Applicable Visual/Design Policies and Regulations
As described in the Draft EIR page 3.3-15, there are a number of relevant policies and regulations that
govern and help shape the design, character, and appearance of new development in the City of San
Carlos. This portion of the master response summarizes the key guidance documents, including the
General Plan, the San Carlos Municipal Code (Title 18, Zoning), Resolution 2003-79, and the City’s
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.
At the time of application, the project site, which is located within the Railroad Corridor established by
City Resolution 2003-79, was zoned Highway Commercial Service (C-S) and had a General Plan
designation of Mixed-Use, Medium Density. As described on Draft EIR page 2-6, with approval of the
proposed project, the project site would be rezoned to Planned Community (P-C) in accordance with
Section 4.920 of the Resolution 2003-79. However, on November 28, 2011, by Ordinance 1438, the City
Council adopted a new Zoning Ordinance (Title 18) and the site was rezoned Mixed-Use Station Area
(MU-SA). The General Plan designation remained the same. The remainder of the Railroad Corridor,
south of the project site, was rezoned Mixed-Use South Boulevard (MU-SB). Additionally, the Planned
Community (P-C) zoning has been replaced by Planned Development District (PD) Zoning, Chapter
18.10 of the new Zoning Ordinance.
City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan. The General Plan does not identify maximum building heights,
but does establish maximum densities for residential and mixed-use development. The project site’s
General Plan designation of Mixed-Use, Medium Density allows for up to 50 dwelling units (du) per acre.
The General Plan also includes a number of broad policies related to building heights, massing, and
articulation, as well as compatibility with surrounding land uses. As required by General Plan Policy LU8.20, the proposed project is subject to design review and approval by the appropriate decision-making
body for compliance with site planning, architecture, signage, and landscaping criteria prior to project
approval.
Zoning. The project site’s zoning was C-S which contains a maximum building height of 50 feet and
established other minimum and maximum requirements related to site area, density, and setbacks.
However, the proposed PD zoning does not define specific building regulations or standards. Rather,
building regulations are established in a site-specific Development Plan required by Section 18.10 of the
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City’s Zoning Code and subject to approval by the Planning Commission and City Council. The
Development Plan is required to include specific design standards provided by Section 18.10.040 of the
City’s Zoning Code. As explained on Draft EIR, page 2-6, a PD Zoning District allows flexibility of
design in accordance with the objectives of the General Plan. A PD Zoning District is tailored for the uses
and objectives of a specific project. Prior to the approval of a PD District, the Planning Commission and
City Council must find that the proposed district is consistent with the General Plan, the City subdivision
requirements, and applicable City Council policies. The approved Planned Development Plan for a
particular project and site becomes part of the City’s Zoning.
Resolution 2003-79. As described on Draft EIR page 2-6, Resolution 2003-793 specifies land use and
design goals for the Railroad Corridor and amends the San Carlos West Side Specific Plan, which has
since been incorporated into the General Plan and no longer exists as a stand-alone document. Section
4.840 (Design Policies/Guidelines) of Resolution 2003-79 identifies design policies and guidelines
intended to facilitate architecturally exceptional transit oriented development that complements the
architectural style of significant buildings in the community and is sensitive to the scale and massing of
adjacent and surrounding buildings. Section 4.841 requires that the design of all development is subject to
review by the City’s Planning Commission for compatibility with other architecturally significant
buildings in the vicinity. Additionally, Section 4.844 requires that development in the Railroad Corridor
must incorporate the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.4
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. The City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines are intended to
guide new and redevelopment projects in a manner that embodies the community’s vision for the
downtown area, and include building height and massing recommendations, as well as recommendations
for building articulation and placement. Appendix B (Building Height and Massing) of these guidelines
allows development on El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue in the downtown area to be a maximum
of 50 feet in height (to bottom of cornice or parapet wall) or a maximum of four stories in height. An
additional four feet in height is permitted for a parapet wall, cornice, or sloping roof. Appendix D (Site
Specific Guidelines) of the guidelines identifies site-specific recommendations for the Railroad Property
in which the proposed project is located. Specifically, development must apply architectural, building
height, and site planning sensitivity to the Historic San Carlos Depot Building (Historic Depot) and
adjacent residential neighborhood, buildings must be designed and located to mitigate the impact on
views of the hills for residents on the east side of the proposed project, and buildings must be separated
with space between to maintain light and view corridors and to avoid the solid wall effect for either side
of the tracks.

Consistency with Visual/Design Policies and Regulations
This portion of the master response explains that the proposed project is consistent with visual policies
and regulations. Consistency is addressed in terms of building heights, view corridors, compatibility with
the Historic Depot, and scale and mass.

3
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City of San Carlos, Resolution Number 2003-79, website: http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
completed_projects/railroad_land_use/resolution_no_2003_79.asp, accessed February 2, 2012.
City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2001, website:
http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/pdf/vsc-designguidelines090302.pdf, accessed on February 2, 2012.
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Building Heights. As stated on Draft EIR page 2-16, residential density of the proposed project would be
45 du per acre, which is within the maximum residential density of 50 du per acre for the project site.
Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f), have been reproduced from the project application and added to the
revised Section 3.3, Visual Quality, to better illustrate the proposed project’s height and massing. Section
3.3, Visual Quality, is included in its entirety as a part of Section 6 of this Responses to Comments
document. As shown in these figures, Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with a maximum height
of approximately 49 feet at the roof midpoint, Building 7 would be two stories with a maximum height of
approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8 would be three stories with a maximum height
of approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint. Additional height associated with the roof of the proposed
buildings would not exceed four feet. Accordingly, the height of the proposed project would not exceed
the maximum 50-foot height limit for the project site, as established by the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines.
View Corridors. Proposed buildings are sited and designed architecturally to maintain light and view
corridors and to avoid the appearance of a “solid wall” in compliance with Site Specific Guidelines and
Section 4.851 of Resolution 2003-79. As illustrated in Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f), and described in
the revised visual quality section (found in Section 6 of this document), the heights of the buildings would
vary, buildings are generally separated by parking areas and project amenities, and building elevations
would be articulated, in compliance with the Downtown Urban Design Site Specific Guidelines, Sections
4.848 and 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79, and General Plan Policy LU-8.10. Additionally, as described on
Draft EIR, page 3.3-21, buildings would be aligned from north to south across the project site and spaced
to allow for east-west views across the site except at the north end of the village. Additionally, each of the
six buildings would be sited perpendicular to El Camino Real, and would be oriented around an internal
courtyard, which all units would front. These architectural techniques required by the City’s design
guidelines and policies serve to break up the massing and bulk of buildings, and provide for visual relief.
Accordingly, the height and massing of the proposed buildings would be consistent with Resolution 200379, the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the City’s General Plan.
Relationship to the Historic Depot. As required by Section 4.843 of Resolution 2003-79, proposed
development would incorporate elements of the Historic Depot into the design of the proposed structures.
Text has been added to the Draft EIR to reflect project features that demonstrate compliance with this
aspect of Resolution 2003-79 (see Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR). The added text explains that
elements of the Historic Depot that have been incorporated into the design of the proposed project include
stone veneer, neutral colors, shingled roofs, and metal accents. Several of the existing developments in
the adjacent downtown area, across from the Historic Depot, feature similar elements. The visual
character of the downtown area has been influenced by the presence of historical features such as the
Historic Depot. Residential buildings at the San Carlos Transit Village would feature tiered building
heights, articulation of building elevations, composite shingle roofs, gable accents, stone veneer,
decorative metal railing, timber entry awnings, metal Juliet or wood balconies, bay windows, and
extensive landscaping. Retail buildings would feature limestone veneer, metal awnings, timber trellises,
and extensive landscaping. These features would promote a common architectural vernacular between the
proposed project and surrounding development and create visual interest as seen from street level and
from the residential uses to the east of the project site. These common features and details would comply
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with Sections 4.848 and 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79, the Site Specific Guidelines of the Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines, and General Plan Policy LU-7.4 and Policy LU-8.10.
As described in the revised Draft EIR text on page 3.3-19 and illustrated in Figure 3.3-8(f), Building 7
north of the Historic Depot would not exceed 38 feet in height at the roof midpoint and Building 8 south
of the Historic Depot would not exceed 43 feet in height at the roof midpoint. While these two buildings
are taller and more massive that the Historic Depot, the pedestrian plaza in front of the Historic Depot and
the physical separation between Building 7 and Building 8 with the Historic Depot help make the Historic
Depot structure the focal point of the Historic Depot area. This visual attention on the Historic Depot is
consistent with Section 4.843 of Resolution 2003-79 and General Plan Policy LU-11.13 which
encourages distinctive architectural features, such as a plaza at visually significant locations within
gateway areas. Review of the proposed buildings by the Planning Commission, as required by Section
4.841 of Resolution 2003-79, would ensure that proposed buildings are compatible with architecturally
significant buildings in the vicinity and no damage to the Historic Depot would occur as a result of
proposed development. Text revisions to the Draft EIR have been incorporated that elaborate on project
features that foster architectural and visual sensitivity to the scale and mass of the Historic Depot; please
refer to the modifications in Section 6 of this document.
Furthermore, the proposed project was reviewed by the South Bay Historical Railroad Society, Inc. They
have the responsibility to review projects that are associated with or adjacent to the depot buildings on the
Caltrain Line, which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places, in order to ensure that they are
in compliance with the specific preservation covenants placed on them. The covenants are between the
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and the California State Office of Historic Preservation and are
meant to preserve the historic depot buildings. After several reviews, the Society concluded that the
elimination of vehicular access in front of the Historic Depot will allow for better enjoyment of the
building by the public and creates a view corridor along San Carlos Avenue that highlights the historic
building. The representative reviewing the project believe that the proposed project, as proposed is well
designed, enhances the public experience of the Depot and is compliant with the San Carlos Depot
covenant.
Scale and Mass. The proposed project also complies with Site Specific Guidelines, Section 4.849 of
Resolution 2003-79, and General Plan Policies LU-8.2, LU-9.5, LU-9.12 and LU-9.13, in that the
proposed project has been designed to be sensitive to the scale and mass of nearby residential areas. Refer
to Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR, for the text changes made to Draft EIR text beginning on page
3.3-21, starting at the first paragraph. The concern expressed by the commentors that the scale and mass
of proposed development would be substantial compared to the scale and mass of existing one- and twostory single-family homes across Old County Road is acknowledged and it understood that this difference
would be particularly felt by the residents of these areas.
However, the proposed development would be set back from existing single family homes in the GESC
neighborhoods by Old County Road and the elevated Caltrain tracks, at a minimum distance of
approximately 125 feet. Additionally, the proposed project has incorporated various architectural
techniques such as separations between buildings to avoid the solid wall effect, the tiering of building
heights, and articulation of building elevations in order to break up the massing and bulk of buildings and
provide for visual relief, as recommended by Section 4.848 of Resolution 2003-79, the Site Specific
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Guidelines, and General Plan Policy LU-8.10. Furthermore, as illustrated in Figures 2-6 through 2-6h, the
proposed project would include extensive landscaping along the eastern perimeter of the project site and
between Old County Road and the elevated Caltrain tracks, in compliance with Section 4.842 and Section
4.854 of Resolution 2003-79 which encourage accent landscaping along the perimeter of buildings to
provide a buffer between land uses and soften the visual impacts of buildings. The provision of
landscaping would also partially screen views of the Caltrain berm and the proposed development. In
short, the proposed project would be set back, buffered, and screened from the eastern area single-family
homes as required by General Plan Policy LU-9.5 and the project has incorporated various architectural
techniques to break up the mass and bulk of the proposed buildings in compliance with Site Specific
Guidelines, Resolution 2003-79, and the General Plan. The proposed project would have a scale and mass
substantially greater than the residential neighborhoods to the east; however, the physical separation,
created in part by the Caltrain berm; the landscaping to help screen the mass; and the design features
incorporated into the proposed project contribute to the conclusion that the proposed project generally
complies with policies and regulations concerning scale and mass. Although the proposed project would
have a scale and mass greater than what is currently onsite, the visibility of the proposed project alone
would not result in a significant impact; the addition of a structure in a line of sight does not automatically
constitute a significant impact. Instead, impact determinations discussed in the Draft EIR are based on
significant criteria identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines, and the 2030 General Plan.
Summary. Based on the information presented above, the proposed project complies with applicable
design guidelines and policies, meaning that the project generally conforms to the intent of the visual
policies. Compliance will be further ensured through a number of required site plan reviews prior to
project approval. Specifically, the proposed project’s Development Plan must be reviewed and approved
by the City’s Planning Commission and City Council as required by Section 18.36 of the City’s Zoning
Code, and the City’s Planning Commission will conduct design review of the proposed project for
compatibility with other architecturally significant buildings in the vicinity as required by Section 4.841
of Resolution 2003-79. Additionally, the Planning Commission must review and approve the proposed
project for compliance with site planning, architecture, signage, and landscaping criteria prior to project
approval pursuant to General Plan Policy LU-8.20. These reviews and project modifications as necessary
ensure that the proposed project achieves and is consistent with the City’s vision and goals for the project
site as set forth in Resolution 2003-79, the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the 2030
General Plan.

Views and Scenic Vistas
CEQA Significance Thresholds. The State CEQA Guidelines in its environmental checklist (Appendix
G) identifies “threshold” questions that are intended to help determine whether a project may have a
substantially adverse effect on the environment. For scenic vistas, the CEQA guidelines ask, “would the
project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?” This Master Response is not intended to
address any other significance criteria identified in the Draft EIR.
Views are defined by what is visible from various vantage points. Such views can encompass urban
settings, open spaces, or combinations of the two. Views of the natural landscape, hill forms, tree clusters
are typically prized because they are scenic, provide respite from urban development, or provide visual
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reminders of a past unspoiled, natural setting. Similarly, views of a historic district or a gateway help
provide insights into the development and heritage of a community or a visually memorable entrance into
a community. A scenic vista is commonly defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a
highly valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. These viewsheds contribute to an area’s
identity and high quality of life. The City’s policy documents provide guidance of important scenic vistas
in San Carlos. The City’s General Plan EIR describes “a wealth of scenic vistas throughout the western
portion of the city with views of the surrounding hillsides and open spaces and the San Francisco Bay.”5
Common features of scenic vistas in San Carlos are expansive or extensive views of hillsides, open space,
and the Bay.
It is important to recognize that while a project may have a very significant impact on a neighbor or a
group of residents, the impact may not be significant under CEQA. CEQA is intended to assess
significant adverse impacts on “the environment,” with “the environment” considered broadly. While a
project may cause shadowing on a neighboring property, block a nearby property’s views, or alter the
streetscape or landscaping for nearby properties, these are not necessarily considered significant
environmental effects under CEQA. The question is whether a project will affect the environment of
persons in general, not whether a project will affect particular persons (see Association for Protection etc.
Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720, 734 [3 Cal. Rptr. 2d 488]). Additionally, California
landowners do not have a right of access to air, light and view over adjoining property (see Wolford v.
Thomas (1987) 190 Cal. App. 3d 347, 358 [235 Cal. Rptr. 422]). This perspective is not intended to
dismiss how the loss of views may be of tremendous concern for individuals; rather, it simply provides an
explanation of how this impact is evaluated under CEQA.
Scenic Views. Views from the GESC neighborhoods vary depending on the location of the viewer, the
viewer’s position on sidewalks, orientation, proximity to Old County Road (for east-west streets), and the
presence and maturity of street trees. From the GESC neighborhoods, there are no views of the waterfront
along the Bay and limited views of the Historic Depot from a stretch along Old County Road. There are,
however, noteworthy views of the western ridgeline and of the prominent hill landform around Arguello
Park to the northwest, both of which offer scenic backdrops to the urban development pattern in the
flatlands. A full visual perspective and panorama of the ridgeline and the hill is especially prominent from
Industrial Road and U.S. 101 where one is sufficiently distant and has expansive views over the
intervening buildings and street trees. Within the GESC neighborhoods, views tend to be narrower and
focus on either the ridgeline or the hill.
Views of the Hill. Views of the hill as a prominent feature can be divided into views along the north-south
streets and views along the east-west streets.
In the north-south direction, there are three primary roadways within the GESC neighborhood: Old
County Road running the length of the neighborhoods, Bay Port Avenue in the neighborhood south of
Holly Street, and Fairfield Drive in the neighborhood north of Holly Street.

5

City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, June 25, 2009, p. 4.1-16.
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Along Old County Road, the proximity of the berm defining the Caltrain corridor and change in
the street elevation (dipping as it approaches Holly Street) are primary factors in the hill’s
visibility. Portions of the hill are visible above the Caltrain berm between Cherry Street and San
Carlos Avenue and then north of Springfield Drive to Northwood Drive; the highest degree of
visibility occurs between Springfield and Sylvan where the hill and the berm occupy similar
proportions of the sky plane as shown in Figure 3-1.

Figure 3-1
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Views from Old County Road, Facing West
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Along Bay Port Avenue, there are occasional glimpses of the hill starting as far south as Hall
Street; however, prominent views that would be interrupted by the proposed project occur in an
approximate half-block stretch along Laureola Park, where the park’s open space affords clear
views of the hill as shown in Figure 3-2.



Along Fairfield Drive, views of the hill are sporadic. When available, the hill is visually
prominent, but it is typically obscured by residences or street trees.

Figure 3-2

Views from Port Bay Avenue, Facing West Towards Laureola Park

East-west streets with prominent views of the hill include Holly Street and other streets proceeding
northward until Northwood Drive. South of Holly Street, the orientation of the streets and the location of
the hill to the northwest preclude views from the residences. While there are east-west streets with
substantial direct views of the hill (Holly, Springfield, Sylvan, Inverness, Riverton), the duration and the
extent of these views varies almost house-by-house, as the height of the Caltrain berm at Old County
Road, the presence of street trees, and height and roof pitch of the homes along the street frontage
changes. Along these streets, views of the hill vary from highly visible and occupying a large proportion
of the viewshed to obscured and unnoticed.
In summary, the views of the hill from the GESC neighborhoods are contributory to the overall visual
landscape; however, these views are prominent from relatively few locations within the GESC
neighborhoods.
Views of the Western Hills and Ridgeline. Like the hill to the northwest, the western hills/ridgeline vary in
prominence and visibility, largely based on one’s location (closer to Old County Road or Industrial Road)
and the viewshed (whether views are narrow and channelized or more expansive and panoramic). Those
views that are more distant (closer to Industrial Road) and more expansive are considered more scenic
because they offer a better perspective of the balance between the urban and natural visual landscapes and
better convey the beauty of the Bay Area’s physiographic features. As a result, the importance of the

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

3-17

ridgeline to the view corridors along east-west streets (including Montgomery Street north to Riverton
Drive) generally increases as one moves away from Old County Road and the Caltrain berm. At the
westernmost locations along the east-west streets, the berm and Caltrain-related features dominate and
obscure the western ridgeline and, thus, views are more narrow and channelized, as shown in Figure 3-3.

Figure 3-3

3-18

Views of Western Hills and Ridgeline as Seen from Western GESC Neighborhoods,
Facing West
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Moving eastward (towards Fairfield Drive, Bay Port Avenue, or Industrial Road), the ridgeline becomes
evident but is typically part of a focused mid-range to distant view that includes street trees. As a result,
the ridgeline is part of the natural visual backdrop, but not a prominent feature as shown in Figure 3-4.

Figure 3-4

Views of Western Hills and Ridgeline as Seen from Eastern GESC Neighborhoods,
Facing West

Summary. Based on the above visual survey, the loss of hill views in this portion of the GESC
neighborhood would be noticeable for particular residences, especially those closer to Old County Road;
however, it would not be pervasive nor considered a significant impact affecting the general population.
Existing westward views looking towards the project site, from the neighborhoods east of the project site,
as shown in Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6 of the Draft EIR, typically include foreground views of single-family
homes, street trees, and roadways; midground views of the elevated Caltrain tracks and vegetation along
Old County Road, but may include the hillsides; and background views of open sky and occasionally the
ridgelines. The scenic background views of the hillsides of Pulgas Ridge are available from various
vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods when looking towards the project site, but they are not
pervasive. Accordingly, views of the hillsides certainly contribute to the overall visual landscape;
however, prominent views of the hillsides looking across the project site are not widely available from the
GESC neighborhoods.
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Loss of Scenic Views
The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista which is considered a viewpoint with broad and expansive views of a significant landscape feature
or panoramic views of significant historical or architectural features. In light of this definition, as
expanded upon above and shaped by the General Plan, views looking towards the project site from the
GESC neighborhoods are important and valuable to residents but do not constitute a scenic vista. As
described above, views looking towards the project site down east-west streets in the GESC
neighborhoods consist primarily of foreground views of single-family homes, street trees, and roadways,
midground views of the elevated Caltrain tracks and vegetation along Old County Road, and background
views of open sky and occasionally the Pulgas Ridge hillsides. While background views of the hillsides
are available from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods when looking towards the project site,
these views are typically narrow and focused, and would not be defined as broad, expansive, or
panoramic.
Although views of the hillsides from the GESC neighborhoods do not constitute a scenic vista, views of
the hillsides are protected by Section 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79 which requires development in the
Railroad Corridor to accommodate and preserve significant views from the east side residential areas;
Appendix D, Site-Specific Guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, which requires
buildings be designed and located to mitigate impacts on views of the hills for residents on the east side of
the tracks; and General Plan Policies LU-8.19 and LU-9.9, which require new development to minimize
the obstruction of views. As such, the potential obstruction of views due to the proposed project was
evaluated in the EIR in the context of the degradation of the visual character or quality of the area.
The EIR has been revised to include an expanded description of existing views of the hillsides from the
GESC neighborhoods. The revisions to the text are contained in the revised Section 3.3, Visual Quality,
found in Section 6 of this Responses to Comments document. In addition to the revised text, additional
visual simulations have been provided as requested by commentors. These visual simulations include:
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Figure 3.3-9(a), Existing and Post-Construction Views from El Camino Real and San Carlos
Avenue, Facing Northeast, page 3-24 and 3.3-27, Section 6;



Figure 3.3-12(a), Existing and Post-Construction Views from Laureola Park, Facing West, page
3-25 and 3.3-40, Section 6; and,



Figure 3.3-12(b), Existing and Post-Construction Views from Holly Street and Old County Road,
Facing Northwest, page 3-26 and 3.3-41, Section 6. An additional visual simulation from this
location depicting the proposed project and High Speed Train (HST) is provided on page 3-52 of
this section.
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b. Proposed
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FIGURE 3.3-9(a)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue
100000532
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a. Existing

b. Proposed
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FIGURE 3.3-12(a)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post Construction Views of Laureola Park, Facing West
100000532
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a. Existing

b. Proposed
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FIGURE 3.3-12(b)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Holly Street and Old County Road, Facing Northwest
100000532

San Carlos Transit Village EIR

Due to the height and mass of proposed development, and the elevation of the project site which is
approximately 5 feet higher than the GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project would obstruct hillside
views from various vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, as shown in Figure 3.3-10, page 3.3-37,
Figure 3.3-11, page 3.3-38, Figure 3.3-12, page 3.3-39, Figure 3.3-12 (a), page 3.3-40, and Figure 3.312(b), page 3.3-41 in Section 6. While individual views would be lost from certain vantage points,
hillside views would continue to be available from other vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods.
Further, as required by the Site Specific Guidelines, buildings would be aligned from north to south
across the project site and spaced to allow for east-west views across the site except at the north end of the
village. The provision of view corridors would allow for channeled views of the hillsides from east-west
streets in the GESC neighborhoods, consistent with existing conditions, and in compliance with policies
and guidelines referenced above that require that views be preserved and the obstruction of views be
minimized. As such, the visual quality and character of the GESC neighborhoods overall, would not be
degraded under CEQA due to the obstruction of views from limited vantage points such that a significant
impact would occur.

Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR
A number of comments recall that the Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR evaluated the impacts of
elevating the Caltrain tracks and reached conclusions about significant and unavoidable visual impacts.
According to the commentors, it therefore seems contradictory that the taller row of buildings that define
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant visual effect in the Draft EIR on the proposed
transit village. This portion of the master response addresses this difference in visual impact conclusions.

Summary of Holly Street Grade Separation Visual Impacts
The elevated tracks were constructed as part of the Holly Street Grade Separation Project. The Holly
Street Grade Separation Project involved eliminating the at-grade intersection of the Caltrain tracks and
Holly Street to improve traffic flow into and out of the Downtown area, reduce delays when Caltrain
stopped at the Historic Depot, and improve safety and reduce the potential for train and automobile
accidents. The Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR, prepared in 1993, analyzed the impacts of two
viable alternatives; Alternative 2 which proposed raising Holly Street 29 feet high over the tracks which
ran at grade at the time, and Alternative 6 which proposed raising the then at-grade Caltrain tracks 12 feet
over the then-existing grade of Holly Street and lowering Holly Street 10 feet below its elevation. A range
of other alternatives were also presented in the EIR, but these two alternatives were evaluated as the most
viable and would environmentally address other combinations raising the tracks and lowering Holly
Street. Neither of these two configurations was ultimately selected. During the Final EIR process, a
preferred alternative (Alternative 5 mitigated) was identified that proposed to raise the tracks only 10 feet
and lower Holly Street 10 feet. However, the selection of an alternative did not preclude future
development from exceeding the height of the berm. The zoning along the railroad corridor remained in
place and continued to allow for 50 foot structures.
The Revised Holly Street Grade Separation Project Draft EIR in Section IV.C, Visual Resources,
determined that Alternative 6 would create a significant visual barrier between the portion of the City
west of the tracks and the portion to the east, and obstruct or alter prominent views, resulting in a
significant impact on aesthetics/visual quality. Specifically, the EIR in Impact 1 elaborated that
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Alternative 6 would dominate east-west views from Old County Road, El Camino Real, and their side
streets. The elevated rail alignment would obstruct views of the Arguello Park hill area for northbound
travelers along Old County Road south of Holly Street.6 The Revised Draft EIR in Impact 3 also
explored the effect of the raised tracks on the visual character of the residential area along Old County
Road, identifying this stretch as being of “highest sensitivity.” The existing views for these homes of the
Northeast San Carlos neighborhood were described as “largely restricted to the track bed (which is
several feet above the grade of Old County Road)” and of “the backs of buildings that front El Camino
Real.” The evaluation of the existing visual character (Impact 3) concluded that “Because the rail line is
approximately 75 feet from the eastern curb of Old County Road, the change in elevation of the track bed
would have little effect on residents’ perception of their sense of enclosure.” The final assessment of
visual quality considered the impacts of raising the tracks on close-up views for residents, employees, and
travelers along and east of Old County Road (Impact 4). The Revised Draft EIR concluded that “views of
the eastern façade of the Historic Depot and Arguello Park area would be eliminated, reducing any
physical or visual connections with the west.”7 Mitigation was recommended for Impact 1 (introduction
of significant visual barrier) and Impact 4 (alteration of close-up views along and east of Old County
Road). The recommended mitigations included landscaping between the tracks and Old County Road to
enhance the streetscape along the railroad corridor and modifying the design of the elevated structure and
its support columns to retain views of the Historic Depot. However, the latter measure was determined to
be potentially infeasible or ineffective, and therefore Impact 1 was identified potentially significant and
unavoidable.
The Holly Street Grade Separation Project was approved and the Final EIR for the project was certified
by City Council Resolution 1994-2 adopted January 10, 1994. Resolution 1994-2 approved the preferred
alternative identified in the Final EIR. Resolution 1994-2 also adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations (SOC) and approved a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Holly Street Grade
Separation Project. The SOC included as Attachment A of Resolution 1994-2 identified the following
impacts that would remain significant even with implementation of mitigation described in the Final EIR
under the preferred alternative:


Displacement and relocation of businesses along El Camino Real



Increase in ambient noise level during the construction period



Creation of a prominent visual and physical barrier and loss of several prominent views including
those of the eastern facade of the Historic Depot

However, the City Council found that significant benefits of the project would override the significant
environmental impacts identified above.

6

7

City of San Carlos, Revised Holly Street Grade Separation Project Draft Environmental Impact Report,
December 1993, p.IV.C-14.
City of San Carlos, Revised Holly Street Grade Separation Project Draft Environmental Impact Report,
December 1993, pp.IV.C-17, IV.C-18.
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Relationship between Holly Street Grade Separation Project and the San Carlos Transit
Village
The Holly Street Grade Separation Project was completed in 2000 and is now a dominant visual
component of the area. As a result of the Holly Street Grade Separation Project, east and west San Carlos
are visually and physically separated, and views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from the GESC
neighborhoods are limited and either dominated or interrupted in some fashion by the elevated Caltrain
tracks. Accordingly, the existing conditions that define the environmental setting that would be affected
by the proposed project reflect the current availability of views, the visual character, and streetscapes in
the project vicinity. The analysis presented in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR and as updated
in Section 6 of this document are required by the State CEQA Guidelines to contemplate existing
conditions at the project site and surrounding area, and not hypothetical conditions such as existed prior to
construction of the elevated Caltrain tracks. More specifically, “an EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125(a)).
As a result, regardless of current opinions about the elevated berm and its effect on the visual character,
views, and the quality of life in San Carlos, its presence defines the existing baseline physical conditions. As
discussed in this master response and in the revised Section 3.3 presented in Section 6 of this document, the
proposed project would generally comply with applicable City visual policy guidance on urban design and
views. From a CEQA perspective, the Draft EIR discloses the loss of views from vantage points in the
GESC neighborhoods and the changes to the visual character and quality of the area, and effects on scenic
resources such as the Historic Depot. The Planning Commission and the City Council will ultimately make
the determination about the project’s consistency with the applicable City policy documents; however, the
Draft EIR appropriately concluded that the proposed project’s impact to scenic vistas and visual quality and
character would be less than significant.

Shadows
Neither CEQA nor the City identifies significance criteria for shadow impacts. As such, no significance
conclusions are provided in the Draft EIR regarding shadow impacts, rather shadow studies are included
for informational purposes only. Nevertheless, shadow effects contribute to a community’s quality of life,
enjoyment, and visual character. In response to a number of shade and shadow concerns expressed by the
GESC Association during the NOP comment period, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, a
discussion of shading and shadow conditions is provided on Draft EIR page 3.3-30 and shadow
simulations have been provided as Draft EIR Figures 3.3-15 through 3.3-18 and supplemented in this
Final EIR. The Draft EIR text and figures have been revised to address and illustrate shadow conditions
during later afternoon hours, both 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m., per comments received on the Draft EIR.
Section 6, of this Final EIR, contains the revised text and figures. However, Figures 3.3-15 through 3.318 have been revised as follows.
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Shadowing refers to preventing existing land uses from directly accessing sunlight due to shadows cast by
off-site buildings or structures. The consequences of shadows on land uses may be positive, including
cooling effects during warm weather, or negative, such as the loss of natural light necessary for solar
energy purposes or the loss of warming influences during cool weather. Shadow effects are dependent
upon several factors, including the local topography, the height and bulk of a project’s structural
elements, the shade sensitivity of adjacent land uses, the season and consequent length of shadows, and
the duration of shadow projection. Facilities and operations sensitive to the effects of shadowing include,
but are not necessarily limited to, residential, recreational, institutional uses (e.g., schools, nursing homes,
etc.), some public outdoor spaces or restaurants with outdoor eating areas, plant nurseries, and existing
solar collectors. These uses are considered sensitive because sunlight is important to function, physical
comfort, or commerce. Shadow length and bearing (the direction in which they are cast) is dependent on
the location (latitude and longitude) of the project site, which dictates the angle of the sun relative to the
project site. In this case, the sun sets behind the western hills and casts shadows toward the east. The
potential for off-site effects is dependent on the distance between the project site and the nearest shadesensitive land uses. While neither CEQA nor the City for San Carlos identify standards or guidelines for
shadow impacts, various jurisdictions have developed thresholds. For example, the in the City of
Huntington Beach, shadow impacts may be considered significant when the proposed project would result
in shadow-sensitive uses being cast in shadow for more than three hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.
PST between late October and early April (including Winter Solstice), or for more than four hours
between early April and late October (including Summer Solstice). These hours and seasons are
suggested because it is during these periods shading may be considered to interfere with the activities on
that off-site property.
A discussion of shadow conditions with implementation of the proposed project is provided on Draft EIR
page 3.3-30. In addition, shadows resulting from the proposed project are illustrated in Draft EIR Figures
3.3-15 through 3.3-18, for the autumn and spring equinoxes and the summer and winter solstices at the
hours of 10:00 a.m., noon, and 3:00 p.m. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, text and
figures have been revised to address and illustrate shadow conditions at the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 5:00
p.m. Illustrations of shadows resulting from the proposed project at additional times of day have not been
provided as it is evident based on revised Figures 3.3-15 through 3.3-18 when homes would be cast in
shadow. It is important to note that the times reflected in these figures depict the worst-case shadowing
effects.
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As shown on these figures, shadows would extend onto homes along Old County Road (approximately eight
residences), between roughly Holly Street and Northwood Drive, and just east of this segment of Old
County Road (approximately four residences east of Old County Road on east-west roads, totaling up to
approximately 24 residences) after 3:00 p.m. (at the earliest) during the winter. In addition, shadows would
extend to homes along Old County Road (approximately seven residences), between roughly Holly Street
and Northwood Drive, after 5:00 p.m. during the autumn. As the sun sets at approximately 5:00 p.m. on the
winter solstice and approximately 6:00 p.m. on the autumn equinox, these homes would be cast in shadow
for approximately two hours daily during the winter months and approximately one hour daily during the
autumn months. Because shadows would not be cast upon residents or other light sensitive uses during a
substantial portion (greater than 50 percent) of the main daylight hours (9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the
fall, winter, and spring seasons, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. [daylight savings time] during the summer
season), the functionality of uses that depend upon light for their operation including rooftop solar panels on
homes in the GESC neighborhoods were not considered to be significantly reduced. At no other time of the
year would shadows resulting from the proposed project extend onto homes for any portion of the day. No
public shadow sensitive uses such as parks or schools would be cast in shadow as a result of the proposed
project.
The EIR acknowledges that shadows would be cast on residences in the GESC neighborhood during
winter afternoons; however, residences and other light sensitive uses would not be significantly impacted
because the functionality of these uses would not be significantly reduced as a result of the proposed
project. Additionally, General Plan Policy LU-8.19 requires residential structures to be designed to avoid
interference with the right and ability to use solar energy. Design review of the proposed project by the
appropriate decision making body for compliance with site planning, architecture, signage, and
landscaping criteria prior to project approval, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20, would ensure that
the proposed project does not substantially interfere with right and ability to use solar energy.

MASTER RESPONSE 3 - NOISE
Master Response 3 addresses comments 11.19, 14.5, 16.2, 16.8, 20.5, 21.4, 23.1, 25.27, 26.1, 27.16, 31.7,
35.1, 35.2, 35.8, 35.12, 35.13, 35.18, 35.66, 35.71, 38.4, 43.4, 45.4, S-9.1, S-11.2, and S-14.1.
A number of commentors on the Draft EIR were concerned about the possibility of train noise reflecting off
the building facades of the proposed transit village and elevating noise exposure for residents who live east
of the train tracks and Old County Road. This Master Response explores the potential for such occurrences.
In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, 5 short term and 2 continuous 24-hour additional noise
measurements have been taken at multiple locations to better characterize the existing noise environment in
the GESC neighborhoods, and review of Caltrain background documents and operations has been
undertaken to better understand the nature of the noise source. The additional noise measurement data
collected refine the ambient noise conditions described in the Draft EIR. Together the Draft EIR and this
supplemental information provide a comprehensive analysis of noise.
This Master Response presents the noise measurement data and describes the nature and causes of noise
reflection in the GESC neighborhoods with the proposed project constructed. This Master Response
focuses on the potential increase in ambient noise levels within the GESC neighborhoods that may result
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from sound wave reflections off the building façades proposed as part of the transit village project. Three
different scenarios are evaluated to account for varying Caltrain service plans: existing operations, future
operations with planned increases in service, and future operations with electrification of the system and
planned increases in service.
A cumulative noise analysis was also conducted to determine the proposed project’s contribution to
cumulative train noise within the GESC neighborhoods due to potential reflections while accounting for
proposed High Speed Train (HST) operations combined with future Caltrain operations. This analysis is
included in Master Response 4, High Speed Train Cumulative Assessment.

Project Features and Setting Conditions Relevant for the Noise Assessment
The proposed project would redevelop properties north and south of the existing Caltrain Station with
transit-oriented and mixed-use development that would include residential, retail, and office uses. The
proposed project would introduce 1,553 linear feet of non-continuous building façades and 585 linear feet
of open space between proposed building facades adjacent to, and west of, the existing Caltrain tracks.
Thus, of the 2,138 lineal feet of proposed residential and retail uses at the project site, approximately 73
percent would be building façade and 27 percent would be open space. Table 3-1 below summarizes
building height, length, façade materials, distance to the centerline of the Caltrain tracks, and open space
(or, breaks in the building façade for landscaping, walkways, and other design components) - all features
that are relevant to how noise from passing trains may be reflected back towards the residences to the
east.
Existing land uses east of the Caltrain tracks within the GESC neighborhoods are primarily low-rise (one
story) single family residential uses north of Holly Street with one commercial use at the northeast corner
of Holly Street and Old County Road. South of Holly Street, primarily one- to two- story commercial and
light industrial uses align the east side of Old County Road with one-story, single family residential uses
located further east. The GESC neighborhoods are bordered to the north, south, and east by light
industrial uses.
Table 3-1
Summary of Proposed Project Building Design Relevant to Noise Reflection
Proposed
Structure

Building
Height

Building
Length

Building 1

42΄

194΄-2˝

Building 2

42΄

303΄-9˝

Building 3

34΄ to 49΄

179΄-8˝

Building 4

42΄ to 49΄

289΄-0˝

Building 5

42΄ to 46΄

178΄-0˝

Building 6

32΄ to 45΄

180΄-6˝

Building 7

35΄

48΄-10˝

Building 8

35΄ to 40΄

178΄-2˝

Façade
Materials

Distance to
Caltrain
Centerline

Open Space Between
Buildings
56΄-0˝– parking spaces

Plaster finish,
vinyl windows,
wood, panel
and trim at
windows,
composite
shingle roof

58΄-2˝– pool area
74΄-0˝– parking spaces
75 feet

131΄-6˝– Holly Street
40΄-0˝– courtyard/breeze-way
71΄-6˝– parking spaces
153΄-8˝– existing depot

Source: Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. San Carlos Transit Village, Sheet A3.4. 04/17/2009.
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Discussion of Noise Reflections
Noise generated from a source spreads in a geometrical pattern made up of noise waves. Noise reflections
occur when any flat, large area solid surface (described here as a “reflective structure”) is introduced
adjacent to an existing noise source. A reflective structure would need to be substantially taller than the
noise source in order for the reflected noise to travel over and past the source and thereby result in an
increase of ambient noise levels at receiver locations. If the reflective structure is not substantially taller
than the noise source, the noise would reflect into the noise source itself and the noise source would
shield the reflective noise from noise sensitive receptors. The material of the reflective structure can be
reflective or absorptive which will influence the amount of reflected noise. A surface that is porous and
has many voids is considered absorptive, resulting in little to no noise being reflected. A smooth, hard
surface (masonry or concrete) would be considered highly reflective; meaning much of the noise striking
the structure is reflected back towards the source and the receivers beyond.
A receiver would experience the combined noise of the direct noise wave from the source plus the
reflected noise if the reflective surface were taller than the source. The reflected noise wave would have
less acoustical energy than the direct noise wave. This reduction occurs because the reflected noise wave
must travel a greater distance (from noise source to reflective structure to receiver), and acoustical energy
attenuates, or lessens, as the distance between the source and the receiver increases. Not accounting for
attenuation due to the distance that the noise wave travels to the reflective surface and then back to the
receiver, the maximum increase in received noise is a theoretical maximum of 3 dBA or a logarithmic
doubling of noise;8 however, the distance of reflected noise waves are always longer, reflective structures
are not prefect reflectors, and the noise source often blocks the reflective noise. As a result, the reflected
noise at the receiver is typically 1 dBA to 2 dBA less than the theoretical maximum of 3 dBA that would
result from the combination of two identical noise levels. Furthermore, reflections from elevated noise
sources onto receiver locations at lower elevations generally do not cause reflection impacts, because the
reflected noise wave generally travels, or arcs, over and above the receivers.9 Given the height of the
Caltrain tracks relative to the elevation of the GESC neighborhoods, the reflected noise wave would travel
over the typical height of receivers along Old County Road. However, it has been conservatively assumed
that reflected noise wave would travel down towards the receivers by approximately the second house
along the east-west streets in the GESC neighborhoods. Previously conducted studies indicate that noise
reflections from buildings would cause an increase of approximately 1 dBA at receivers.10
Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, turbulence, temperature gradients, and humidity may
additionally alter the propagation of noise and affect levels at a receiver. Receivers downwind from a
noise source would experience increased noise levels during periods of high winds and consequently,
8

9
10
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Decibels (dBA) are logarithmic units that cannot be added or subtracted through ordinary arithmetic. When
combining two identical noise levels (66 dBA + 66 dBA = 69 dBA), the result is a 3 dBA increase versus
simply adding the two noise levels together (66 dBA + 66 dBA ≠ 132 dBA). In this case, the theoretical
maximum for a direct wave plus a reflected wave would be the original noise emanating from Caltrain trains in
combination with the noise reflected off the reflective surface. Assuming a perfectly reflective building façade.
and no attenuation for the additional distance that the reflected wave travels, receiver location would hear the
equivalent of two identical noise levels combined, or a 3 dBA increase.
Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 2009.
Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., Acoustics, 1998.
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noise levels decrease at upwind receivers. Varying temperatures also influence noise levels. During
periods of high temperatures, noise tends to bend upward causing noise levels to decrease at the height of
typical receivers, while cooler temperatures keep noise levels closer to a typical receiver height. Cooler
temperatures with little to no wind are ideal for measuring existing ambient conditions. Furthermore, the
presence of a large object (e.g., barrier, topographic features, and intervening buildings) between the
noise source and the receiver can provide significant attenuation of noise levels at the receiver. The
amount of noise level reduction or “shielding” provided by a barrier primarily depends on the size of the
barrier, the location of the barrier in relation to the source and receivers, and the frequency spectra of the
noise.

Existing Noise Exposure in the GESC Neighborhoods
The GESC neighborhood south of Holly Street has a mix of residential and commercial uses consisting of
various noise sources, such as parking noise, heating and ventilation noise, delivery noise, and power tool
noise that may interfere with isolating train noise during measurement periods. Noise measurement sites
were chosen in areas of concentrated residential uses where ambient noise levels would be relatively low
due to a lack of various noise sources and train noise is clearly dominant. Noise sources north of Holly
Street consist of neighborhood activities, Old County Road traffic, and to a lesser extent U.S. 101 traffic;
however, Caltrain noise is clearly the dominant noise source north of Holly Street. Two long-term noise
measurements and five short-term noise measurements, in addition to those conducted for the Draft EIR,
were conducted on the project site and in the adjacent GESC neighborhoods (see Figure 3-5 for
locations). A summary of the noise measurement data is shown in Table 3-2 and Table 3-3. A complete
record of interval data, field notes, and a graphical representation of long term noise measurements are
shown in Appendix M of this Responses to Comments document.
Long term measurement LT-1, shown in Table 3-2, indicates that noise levels for residents located
adjacent, or in the first row of homes, are high, and if new residential development were proposed along
Old County Road, it should incorporate mitigation measures in the project design to ensure the City’s
normally acceptable interior noise levels are achieved. Typically, residents that move into an area with an
existing noise source that produces high noise levels, such as the existing Caltrain operations, become
accustomed to noise events produced from rail transit and acclimate to the existing noise environment.
Long term measurement LT-2, shown in Table 3-2, indicates that noise levels are reduced due to
intervening residences between the tracks and residents located further east of the tracks. Accounting for
train noise reduction due only to distance (using LT-1 noise level as the reference noise level and an
attenuation rate of 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance for propagation calculations), a noise level of 65
dBA Ldn is estimated at the LT-2 location. Comparing the measured noise level to calculated noise level
accounting only for distance shows a difference of 5 dBA. Therefore, the intervening residential
structures are providing an additional 5 dBA of noise reduction at the LT-2 measurement location.
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Table 3-2
Summary of Long Term Noise Measurement Data from the GESC Neighborhoods
Average Measured hourly Noise Levels, dBA
Daytime
(7 a.m.–10 p.m.)

Ldn
Location
1

Nighttime
(10 p.m.–7 a.m.)

Leq

Lmax

L50

L90

Leq

Lmax

L50

L90

Noise Sources

LT-1: 110 feet from railroad
tracks, 349 Old County Road –
side yard (12/7/2011)
Day/Night% = 83/17

76.9

74.0

95.8

67.2

63.6

69.4

89.7

57.4

54.4 Train
operations, Old
County Road
traffic

LT-2: 650 feet from railroad
tracks, 1016 Sylvan Drive –
back yard (12/7/2011)
Day/Night% = 93/7

58.92 58.5

75.0

47.3

44.2

49.5

61.7

47.2

44.9 U.S. 101 traffic,
Aircraft overflights, train
operations

Source: Atkins, 2011.
Notes:
dBA
Ldn
Leq
Lmax
L50
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A-weighted decibels
day-night average noise level
the equivalent hourly average noise level
maximum noise level
the noise level exceeded 50% of a specific period of time

L90
1

2

the noise level exceeded 90% of a specific period of time;
Instantaneous maximum noise levels generated by train
pass-bys at LT-1 ranged from 86 to 100 dBA, which were
included in the Ldn average.
Approximately 10 dBA of shielding from Caltrain
operational noise due to intervening residential structures
and distance.
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Table 3-3
Summary of Short Term Noise Measurement Data
from the Project Site and the GESC Neighborhoods
Single Event Measurements of Caltrain Operations
Location
ST-1: 75 feet from RR CL, on
project site (12/6/2011)
Mean SEL=89.7 dBA

ST-2: 60 feet from RR CL, east
of project site (12/6/2011)
Mean SEL=89.8 dBA

ST-3: 335 from feet RR CL,
east of project site (12/6/2011)
1043 Inverness Drive
Mean SEL=79.4 dBA
# of intervening houses = 4

ST-4: 270 from feet RR CL,
east of project site (12/6/2011)
675 Taylor Way
Mean SEL=83.5 dBA
# of intervening houses = 3
ST-5: 555 from feet RR CL,
east of project site (12/8/2011)
1023 Sylvan Drive
Mean SEL=75.7 dBA
# of intervening houses = 9

Source:
Notes:
dBA
Ldn
Leq
Lmax
RR
CL

Time Duration,
(a.m.) seconds

SEL,
dBA

Leq,
dBA

LMax, Miles Per
dBA
Hour

Direction

6:10
6:14
6:34
6:45
6:48
7:07
7:12
7:12
7:26
7:26
7:33
7:48
7:51
7:55
8:07
8:12
8:13
8:25
8:31
8:34
8:42

34.5
15.75
19.5
14.75
14.5
15.25
14.25
12.75
12.25
15.75
16.5
11
13
20.75
12.25
11.5
17.25
24.25
9.75
11.75
14.25

91
86.5
91.6
85.9
90.5
90.2
88.4
87.6
90.2
91.1
90.2
79.4
80.2
80.9
72.6
78.8
76.9
81.9
76.5
79.9
80.5

75.6
74.5
78.7
74.2
78.9
78.4
76.9
76.6
79.3
79.1
78
68.9
69.1
67.7
61.7
68.2
64.5
68
66.6
69.2
69

84.2
81.3
85.8
78.9
85.1
82.7
83.6
81
83.7
84.1
85
73.6
73.2
72.6
66
73.1
69.4
74.9
70.2
74.4
75.9

30
35
35
15
30
30
30
20
25
25
30
30
15
15
20
30
15
20
15
30
30

SB
NB
NB
SB
NB
SB
NB
SB
SB
NB
NB
NB
SB
NB
SB
NB
SB
NB
SB
NB
SB

9:06

17.25

78.7

66.3

71.3

20

SB

9:14
9:24
9:26
9:49
5:38
5:48
6:06

10
9.75
20.75
13.5
17.46
50.5
29.5

85.5
82.5
85
82.7
68.4
77.2
74.3

75.5
72.6
71.8
71.4
56
60.2
59.6

79.2
76.3
78.1
76.4
59.2
67.3
65.7

15
30
15
25
10
15
20

SB
SB
NB
SB
SB
NB
SB

6:11

16.75

73.6

61.4

66

25

NB

6:36
6:46
6:50
6:58

29.5
24.5
21
16.75

79.1
75
77.6
77.2

64.4
61.1
64.3
65

71.6
65.5
69.4
68.5

30
10
25
10

NB
SB
NB
NB

7:00

18.75

74.2

61.5

65.7

15

SB

7:11
7:13

11.25
15.75

73.2
74.1

62.7
62.1

65.9
67.2

30
10

NB
SB

Notes

Horn blasts
Stopped

Horn blasts
Stopped

Calculated
Ldn, dBA*

77

77

Horn blasts

Horn blasts

56

Horn blasts
Horn blasts

60

Stopped
Accelerating
Braking
Ringing
bells
Horn blasts
Braking
Horn blasts

56

Ringing
bells
Horn blasts
Braking

Atkins, 2011.
A-weighted decibels
day-night average noise level
the equivalent hourly average noise level
maximum noise level
Railroad
Centerline
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SB
NB
Mean SEL
*
#

southbound
northbound
average SEL,
number of train events and distance to measurement site applied to
calculated Ldn.
number
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Short term noise measurements, shown in Table 3-3, indicate that individual train passby events measure
high SEL noise levels throughout the community and horn blasts, ringing bells, and train braking and
accelerating are easily distinguishable over ambient conditions. The noise metric for determining noise
impacts attributable to rail transit is the Ldn, which takes into account all train events in a 24-hour period
and applies a 10 dBA penalty for nighttime train events. The nighttime penalty is applied to account for
more noise sensitive nighttime hours when ambient noise levels are typically lower due to decreased
activity in the community that would help mask train event noise levels. The last column in Table 3-3
shows the calculated Ldn at each short term measurement site. The logarithmic average of measured SEL
train events and the number of train events observed over the 24-hour measurement period at LT-1 were
applied to the Ldn calculation. The calculated 24-hour noise levels, the chosen noise metric for evaluating
noise impacts by the City, confirm that intervening residences are providing significant shielding effects
for the GESC residents located further east of the tracks. Accounting for train noise reduction due only to
distance (using LT-1 noise level as the reference noise level and an attenuation rate of 4.5 dBA per
doubling of distance for propagation calculations), noise levels of 71 dBA Ldn and 70 dBA Ldn are
estimated at short term measurement sites ST-4 and ST-3, respectively. Comparing the measured noise
level to the calculated noise level accounting only for distance shows a difference of 11 dBA and 14 dBA
at short term measurement sites ST-4 and ST-3, respectively. Therefore, the intervening residential
structures are providing an additional 11 dBA to 14 dBA of noise reduction at these measurement
locations. The calculated Ldn noise levels shown in the last column of Table 3-3 allow for a greater
incremental increase in existing noise levels in the GESC neighborhood at receivers further to east when
applying the FTA’s sliding scale criteria for rail transit noise. Thus, significant noise impacts, if present,
would only be experienced by residents located in close proximity to the tracks.

Noise Reflections in the GESC Neighborhoods
In order for the magnitude of train noise reflected from the east-facing façade of the proposed project to
reach the maximum 3 dBA noise increase, the entire length of the proposed project’s building frontage
facing the Caltrain tracks and the GESC neighborhoods would have to be built up to a substantial height
above the noise source and consist of a continuous, flat, non-energy-absorptive surface, and the train
tracks would have to be at the same grade as the receiver. None of these conditions that would contribute
to a maximum 3 dBA increase exists or is proposed. The east-facing façade of the proposed project would
be divided among eight separate buildings with various façade heights and setbacks. The tallest buildings
would be 49 feet at the roof midpoint. The façade would not be flat and continuous but consist of 36
openings in the facade along walkways accessing units and for balconies, measuring 6 feet by 8 feet,
facing the Caltrain tracks that would interrupt reflected train noise. See Master Response 2, Visual
Quality, for illustrations of the proposed building elevations. The openings would be at all levels and
would be used as walkways to access individual dwelling units and balconies. There would also be
enhanced landscaping that would help absorb/diffuse noise energy.
Receivers exposed to reflected train noise in the GESC neighborhoods are at a standard height of five feet
six inches. The Caltrain tracks are elevated approximately 15 feet above grade relative to the GESC
neighborhoods, so that the primary noise source (Caltrain train wheels on the steel tracks) would not be at
the same grade as the receivers. Given the elevation and distance of the tracks to the building facades, and
the design and height of the proposed building facades, reflective noise would be shielded at receivers
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adjacent to the tracks by each passing train. Nevertheless, to provide a conservative analysis, it is assumed
that Caltrain noise would be reflected into the GESC neighborhoods but above the height of receivers
directly adjacent to the tracks and these receivers would not experience an increase due to noise
reflections. For this analysis, distant receivers (receivers outdoors around the second row of houses from
Old County Road and beyond) would be exposed to an increase of existing noise levels by 1 dBA due to
noise reflections. Conservatively, adjustments of 1 or 2 dBA to predicted exterior and interior noise levels
for distant GESC receivers would account for the potential increase of noise levels due to train noise
reflections from the proposed San Carlos Transit Village building facades. Near receivers would not be
affected by potential reflections because the reflected noise would travel above the receiver height.

Exterior Noise Levels in the GESC Neighborhoods with Noise Reflections
To evaluate the effects of potential Caltrain reflection noise due to the proposed project at the existing
GESC receivers, the Ldn was calculated at ST measurement sites shown in Table 3-3 and adjusted to
account for potential reflected noise. As shown in Table 3-2 and Table 3-3 above, near receivers within
the GESC neighborhoods could be exposed to exterior noise levels of 77 dBA Ldn, but distant receivers
benefit from being further from the noise source plus the shielding effects provided by intervening
residential structures. As shown in Table 3-3, distant receivers located four houses away from Old County
Road and the Caltrain tracks are exposed to daily Caltrain noise levels of 60 dBA Ldn. Distant receivers
located in the fifth house and further east are exposed to daily Caltrain noise levels of 56 dBA Ldn. For
receivers located at the second house from Old County Road and the Caltrain tracks, a daily Caltrain
noise level of 66 dBA is estimated, after accounting for distance and shielding effects provided by the
first row of intervening buildings.
Three scenarios for existing and future Caltrain operations have been analyzed for this Master Response:
existing Caltrain operations with existing diesel-powered locomotives, future Caltrain operations
assuming continued use of diesel-powered locomotives and an increase in train service, and future
Caltrain operations assuming conversion to electric powered passenger cars. Existing service levels
reflect the current Caltrain schedule of 86 trains per day, including baby bullet service. The future
Caltrain service scenario assumes a moderate increase in train service to 100 trains per day, including the
baby bullet service, as reported in the Caltrain 2004-2023 Strategic Plan. This growth scenario depends
on committed and programmed funding that will allow for normalized infrastructure rehabilitation, some
capacity expansion projects to improve the reliability of Caltrain Express, and electrification of the
Caltrain line. For purposes of this analysis, this scenario does not include the electrification of the line;
electrification and conversion to electric powered vehicles are assumed in the third operating scenario.
Noise levels for future diesel and electric scenarios were calculated using the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) methodology. Table 3-4 presents the resulting noise levels at GESC receivers
considering distance, shielding, and reflection increases of train noise. Noise levels presented in
“Reflected” columns are the combined noise level of direct noise and reflected noise; the reflected noise
level accounts for the additional distance the reflected noise travels from the centerline to the proposed
building façade and back to the receiver.
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Table 3-4
Summary of Caltrain Operational Noise Levels for Exterior GESC Receivers
Ldn in dBA (rounded to nearest whole decibel)
Distance to
Receiver
Location in feet

Existing
Diesel
(Direct)

Existing
Diesel
(Reflected)

Future
Diesel
(Direct)

Future
Diesel
(Reflected)

Future
Electric
(Direct)

Future
Electric
(Reflected)

110

77

77

78

78

64

65

165

66

67

67

68

54

56

270

60

62

61

63

51

53

335

56

58

57

59

47

49

555

56

58

57

59

43

45

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006.

Existing Caltrain Operations with Existing Diesel-Powered Locomotives
Table 3-4 indicates that existing Caltrain operational noise levels could increase by 1 dBA at receiver
locations near the tracks where ambient noise levels are higher and 2 dBA at receiver locations further
east of the tracks where ambient noise levels are much lower. In other words, as noted by many of the
commentors who raised concerns about noise, implementation of the proposed project could expose
GESC receivers to noise level increases due to proposed building reflections. Based on the significance
thresholds defined for this project, noise reflection from the proposed project would not cause a 10 dBA
or 3 dBA Ldn increase in existing noise levels as established by the City of San Carlos Noise Ordinance or
the City’s General Plan Noise Element. The City’s 60 dBA Ldn exterior noise standard would not apply.
Furthermore, using FTA thresholds which do not rely on a fixed numeric increase but rather a sliding
scale of allowable incremental increases relative to existing ambient noise levels (the higher the existing
ambient noise level the smaller allowable project noise contribution to ambient noise levels) to determine
impacts, building reflection noise due to the construction of the San Carlos Transit Village would not
exceed the allowable increase in ambient noise levels. Under this Caltrain operating scenario, there could
be additional noise exposure in the GESC neighborhoods from noise reflections but the incremental
increase would be less than significant, based on the defined significance criteria.

Future Caltrain Operations Assuming Continued Use of Diesel Powered Locomotives
Table 3-4 indicates that future Caltrain operational noise levels, if train service were to increase to 100
trains per day, could increase by 1 dBA at some near receiver locations and 2 dBA at most receiver
locations further east of the tracks. As a result, like the previous scenario of existing Caltrain operations,
implementation of the proposed project could expose GESC receivers to noise level increases due to
proposed building reflections. Based on the significance thresholds defined for this project, noise
reflection from the proposed project would not cause a 10 dBA increase or a 3 dBA Ldn increase in
existing noise levels, so that the incremental noise increase would be less than significant based on the
City of San Carlos Noise Ordinance and the City’s General Plan Noise Element, respectively.
Furthermore, based on FTA thresholds, building reflection noise due to the construction of the proposed
project would not exceed the allowable increase in ambient noise levels. Under this Caltrain operating
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scenario, there could be additional noise exposure in the GESC neighborhoods from noise reflections but
the incremental increase would be less than significant, based on the defined significance criteria.

Future Caltrain Operations Assuming Conversion to Electric Powered Passenger Cars
Implementing the proposed conversion to electric powered passenger cars in the future would result in a
significant reduction in the existing noise levels to which noise-sensitive receivers are now exposed.
Reference noise levels for electric powered passenger cars are substantially lower than reference noise
levels for diesel powered locomotives. The measured SEL for existing diesel powered trains is 100 dBA
and the reference level applied to electric powered trains is 90 dBA. Table 3-4 indicates that future
Caltrain operational noise levels would increase by 1 dBA at some receiver locations and 2 dBA at most
receiver locations due to noise reflections. However, the reduced train noise levels from electrification
would more than offset the increase due to noise reflections. As a result, the net effect is that residents in
the GESC neighborhoods would be exposed to less noise than under the existing operating scenario.
Increases in noise from noise reflection under this scenario would be less than significant because there
would not be a permanent increase of 3 dBA Ldn as stated in the City’s General Plan Noise Element, the
project would not cause an increase of 10 dBA as established by the City of San Carlos Noise Ordinance,
and the allowable noise increase based on FTA standards would not be exceeded due to the lowered noise
levels from electric powered passenger cars.

MASTER RESPONSE 4 - HIGH SPEED TRAIN CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS
Master Response 4 addresses comments 11.4, 11.9, 11.20, 11.28, 15.1, 16.2, 16.6, 16.7, 16.8, 16.15, 17.5,
25.1, 25.10, 25.15, 25.24, 25.27, 25.43, 26.2, 26.3, 27.2, 27.10, 27.17, 31.7, 34.1, 34.2, 34.3, 34.4, 35.4,
35.5, 35.7, 35.9, 35.10, 35.57, 36.2, 40.1, 43.4, 43.5, 44.2, 44.3, 45.5, S-1.1, S-1.4, S-6.1, S-11.3, S-14.1,
S-15.1, and S-18.3.

Introduction
Several comment letters on the Draft EIR were submitted regarding the project-level and cumulative
impacts of the potential HST project. Many commentors stated that the Draft EIR did not adequately
address the impacts of the HST project, in combination with the proposed project, and that further
analysis should be included. In particular, commentors expressed concern regarding the cumulative
visual, noise, vibration, and construction impacts. In addition, commentors questioned whether there
would be adequate space for an expansion of four tracks (as opposed to the existing two-track alignment
for Caltrain) and whether the proposed project would be able to be accommodated within the project site.
The segment of the HST project along the Peninsula was recently put on hold to enable Caltrain to
explore the “blended operations” approach advocated by Congress Member Anna Eshoo, State Assembly
Member Rich Gordon, and State Senator Joe Simitian. The blended operations approach is further
described in this Master Response.
In order to respond to these concerns, the Project was put on hold while additional technical studies were
prepared for the HST project. Although the HST project is still an outstanding project, City staff believes
there is enough technical information available to address these concerns. This Master Response
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addresses the comments raised by the public during the comment period. First, this Master Response
discusses the history and planning process of the HST project and the programmatic environmental
documents that have already been prepared. Next, this response reviews the potential options for HST
through San Carlos and the proposed construction period for the HST project. As discussed in more
detail, the Master Response assumes an aerial viaduct option, which represents the conservative, worstcase scenario for the HST project. Finally, the potential for cumulative impacts of the HST project, in
combination with the proposed project, are analyzed.
The analysis in this Master Response is intended to supplement the analysis in the Draft EIR and provide
additional information about the HST project. The Draft EIR reflects the information regarding the HST
project that was available at the time of the release of the Draft EIR. Since that time, as stated above,
additional technical studies have been prepared for the HST project and are incorporated into this Master
Response. Nonetheless, the majority of the cumulative analysis presented in Section 3 of the Draft EIR is
still pertinent to the discussion and has not changed as a result of the recent information. As shown later
in this Master Response and in Section 6 of this document, Revisions to the Draft EIR, the only edits to
the Draft EIR include the description of the HST project in Section 3.1 and the description in Section 3.6,
Noise. Therefore, since the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR (which discussed the impacts of the
proposed project plus the HST project plus other foreseeable projects in the area) is still relevant, no
conclusions of significance will change. As such, this Master Response focuses only on the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project plus the HST project.
It is important to note that this Master Response only discusses the conceptual plans for the HST project
(since more detailed drawings are not yet available) and how the effects from these plans could cumulate
with those of the proposed project to result in potential impacts. As stated in Section 15130(a)(1) of the
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project
evaluated in the EIR. Therefore, this Master Response does not analyze the impacts that the HST project
alone could directly have on the community. The impacts of the HST project on the proposed project and
other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental document
being prepared for the HST project by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the State and federal lead agencies, respectively, for that project.

HST Project Background
The Authority proposes to construct, operate, and maintain an electric-powered HST system in California.
When completed, the nearly 800-mile train system would provide new passenger rail service to
California’s major metropolitan areas. Following programmatic environmental review, the Authority and
the FRA approved the HST system for intercity travel in California, and selected corridors for projectlevel study. The proposed San Carlos Transit Village would be within the San Francisco to San Jose
Section of the system which would include stations in San Jose, Millbrae, and downtown San Francisco,
which would be the HST system’s northern terminus. A possible station is also being considered in the
mid-peninsula area (Mountain View, Palo Alto, or Redwood City). As explained in more detail below, the
information now available from the Authority indicates that the construction schedules of the proposed
project and the HST project would not overlap. In addition, the HST project would use the same right-ofway as the existing Caltrain alignment, but would be within an aerial viaduct.
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Throughout the ongoing environmental review and design process of the HST project, the Authority has
received comments and concerns from the public, as summarized below. The Authority acknowledges the
comments regarding the potential negative effects and diminishing property values due to the
implementation of the HST project. The Authority is addressing the specific mitigation needs of
individual communities in project-level EIRs for individual geographic sections of the HST project, as the
details of the project are more fully developed. The HST project’s potential impact on individual property
owners, as well as on neighborhoods and communities, along the proposed network alternatives continues
to be an issue of considerable public and community input, and is a focus of the Authority.11

Programmatic EIR/EIS
The FRA and the Authority prepared a statewide Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (Statewide Program EIR/EIS) that evaluated the ability of an HST system to meet the
existing and future capacity demands on California’s intercity transportation system. The Authority and
the FRA completed a Final Statewide Program EIR/EIS in August 2005 as the first phase of a tiered
environmental review process (Tier 1) for the proposed statewide HST system. The Authority and the
FRA completed a second program EIR/EIS in July 2008 to identify a preferred alignment for the Bay
Area to Central Valley section of the HST system. The San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area) to Central
Valley HST Program EIR/EIS resulted in a decision by the Authority and the FRA for the HST system to
connect the Bay Area and the Central Valley through the Pacheco Pass and to proceed along the Caltrain
rail right-of-way from San Francisco to San Jose, rather than through the Altamont Pass. This
determination enabled the Authority and FRA to proceed to the next step in the HST development
process, which included additional engineering and design and preparation of a project-level EIR/EIS
(Tier 2) for the sections of the statewide system, including the San Francisco to San Jose Section.

Atherton I Petition
In August 2008, the Town of Atherton, along with other petitioners, challenged the Authority’s July 2008
certification of the second programmatic EIR/EIS for compliance with CEQA and its selection of the
Pacheco Pass Network Alternative for further analysis in second-tier EIRs. The Town of Atherton
litigation alleged that the second programmatic EIR/EIS failed to disclose the HST project environmental
impacts, include adequate alternatives, respond to public comments, and support its findings with
substantial evidence. This case resulted in a final judgment in November 2009, requiring the Authority to
undertake additional analysis in specified areas. To comply with the final judgment in the Town of
Atherton litigation, in March 2010, the Authority circulated revisions to the Draft Program EIR for the
Bay Area to Central Valley portions of the HST system for public review and comment. The Authority
continued project-level HST EIR/EIS work while taking the necessary steps to revise the Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR and to comply with the court’s judgment in the Town of Atherton case. The
EIR was recertified by the Authority in September 2010, which reaffirmed their earlier preferred route
decision in July 2008.

11
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California High-Speed Rail Authority, “Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Partially Revised Draft
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Atherton II Petition
On October 4, 2010, another lawsuit was filed by the Town of Atherton, along with other petitioners,
claiming that the Authority failed to comply with the court’s original decision to address various
inadequacies in its March 2010 EIR/EIS.12 The Town of Atherton claimed that the Revised Final
Program EIR failed to include an adequate project description, fully disclose the impacts of the HST
project, include an analysis of alternatives, and respond to public comments. The court considered the two
cases together and on November 10, 2011, the Superior Court of California ruled for a second time that
the environmental assessment of the HST project through the Bay Area did not adequately address its
impacts on local communities. As a result, the Authority’s earlier decisions about the preferred route
between the Bay Area and the Central Valley were rescinded. As a result, there was no approved
environmental document that identifies a preferred route.

Partially Revised Draft Program EIR
A Partially Revised Draft Program EIR13 was released on January 6, 2012. The Authority circulated this
document in order to address the November 2011 court rulings in the Town of Atherton litigation. The
issues that were addressed include shifting and narrowing the Monterey Highway; potentially moving
freight tracks closer to adjacent land uses along the San Francisco Peninsula; and reducing access to
surface streets from potential lane closures along the San Francisco Peninsula. The Partially Revised
Draft Program EIR contains only the additional information and analyses needed to address the court
judgment; the remainder of the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR either was not challenged in litigation
and is presumed adequate, or was challenged and determined by the court to comply with CEQA. The
public review period ended on February 21, 2012 after a 45-day period. In April 2012, the Authority
released a Partially Revised Final Program EIR responding to comments received on the Partially Revised
Draft Program EIR.14

Assumptions for Cumulative Analysis
As explained above, the HST project currently does not have a preferred alignment from the Central
Valley to San Francisco. Nonetheless, for purposes of this analysis, this document assumes that the HST
project would be constructed and would travel through the Peninsula along the Caltrain corridor and
immediately adjacent to the project site. Inclusion of the HST project in this document is considered a
conservative scenario (i.e., resulting in greater potential effects in combination with the proposed project)
because the exact future and alignment of the HST project is currently unknown. Since the release of the
Draft EIR for the proposed project in December 2009, new information regarding the HST project has

12

13

14

Superior Court of California, Town of Atherton, et. al. v. California High Speed Rail Authority, Case No. 342008-80000022-CU-WM-GDS, November 10, 2011.
California High-Speed Rail Authority, “Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Partially Revised
DRAFT Program Environmental Impact Report,” January 2012, website:
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ba_cv_program_eir.aspx, accessed January 11, 2012.
California High-Speed Rail Authority, “Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Partially Revised FINAL
Program
Environmental
Impact
Report,”
April
2012,
website:
http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/assets/0/152/374/e9358581-4f23-4d24-905e-a40a72a12421.pdf,
accessed
June 26, 2012.
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been released to the public. This updated information is summarized below and is used to further analyze
the cumulative impacts of the HST project with the proposed project.

Construction Schedule and Staging
In April 2012, the Authority released the California High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business
Plan.15 The Revised 2012 Business Plan lays out a staged implementation framework for the HST project
that seeks to recognize the budgetary and economic realities of State and federal funding. The plan also
analyzes the costs and benefits of the HST project and examines the costs of building, operating, and
maintaining the system. In addition, the Revised 2012 Business Plan includes the most current timeline
for construction and operation of the HST project and outlines the plan for “blended operations”.
HST construction is broken into the Initial Construction Section (Merced to Bakersfield), Initial
Operating Section South (Bakersfield to Palmdale), Bay-to-Basin System (San Jose to San Fernando
Valley), Phase 1 Blended Operation (San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim), and Phase 2 Extensions
(Sacramento and San Diego). Construction for Phase 1 would occur from approximately 2012 to 2029.
The San Francisco to San Jose Section would be included in Phase 1 of the construction schedule.
According to the Revised 2012 Business Plan, early investment in the blended system could start by 2013
and would include improvements to the existing regional/commuter rail system, such as electrification of
Caltrain. Although the Authority would work with Caltrain to fund these improvements, Caltrain
Electrification is a project that has been approved separately from the HST project and has already
undergone CEQA review. As explained on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR for the proposed project, Caltrain
Electrification is already included in the cumulative analysis. The Phase 1 Blended system from San
Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim would have a service start of 2029.
Prior to the release of the Revised 2012 Business Plan, the Authority and FRA had envisioned HST
service along the Peninsula by around 2020. For this to have occurred, HST construction between San
Francisco and San Jose would have necessarily begun several years earlier and may have coincided with
construction of the proposed project, or at least a portion of it. The construction period for the proposed
San Carlos Transit Village is anticipated to be about 30 months and is expected to start if and when the
proposed project is approved by City Council. Construction of the proposed project and construction of
the HST project would not overlap based on the implementation schedule contained in the Revised 2012
Business Plan. Rather, construction of these projects would occur many years apart and, thus,
construction impacts from the proposed project and from the HST project would not cumulate with one
another.
At this time, construction staging options for the HST project are unknown. Staging locations would
likely be determined later in the HST project process and are not analyzed in this document. Nonetheless,
since construction of the HST project and the proposed project would not overlap, the potential staging
areas in the vicinity of the project site would not conflict. In addition, the environmental documentation
for the HST project would include an evaluation of potential adverse construction impacts, including
those associated with staging sites.

15
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Proposed Alignment
As explained above, the Revised 2012 Business Plan includes the provision of a blended system, which
would integrate high speed trains with existing intercity and commuter/regional rail systems via
coordinated infrastructure. Blended operations are expected to evolve over time, as infrastructure is
developed. With implementation of the blended system, the HST alignment through the Peninsula, and
potentially adjacent to the project site, could consist of the existing two tracks along the Caltrain
alignment, rather than four tracks as previously proposed. Specifically, the blended system is envisioned
using the existing two Caltrain tracks with Electric Signaling and Overhead Catenary Structures (OCS)
for both Electrified Caltrain Service (short term, six trains per hour per direction) and CHSR (longer term,
up to four trains per hour per direction) with the potential of adding one or two “passing” or “overtake”
tracks on part of the segment if more than two CHSR trains per hour are needed. At this time Caltrain
studies are underway to determine if passing tracks are needed to implement the blended system, where
they would be located, and how many passing tracks would be required. However, since specific plans
for the blended system were not available at the time this Master Response was prepared, the analysis in
this Master Response focuses on the proposed alignment presented in the Alternatives Analysis Report,
which includes four tracks along the Caltrain alignment adjacent to the proposed project. 16 In addition, an
analysis of the four-track alignment represents the worst case scenario. According to the Alternatives
Analysis Report and its amendments, the horizontal alignment alternative (or route) through San Carlos
and areas immediately north and south (labeled as Section 4B(2) in the Alternatives Analysis Report) is
within the Caltrain right-of-way, to the extent feasible. The Alternatives Analysis Report examined
several vertical alignment alternatives (or profiles) for Section 4B(2), and they are described below. For
further information regarding the blended system refer to the Caltrain/California HSR Blended Operations
Analysis.
As an outcome of the Alternatives Analysis process for implementation of the full four-track HST project
along the Peninsula (completed prior to the release of the Revised 2012 Business Plan and discussion of
the blended system), an aerial viaduct, which would begin to transition from the grade separation at
Ralston Avenue to the north of the project site and continue as an aerial viaduct adjacent to the project
site, was recommended for further engineering and environmental consideration in the project-level
EIR/EIS for the San Francisco to San Jose Section. The other vertical alignment options, including the
existing above-grade berm, were not proposed for consideration in the HST project EIR/EIS.
Accordingly, for the cumulative analysis below, the aerial viaduct option is discussed and analyzed, in
combination with the impacts from the proposed project. From an operational standpoint, an aerial
alignment would likely comprise the worst-case scenario with respect to noise and visual quality impacts
and, therefore, is appropriate for the purposes of this analysis, rather than a two-track blended system.
Other options considered for this segment, but rejected and not recommended to be carried forward in the
project-level EIR/EIS, along with the rationale for their rejection, are summarized below. In addition, the
discussion below includes a brief summary of how the cumulative analysis could differ if these options
were included.

16

California High-Speed Rail Authority, Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose Section,
Preliminary Report April 2010, Supplemental August 2010, and Errata/Addendum December 2010.
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Berm Option – The Berm Option would typically include earth fill within retaining walls and
mechanically stabilized earth (MSE), but could also be earth fill with 2:1 side slopes. There are
two types of berms that could be used: the High Berm (greater than 10 feet), which would be used
for elevating the railroad over the existing street network, and the Low Berm (less than 10 feet),
which would be used for transitions to and from aerial viaducts for elevated portions of the
railroad. However, this option has been determined not to enhance connectivity and mobility as
well as the aerial viaduct option in this area. The High Berm would be similar in height as the
aerial viaduct and, therefore, would have the same general cumulative impacts as discussed in this
Master Response. Although the Low Berm would be less massive, visual impacts would still
occur. In addition, since the Berm Option would be above grade, similar cumulative noise
impacts would result.



Covered Trench/Tunnel Option – The Covered Trench/Tunnel would typically include a trench
cover with a deck to allow streets or other uses above the tracks. Generally, the cover would not
be continuous in order to allow ventilation of the track area. Mined tunneling could also be used
for short distances in shallow areas to minimize surface disruption. However, this option would
be impracticable in this area due to major constructability issues and requires significant
ventilation and life safety features. Construction of the trench options would require building a
temporary shoofly for Caltrain outside the existing right-of way because the existing tracks are
typically in the center of the right-of-way, and because the trench would need to be set back 15 to
25 feet from the zone of influence of the existing Caltrain embankment structure. The shoofly
most likely would be a temporary aerial structure since the existing road crossings are already
grade-separated. During operation, this option would result in minimal cumulative visual and
noise impacts since it would be underground.



Deep Tunnel Option – The Deep Tunnel option would typically include a bored tunnel with
ventilation shafts spaced appropriately. However, this option would be impracticable in this area
since it would result in critical risks due to ground conditions, have major constructability issues,
lengthy construction schedule, and substantial capital cost. The Deep Tunnel option would also
have surface impacts associated with ventilation, stairs, elevator shafts, and emergency access
shafts, which potentially would result in residential or business impacts or displacements due to
the need to locate these shafts at the surface. During construction, the Deep Tunnel option would
require utility relocations, dewatering, and muck removal at all portal locations, access points and
where needed for safety. During operation, this option would result in minimal cumulative visual
and noise impacts since it would be underground.

As explained in the Alternatives Analysis Report, as amended, the HST project track configuration would
include four tracks with Caltrain predominantly operating on the two outside tracks and HST on the two
inside tracks, although the plans allow the tracks to be used by Caltrain or HST. In each subsection, the
width of the existing Caltrain right-of-way was examined and compared to the approximate width of each
vertical option. The result was reported for each vertical option in terms of the percentage of the
alignment in a subsection that was narrower than the width of the option. The width needed for the aerial
viaduct with this track configuration would be approximately 79 feet or wider. The majority of the
existing Caltrain right-of-way adjacent to the project site is 80 feet or above, with a significant portion
more than 100 feet. The only segment that is currently less than 79 feet is the existing Holly Street
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overcrossing. As such, except for this small portion of the tracks, it is not expected that the HST project
would require additional widening of the existing Caltrain right-of-way or permanently impact the rightof-way of Old County Road.
The height of the aerial viaduct would be relatively consistent throughout the segment adjacent to the
project site. The existing elevated Caltrain right-of-way is approximately 10 feet above existing grade.
With implementation of the HST project, the aerial viaduct clearance would rise approximately 17 feet
above grade.17

Potential Platform Relocation
The current San Carlos Caltrain platform has a width of more than 100 feet, which would be able to
accommodate the HST project as proposed. However, according to the Alternatives Analysis Report, the
platform could be relocated under the HST project from its existing location to the south. The new
platform would extend from approximately Arroyo Avenue to Cherry Street. The right-of-way in this
location is between 90 feet to 99 feet, with a small portion at 80 feet to 89 feet. It is unknown at this time
whether this shift would require additional right-of-way that could encroach into Old County Road. In
relation to the proposed project, the potential new platform would be located directly adjacent to the
proposed parking lot for Caltrain commuters.
As stated above, the impacts of the HST project as a result of construction, the aerial viaduct, and the
Caltrain station relocation will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental document
being prepared for the HST project by the Authority and the FRA. The cumulative analysis below only
considers the impact of the proposed project in combination with impacts from the HST project.

Cumulative Analysis
The Draft EIR discusses and analyzes cumulative impacts pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA
Guidelines. As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a
result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related
impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) states that an EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts should
be based on either a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related impacts or a
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document.
Cumulative impacts and the proposed project’s contribution are addressed in Sections 3.2 through 3.15 of
the Draft EIR. These sections identify the proposed project’s contributions to cumulative impacts, in
combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects. When the proposed project would contribute to a
cumulatively considerable impact, feasible mitigation measures are proposed to reduce this impact. As
explained in the Draft EIR, there are no significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable impacts.
For an analysis of the cumulative impacts from the proposed project, plus other projects in the area,
please refer to those sections of the Draft EIR.

17

California High-Speed Rail Authority, Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose Section,
Preliminary Report April 2010, Supplemental August 2010, and Errata/Addendum December 2010, Appendix
B, Plans and Profiles, Section 4-2 (Belmont/San Carlos).
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The Draft EIR includes a list of projects within San Carlos that could result in cumulative impacts with
the proposed project. This list is included as Table 3.1-1 on pages 3.1-6 and 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR. Also,
as discussed on pages 3.1-5 through 3.1-6, the HST project is included in the cumulative analysis for the
proposed project. While the below analysis is limited to cumulative impacts of the proposed project plus
those of the HST project and other foreseeable development, it should be noted that the HST impacts on
the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and mitigated in the environmental
document prepared for the HST project. As such, the analysis below only considers the proposed project’s
contribution to the cumulative impacts, rather than the impacts from the HST project alone.
In developing the site plans for the proposed project, the project sponsor considered the development of
the HST project to the extent that information on the HST project was available. As stated in the
cumulative analysis in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project, in combination with the HST
project, would not result in cumulative impacts. The most significant impacts would occur during
construction of the two projects, but as discussed in more detail below, the two construction periods
would not overlap. As a result, the proposed project and the HST project would not cause significant
cumulative impacts to the physical environment.

Land Use and Planning
Consistency with land use plans and policies is inherently a project-specific issue. Analysis of project
consistency with land use policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental impact is similarly evaluated for each individual project and is addressed in the analysis
for each specific resource area. Because consistency with land use plans and policies is a project-specific
issue, and each jurisdiction would decide on project consistency at the project level, there would be no
cumulative impact as a result of cumulative development in the area.
Although the HST project would increase the height of the existing Caltrain berm to an aerial viaduct, this
would not further divide an established community. Cumulatively, the HST project and the proposed
project would reinforce the existing division between east and west San Carlos. The new structures would
be taller and more intensive than development on either the west or east sides. Physically, the division has
already occurred with the construction of the Caltrain berm in 2000. The scale and intensity of the
proposed project and the HST project would be greater than existing development; however, the
development would be consistent with land uses and intensities identified in the existing policy
documents. In addition, the proposed HST aerial viaduct could potentially allow visual and physical
connectivity that is currently blocked by the berm. As such, the proposed project, in combination with the
HST project, would not result in a cumulatively considerable division of an established community.

Visual Quality
The HST project would incorporate additional train tracks within the existing Caltrain right-of-way.
While the current Caltrain tracks are located on a berm, the HST project would construct an aerial
viaduct, which would require a clearance of approximately 17 feet above existing grade.18 However, the
18
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The height of the HST project aerial viaduct is based on the Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report for the
San Francisco to San Jose Section, which was released in August 2010. This report presents the existing plans
for the HST project as it travels adjacent to the project site. However, it is important to note that these plans are
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guideway structure itself would be approximately 12 additional feet, for a total of approximately 30 feet
from existing grade to the top of the tracks. Since the right-of-way would be raised by approximately 30
feet over the existing grade, the visual quality of the area would be significantly altered by the HST
project. The guideway structure would be visually prominent and, depending on design, could be massive
in appearance. In addition, centenaries, poles, wires, and railings would be included at the top of the
guideway. Figure 3-6 includes visual simulations of the proposed project plus the massing of the HST
guideway structure. The HST project could also potentially relocate the existing station to the south,
adjacent to the proposed parking lot and away from the proposed buildings.
As explained in Master Response 2, the proposed project would result in a loss of some existing views
from the GESC neighborhoods of the western hillsides of the City. In general, there are some views from
this area looking west across the project site towards the ridgeline and the prominent hill landform around
Arguello Park to the northwest (Belmont Hill), both of which offer scenic backdrops to the urban
development pattern in the flatlands. The loss of hill views from the proposed project in this portion of the
GESC neighborhood would be noticeable for particular residences, but it would not be pervasive nor
considered a significant impact affecting the general population of this portion of the neighborhood.
Existing development on the project site is not currently visible from the GESC neighborhoods due to the
presence of the elevated Caltrain tracks.
Implementation of the HST project would eliminate the existing 10-foot Caltrain berm and replace it with
an aerial viaduct that could be approximately 20 feet above existing grade. This design would result in a
taller visual feature in the Caltrain right-of-way than the existing berm, with utility poles and overhead
catenaries that could rise up to another the 20 feet above the tracks. The changes to the visual setting
would be substantial, although the aerial viaduct would allow for some ground-level views of the other
side of the right-of-way. Currently, the berm blocks the foreground views from one side of the right-ofway to the other, except for limited locations at the Historic Depot, Holly Street, and two other pedestrian
crossings. As such, vertical views would be diminished as a result of the HST project, and ground-level,
horizontal views would increase.
The proposed project involves buildings that would range from 38 feet to 49 feet in height. The HST
aerial viaduct could extend to approximately 30 feet above existing grade, with additional height from
utility poles, overhead catenaries, and passing trains. As shown in Figure 3-6, the HST project would
likely exceed the height of the proposed buildings from the intersection of Old County Road and Holly
Street. However, as the viewer travels east, away from the project site, the roofline of the proposed
buildings would likely be visible over the HST alignment. Nonetheless, from most vantage points, the
majority of the views of the proposed buildings from the GESC neighborhoods would likely be blocked
by the HST project.

preliminary and have not been finalized. As such, the height of the aerial viaduct analyzed in this Master
Response is for informational purposes and will be considered in more detail in the environmental review for
the HST project.
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Source: Square One, 2011.

Southeast Corner of Holly Street and Old County Road, Facing Northwest
100000532

San Carlos Transit Village EIR

Although new features would be added to foreground views with implementation of the HST project
(such as columns that would support the HST and Caltrain tracks, spaced every 100 feet or so), these
would be seen from eastern viewpoints with the proposed project buildings. The visual landscape would
change from the existing stone or landscaped embankment supporting Caltrain to an urban setting with
elevated public transit and higher intensity, taller residential buildings. The combined visual effects would
be significantly different from the current setting and views from the GESC neighborhoods would likely
be blocked by the aerial viaduct. However, the potential relocation of the Caltrain station to the south
would not be significant since the station would be adjacent to the new parking lot under the proposed
project and existing industrial uses to the east of Old County Road. No sensitive viewers would be
affected by the potential relocation of the station.
The cumulative effect of the HST project and the proposed project could be significant and depends
largely on the visual treatment and use of the existing Caltrain right-of-way under the aerial viaduct, as
well as the design of the structures and columns. Cumulatively, the proposed project, in combination with
the HST project would obstruct additional views, greatly increase massing, and bring highly visible
structures closer to the sensitive receptors. However, the proposed project’s contribution to the
cumulative impact is not expected to be significant due to the dominant built features of the HST project.

Transportation
The cumulative conditions under the proposed project would result in two intersections (El Camino
Real/Holly Street and Old County Road/Holly Street) operating at unacceptable levels of services. In
addition, the proposed project would contribute to an increase in traffic volumes, which would in turn
warrant the signalization of the Walnut Street/Holly Street and Laurel Street/Holly Street intersections.
However, the HST project would not result in an increase of traffic in the area. The closest planned HST
station would be in Millbrae (approximately 9.3 miles to the north) and the closest potential HST station
would be in Redwood City (approximately 2.3 miles to the south). As such, it is not likely that a
significant number of users of the HST system would drive through local San Carlos streets. Similarly,
implementation of the HST project in the vicinity of the project site would not be expected to change
pedestrian/bicycle routes, transit services, site access, or parking, since these transportation facilities and
services would be altered primarily in the vicinity of the HST stations to support access to the stations and
intermodal connectivity. Therefore, although the proposed project would result in significant cumulative
impacts (but reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure TR6.1), the HST project would not contribute to these cumulatively considerable impacts.

Air Quality
As described in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
impacts with regards to operational source emissions, traffic emissions, toxic air contaminants, and
objectionable odors. As such, the proposed project would not result in a significant contribution to air
quality impacts. The HST project would include electrification of the Caltrain rail corridor, which would
lead to a reduction of diesel particulate emissions within the area compared to existing conditions.
Therefore, it is expected that the HST project would similarly result in a less-than-significant air quality
impact. In addition, as described above, the construction periods for the two projects would not occur at
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the same time and construction emissions would not cumulate. As such, the proposed project, in
combination with the HST project, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact.

Noise
A major source of noise and vibration is from construction activities. As explained above, the most
current information for the HST project shows that the construction periods for the proposed project and
the HST project would not occur simultaneously. Therefore, the two projects would not result in
cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts.
However, the proposed project would increase traffic noise. As stated on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR,
the proposed project would result in an increase in traffic noise levels, but the proposed project’s
contribution would not be considerable, ranging from approximately 0.2 to 0.5 dBA Ldn. With the
implementation of the HST project, the proposed project would have even less of a perceptible
contribution given that HST noise would be the dominant noise source in the project area.
The study area for this cumulative noise and vibration analysis attributable to cumulative existing
Caltrain, and future HST operations in combination with reflections is the GESC neighborhoods. Noise
intensity diminishes rapidly with distance and, thus, the cumulative effects of project noise in
combination with noise from other sources would only be considerable near the project vicinity. Vibration
diminishes rapidly with distance and, thus the cumulative effects of vibration on the project site due to
train operations in combination with vibration from other sources would only be considered on the project
site.
Cumulative operational noise impacts from existing and future Caltrain operations on the GESC
neighborhoods, in combination with future HST operations would be less than significant. Trains under
the HST project operating on the right-of-way through San Carlos would operate at speeds less than 125
mph. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) does not consider trains operating at speeds less than
125 mph to be “high speed” trains. Therefore, the FTA methodology was used to predict noise levels
attributable to HST operating along this segment. Accounting for travel speed, number of events during
daytime and nighttime hours, and a calculated SEL noise levels at the GESC receptors, predicted noise
levels are shown in Table 3-5. Table 3-5 also shows the cumulative future Caltrain (both diesel and
electric) and future HST noise exposure at GESC receivers and the proposed project’s contribution to the
cumulative noise. As shown in the table, the proposed project’s cumulative contribution to daily noise
levels with Caltrain and HST operations on the GESC neighborhood near receivers would result in a 1
dBA increase. An increase of 1 dBA is not considered substantial when compared to the City of San
Carlos and State of California thresholds. Thus, the proposed project’s contribution would be less than
cumulatively considerable, and, as such, the cumulative noise effect with HST operations would be less
than significant, as reported in the Draft EIR.
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Table 3-5
Summary of Cumulative Operational Noise Levels for Exterior GESC Receivers
Ldn in dBA (rounded to nearest whole decibel)
Distance to
Future
Receiver
Diesel
Location in (at GESC
feet
Receivers)

Future
Electric
(at GESC
Receivers)

Future
HST
(Direct)

Future
Cumulative
HST
Future HST
(Reflected) and Diesel

Increase
due to
Project

Increase
due to
Cumulative Cumulat
Future HST
ive
and Electric Projects1

110

78

65

69

70

79

+1

71

+1

165

68

56

59

61

69

+1

62

+1

270

63

53

56

58

64

+1

59

+1

335

59

49

52

54

60

+1

55

+1

555

59

45

48

50

59

0

51

+1

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, May 2006.
Note: Existing noise levels would decrease with the electrification of the Caltrain line. Provided that future Caltrain operations are
only diesel operated trains, then those diesel trains would be the dominant source of noise and the addition of the HST would not
increase noise levels at receivers when logarithmically combined.

The proposed buildings under the San Carlos Transit Village project would likely reflect some HST noise
off of its surfaces and into the GESC neighborhoods. In order for the magnitude of train noise reflected
from the future façade of the proposed project to reach a maximum 3 dBA noise increase (which is the
noise increase defined by the City to constitute a significant impact) the entire length of the proposed
project frontage facing the Caltrain tracks would have to be built-up to a substantial height above the top
of HST train elevation and consist of a continuous, flat, and non-energy-absorptive surface. In addition,
the train tracks would have to be at-grade. The proposed project would not construct such structures and
the HST project would include an aerial viaduct for the right-of-way. Furthermore, the façade of the
proposed project would be broken into eight separate buildings with various façade heights and setbacks.
The façade would not be flat and continuous but consist of 36 openings, measuring 6 feet by 8 feet, facing
the Caltrain tracks that would interrupt reflected train noise. These openings would be at all levels and
would be used as walkways to access individual dwelling units and balconies. Thus, the design of the
proposed residential building façades would not produce a significant amount of noise reflections from
HST operations to the GESC neighborhoods.
The project-level HST EIR/EIS, which is still under preparation and not yet available for public review,
may identify a significant and unavoidable noise impact from the HST project on the surrounding
residential uses, including at the project site. However, the proposed project would not result in the
increase of current Caltrain operations and the proposed project’s contribution to total future cumulative
noise levels would not be cumulatively considerable.
Similarly, cumulative operational vibration impacts from existing and future Caltrain operations on the
GESC neighborhoods, in combination with future HST operations, would also be less than significant.
Vibration measurements were conducted at the project site on January 1, 2006 by Illingworth and Rodkin,
Inc. for the project sponsor.19 Vibration measurement results indicate that the GESC receivers adjacent to
19

Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. San Carlos Train Depot, Site Noise and Vibration Assessment, San Carlos,
California. August 8, 2006.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

3-55

existing Caltrain tracks would be exposed to vibration levels of 68 VdB and maximum vibration levels of
72 VdB if located 65 feet from the track centerline. The methodology provided by the FRA in the 2005
manual for High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment was used to
predict vibration levels attributable to HST. Applying a reference vibration level and accounting for
corrections due to speed, track structure, floor to floor amplification, and amplification due to resonance
of floors, vibration levels due to HST operations are predicted to be 69 VdB at 65 feet. The nearest GESC
vibration-sensitive receptor is approximately 100 feet from the near track and, therefore, vibration levels
would be within the acceptable range of applicable standards. Lower vibration levels associated with
HST, compared to the levels estimated for Caltrain, are due to structure type, the lighter weight HSR
trains, and technology advancements with newly constructed rail projects.
FRA’s vibration impact thresholds depend on the number of events per day that would cause vibration
effects. Future Caltrain operations with future HST operations would generate more than 70 daily events
and, thus, must comply with the FRA impact threshold of 72 VdB for individual train operations. As
shown above, both existing and future Caltrain and future HST operations would not exceed 72 VdB at
GESC receivers. Therefore, the cumulative vibration impacts as a result of the proposed project would be
less than cumulatively considerable.
The proposed project would not contribute significantly to either noise or vibration increases, since the
project would not house uses or activities that are substantial generators of noise or vibration. Therefore,
the proposed project, in combination with other foreseeable development, including the HST project,
would result in less-than-significant cumulative noise and vibration impacts. Impacts of the HST project
on the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and mitigated as appropriate
through the HST project environmental review.

Cultural Resources
As stated in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, since all significant historical, archaeological, and
paleontological resources are unique and non-renewable members of finite classes, all adverse effects or
negative impacts would erode a dwindling resource base. The HST project would require grounddisturbance during the construction phase, which could disturb archeological and paleontological
resources. However, this impact would not combine with the proposed project since the construction
periods would not overlap, resulting in no cumulative impact. In addition, each project would be expected
to mitigate any unknown cultural resources that may be discovered during construction.
With respect to the Historic Depot, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on this
listed resource, as described in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. HST operations would have the potential to
alter the setting by introducing changes in the noise and visual setting. As described above under Visual
Quality, the HST aerial viaduct would be taller and more massive than the existing berm that supports the
Caltrain tracks. Nonetheless, the proposed project would not contribute to this significant change to the
visual setting around the Historic Depot. As such, a less than cumulatively considerable impact would
occur.
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Biological Resources
The proposed project would have no impact with respect to listed rare, threatened, and endangered
species and their habitats, movement, or adopted conservation plans. As such, the proposed project would
have no potential to contribute to cumulative biological impacts for these resources. By contrast, the
proposed project could affect nesting birds and heritage trees during construction. Since construction of
the proposed project and the HST project would not overlap, cumulative impacts to nesting birds would
not occur. Although the HST project could impact nesting birds during construction and operation, the
proposed project would not contribute to this impact since the proposed project would be fully operational
and no operational impacts to nesting birds would occur. As such, the proposed project, in combination
with the HST project, would not result in cumulative biological resources impacts.

Geology and Soils
Cumulative impacts resulting from geologic hazards are generally site-specific because each project site
has a different set of geologic considerations that would be subject to specific site development and
construction standards. Since the proposed project would be adjacent to the HST corridor, the
geotechnical and soil conditions are the same. As with the rest of California, the City of San Carlos is a
seismically active area and is subject to risk of damage to persons and property as a result of seismic
groundshaking. Given the risk from seismic activity associated with all development in seismically active
areas, this impact would be significant if not mitigated by building code requirements. Building in
California is strictly regulated by the California Building Code (CBC), as adopted and enforced by each
jurisdiction, to reduce risks from seismic events to the maximum extent possible. Because the City uses
and enforces the requirements of the CBC as part of the City Building Code, new buildings and facilities
are required to be sited and designed in accordance with the most current geotechnical and seismic
guidelines and recommendations. With adherence to the City Building Code and related plans,
regulations, and engineering guidelines and practices, the proposed project and the HST project would not
result in a significant cumulative geologic, soils, or seismic hazards impact.

Hydrology
As explained in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project alone would have less-thansignificant impacts related to overall hydrology and water quality issues. With the HST project, additional
tracks would be added to the right-of-way and impervious surfaces could increase slightly over existing
conditions. The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces from the 3.84 acres to
approximately 7.27 acres; therefore, the two projects combined could affect erosion rates, patterns of
runoff, and downstream water quality where the combined stormwater runoff would discharge. The
cumulative impacts, however, would not be significant because the projects would comply with the
applicable City, NPDES, and RWQCB project requirements to control runoff volumes and quality.
Compliance with these local and State regulations would ensure that the impacts of cumulative
development would be less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Since construction of the proposed project and the HST project would not occur concurrently, no
cumulative impacts would result from construction-related hazardous materials disturbance, exposure to
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contaminated soil and/or groundwater, and impairment of an emergency evacuation route. Although
hazardous materials would be used and transported during the operation of the two projects, these
materials would be minor and would comply with the laws and regulations that apply to the use, storage,
and handling of hazardous materials. In addition, the projects would not be located on sites included on
the Cortese List. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with the HST project, would result in a
less-than significant cumulative hazards and hazardous materials impact.
The safety of the adjacent HST project construction and operation would be regulated by the State of
California through the Authority, the Public Utilities Commission (PUC), and the FRA, the federal
agency responsible for the safety of construction and operation of all rail systems in the country. The
Authority, the PUC, and the FRA would require the HST project to adhere to the regulations set by the
FRA’s Track Safety Standards (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49, Part 213) and the construction
standards and material specifications recommended in the American Railway Engineering and
Maintenance-of-Way Association’s Manual for Railway Engineering, thereby ensuring the structural
stability of the HST project would not affect or be affected by adjacent or nearby development (i.e.,
would not cumulate with other projects).

Population, Employment, and Housing
Since no HST stations would be located in the City of San Carlos, the HST project would not increase
local population, employment, and/or housing. Although the proposed project would add residents and
employees to the City, the HST project would not be expected to similarly directly or indirectly induce
new development in the City. As a result, there would be no cumulative population, employment, or
housing impacts.

Public Services
As explained above under “Population, Employment, and Housing,” the HST project would not increase the
daytime or permanent population within the City. As such, existing public services such as police, fire,
schools, and park facilities would not be affected by the HST project. Therefore, the proposed project, in
combination with the HST project, would not result in cumulative public service impacts.

Utilities
Operation of the HST project would not demand additional water and would not generate additional
wastewater and solid waste in the City, except during construction. As previously noted, since the
construction periods of the two projects would not overlap, no cumulative construction impacts would
result. While demand for the above services and utilities would not result from the HST project, stormwater
generation could increase cumulatively as a result of the projects. As explained above under “Hydrology,”
the HST project and the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces within their respective project
sites, thereby resulting in increased stormwater generation. There are, however, existing regulations to
assure that the new stormwater drainage facilities would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area.
As such, it is not anticipated that the cumulative development of the proposed project and the HST project
would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity.
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In addition, the proposed project plus the HST project would increase the demand for gas and electricity,
but not to a cumulatively significant level. As analyzed in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would result in a less-than-significant gas and electric impact. The HST project would include a
fully electric rolling stock, which would increase the demand for electricity compared to existing
conditions. However, the proposed project, plus future development within PG&E’s service area,
including the HST project, would conform to the State’s Title 24 energy conservation standards for new
construction. Consequently, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative development in
the City, would not be expected to have an impact on the gas and electric supply. Existing and planned
gas and electric service would be provided to meet the needs of the cumulative development customers as
required by the PUC, which obligates PG&E to provide service to its existing customers. Therefore, the
proposed project, in conjunction with future development, would have a less-than-significant cumulative
impact on PG&E’s capacity.

Conclusions
Numerous comments were submitted asserting that the Draft EIR did not properly analyze the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project in combination with the HST project. Although the impacts were not
explicitly discussed in some of the environmental topics analysis sections in Section 3 of the Draft EIR,
all impacts were considered and disclosed where necessary. As explained above, none of the conclusions
presented in the Draft EIR have changed due to the revised and updated information about the HST
project since the publication of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR. The most noteworthy change is
the recognition by the Authority in its Revised 2012 Business Plan that HST service along the Peninsula
will occur later than previously anticipated. As such, where warranted, the Draft EIR has been revised, as
discussed in this Master Response and in Section 6 of this document, to reflect the Revised 2012 Business
Plan (with regards to the construction schedule) and the Alternatives Analysis (with regards to the aerial
viaduct alignment). However, none of the conclusions in the Draft EIR have changed as a result of this
expanded analysis.

Revisions to the Draft EIR
The Draft EIR text on pages 3.1-5, last paragraph, through 3.1-6, first paragraph, has been revised as
follows:
Aside from the other foreseeable development projects in Table 3.1-1, the cumulative scenario
also includes the Caltrain Electrification project and the anticipated California High Speed Rail
Train (HSRT) project. The Caltrain Electrification project would convert the existing Caltrain
line from the current diesel-electric locomotive power source to a fully electric rolling stock. The
Electrification project would also include the installation of an overhead contact system for the
distribution of electrical power to the electric rolling stock.
Within the City of San Carlos, the HSRT project would construct two additional tracks along the
existing Caltrain tracks for high speed rail train operations that would offer regional
transportation between San Francisco and Los Angeles. Based on the California High Speed Rail
Authority’s California’s Federal Stimulus Application Fact Sheet, construction of the HSR
project may begin in 2012.2 The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) released the
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California High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business Plan.2 The Revised 2012 Business
Plan lays out a staged implementation framework for the HST project and includes the most
current timeline for construction and operation of the HST project. According to the Revised
2012 Business Plan, the San Francisco to San Jose Section would be included in Phase 1, which
would occur from 2026 to 2035. The construction period for the proposed San Carlos Transit
Village is anticipated to be about 30 months and would start if and when the proposed project is
approved by City Council. As such, construction of the proposed project and construction of the
HST project would not overlap based on the implementation schedule contained in the Revised
2012 Business Plan. Rather, construction of these projects would occur many years apart and,
thus, construction impacts from the proposed project and from the HST project would not
cumulate with one another and are not discussed further in this document.
While plans for the HSR project are being developed, conceptual alignments have been presented
to the City of San Carlos by the High Speed Rail Authority in October 2009. The conceptual
alignments showed that the anticipated HSR tracks would be at the same grade as the existing
Caltrain tracks, and is anticipated to include an overhead contact system, similar to the Caltrain
Electrification project. The proposed HST alignment adjacent to the project site is described in
the Alternatives Analysis Report, as amended.3 According to this report and its amendments, the
horizontal alignment alternative (or route) through San Carlos and areas immediately north and
south (labeled as Section 4B(2) in the Alternatives Analysis Report) is within the Caltrain rightof-way, to the extent feasible. The Alternatives Analysis Report examined several vertical
alignment alternatives (or profiles) for Section 4B(2). As an outcome of the Alternatives Analysis
process, an aerial viaduct, which would begin to transition from the grade separation at Ralston
Avenue to the north of the project site and continue as an aerial viaduct adjacent to the project
site, was recommended for further engineering and environmental consideration in the projectlevel EIR/EIS for the San Francisco to San Jose Section. The other vertical alignment options,
including the existing above-grade berm, are not proposed for consideration in the HST project
EIR/EIS. Accordingly, for the cumulative analysis in this Draft EIR, the aerial viaduct option is
discussed and analyzed, in combination with the impacts from the proposed project.
While this analysis is limited to cumulative impacts of the proposed project plus those of the
HSRT project and other foreseeable development, it should be noted that the HSRT impacts on
the proposed project and other part of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in
the environmental documents being prepared for the HSRT project. Nonetheless, in developing
the site plans for the proposed project, the project developer considered the development of the
HSRT project to the extent that information on the HSRT project was available.
__________
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2

California High Speed Rail Authority, http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/news/Oct2FactSheet.pdf,
accessed October 2009. California High-Speed Rail Authority, California High-Speed Rail Program
Revised 2012 Business Plan, April, 2012.

3

California High-Speed Rail Authority, Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose
Section, Preliminary Report April 2010, Supplemental August 2010, and Errata/Addendum December
2010.
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City staff has has regenerated the High Speed Rail Authority to study several alternative designs for
the HSRT project, including overhead, underground, and hybrid designs. This analysis addresses the
HSRT design as presented to the City by the HSR Authority,.

The Draft EIR text on page 3.6-23, last paragraph, has been revised as follows:
It should be noted that the construction schedule for the HSRT project may would occur later and
would not coincide with that the construction of the proposed project. Also, impacts of the HSRT
project on the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and mitigated as
appropriate through the HSRT project environmental review.

MASTER RESPONSE 5 - REVISED MASSING ALTERNATIVE
Master Response 5 addresses comments 11.16, 15.1, 16.3, 18.1, 21.9, 25.6, 25.18, 25.42, 27.4, 29.1,
35.51, 40.1, 41.1, 42.1, 43.1, 43.2, 43.3, 43.6, 44.1, 45.2, 45.3, 45.6, 45.7, 45.8, 45.9, 45.10, and S-1.2.
In response to multiple comments on the Draft EIR, a new alternative has been added to the EIR for
consideration by the City, along with the No Project Alternative and the Reduced Intensity Alternative
originally presented in the Draft EIR. This Revised Massing Alternative has been developed to improve
the proposed project’s visual and land use compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods, particularly
the GESC neighborhoods. This alternative has been designed with the goals of better maintaining eastwest view corridors and improving the project’s compatibility with land uses along Old County Road to
the east.
Throughout the EIR process the City has taken note of the GESC neighborhoods’ concern of the impacts
of the proposed project. These concerns include, but are not limited to, the height of the proposed project,
the loss of views from the GESC neighborhoods, increased noise due to noise bounce back, impacts of
construction, and parking impacts on the surrounding community. On August 23, 2010, David Crabbe
submitted an architectural feasibility study which contained an alternative design that offers a number of
recommendations designed to enhance the visual relationship between the San Carlos Transit Village and
the residential areas to the east. Chief among these are reducing the height and bulk of the proposed
buildings fronting the Caltrain tracks and the residential areas to the east, increasing the separation
between buildings to reduce the apparent mass by creating five slightly smaller buildings north of Holly
Street instead of four thereby breaking up the mass and creating more separation between the buildings
while maintaining the same number of units and parking spaces. Five slightly smaller buildings would
also reduce building heights and reduce shadows cast on Old County Road residences in late afternoon.
Although the exterior design does address a number of concerns raised by the GESC, the project could
not be built as proposed. The design does not comply with a number of building code issues and difficult
design considerations. Upon further review of the building layouts, the design proposed by Mr. Crabbe
was found to be infeasible. The reasons the design was found to be infeasible include, but are not limited
to:


The three bedroom units have a side by side layout for the bedrooms which is not typical in
market rate housing. Market rate housing breaks up the bedrooms and living spaces;
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It is not clear if the units are Fair Housing Compliant;



The plans do not indicate the ceiling heights for the units;



The parking garage layout is inefficient and provides a number of tandem parking spaces and
long dead end driveways with poor turn around space making turning movements within the
garage difficult to navigate;



Space is needed for building utilities including electrical, mechanical and trash;



The depth of the parking garage would be below the groundwater table;



The lack of more than one stairwell and adequate ventilation in the parking lots is not practical
and may not meet building code requirements;



The units on the 4th floor do not have the proper fire exiting and would need to be redesigned;



A reduced landscaping and courtyard space along El Camino Real is not ideal for residents; and



A greater number of units facing the railroad tracks would mean that more living spaces are
impacted by train noise.

While the design proposed by Mr. Crabbe, has some merit, it is not being considered as an alternative in
the EIR. However, the Revised Massing Alternative has incorporated certain aspects of his design.
The Revised Massing Alternative has taken into consideration comments on the Draft EIR from the
GESC neighborhoods and has incorporated the essence of the alternative design presented by David
Crabbe in his letter to the City on August 23, 2010 to create a new hybrid alternative. For example, like
the design proposed by Mr. Crabbe, the Revised Massing Alternative reduces the massing on the eastern
façade of the buildings facing Old County Road (two stories) and maintains the massing on the western
façade of the buildings facing El Camino Real (four stories). Additionally, the Revised Massing
Alternative creates a break in the massing between Buildings 2 and 3 to maintain the east-west view
corridor. Moreover, the Revised Massing Alternative incorporates certain aspects of the GESC comments,
namely the creation of a four- to five-story tower north of Holly Street and a five-story tower on the south
side of Holly Street. These towers would be situated opposite neighborhood commercial development on
the east side of Old County Road and, thus, would not be directly across the street from any residential
land uses on Old County Road. Unlike the design proposed by Mr. Crabbe, the Revised Massing
Alternative would keep the same number of buildings north of Holly Street (four buildings) as under the
proposed project. Characteristics of the Revised Massing Alternative are described further below.

Description of Revised Massing Alternative
The Revised Massing Alternative would reduce the massing and building heights that would otherwise be
constructed under the proposed project. Under the Revised Massing Alternative, Buildings 1 through 3,
from approximately Riverton Drive to Springfield Drive, would be two to four stories in height, with the
two-story portions on the east side of the buildings facing the residential neighborhood to the east across
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the Caltrain corridor. Building 4 would be four to five stories in height or approximately 50 to 60 feet tall.
The height of this building has been increased to create a tower adjacent to Holly Street, consistent with
the General Plan goals of announcing this location as a major gateway. Unlike Buildings 1 through 3,
from approximately Riverton Drive to Springfield Drive, which are directly opposite lower scale, onestory homes and where a lower two-story façade would be more visually compatible with the nearby uses,
Building 4, directly north of Holly Street, is opposite a neighborhood shopping center that is less visually
sensitive than the residences to the north. Building 5, directly south of Holly Street, would be designed to
complement the scale and height of the southern portion of Building 4 (north of Holly Street) and would
complete the gateway at Holly Street. This building would also be approximately 60 feet in height.
Building 6, south of Building 5, would be four stories. Buildings 7, north of the Historic Depot, and 8,
south of the Historic Depot, would remain the same as under the proposed project at two and three stories,
respectively. In addition to modifying the building heights, the Revised Massing Alternative would alter
the spacing between Buildings 2 and 3 on the north side of Holly Street to reinforce the view corridors
along the east-west streets within the residential neighborhood east of the Caltrain corridor. All the
buildings in this alternative, except for Building 2 which would be reduced in size, would retain the same
footprint as the buildings under the proposed project. Additionally, landscaping and grading would be the
same as under the proposed project.
As highlighted in Table 3-6, the Revised Massing Alternative (which would contain 250 units) would
result in a reduction in the number of residential units, compared to the proposed project (which would
contain 280 units). The amount of office and retail space, proposed landscaping plan, and pedestrian plaza
would be the same as under the proposed project. All shuttle and bus improvements would remain the
same as described for the proposed project. Like the proposed project, this alternative would include a
pedestrian connection on the east side of Building 1 to Building 4; residential courtyards throughout the
complex; and a swimming pool between Buildings 2 and 3. Because the Revised Massing Alternative
would generally retain the same building footprint as the proposed project, the number of parking spaces
would remain the same as well. Please see Figure 3-7a, Figure 3-7b, and Figure 3-8 for a visual
comparison of the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and the Revised Massing
Alternative. Figure 3-7a (without approximate heights) and Figure 3.7b (with approximate heights)
present the proposed project massing (transparent), the Reduced Intensity Alternative massing (red), and
the Revised Massing Alternative massing (yellow) as viewed from east of the project site. As shown, the
Revised Massing Alternative reduces massing on the eastern façade of the development. In addition,
viewing corridors would be available from Springfield Drive and Sylvan Drive. The proposed project and
Reduced Intensity Alternative would also include viewing corridors, but these would not be as large as
the Revised Massing Alternative.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

3-63

Table 3-6
Revised Massing Alternative
Building
Building 1
Building 2
Building 3
Building 4
Building 5
Building 6
Building 7

Height (in
stories)a
2 to 4
2 to 4
2 to 3
4 to 5
5
4
2

Building 8

3

Total

N/A

Notes:
a.

# of Residential Units and Commercial
Square Footage
53 units
46 units
18 units
64 units
40 units
29 units, 3,023 square feet office space
0 units, 3,580 square feet office space, 3,423
square feet retail space
0 units, 17,194 square feet office space,
10,903 square feet retail space
250 units, 23,797 square feet office space,
14,326 square feet retail space

Net Change from Proposed
Project
Reduction of 13 units
Reduction of 22 units
Reduction of 15 units
Addition of 9 units
Addition of 8 units
Addition of 2 units
No change
No change
Net reduction of 30 units, no
change in commercial square
footage

A five-story building would be approximately 60 feet in height.

Figure 3-8 overlays the proposed project (transparent) and Reduced Intensity Alternative (red) over the
Revised Massing Alternative (yellow), to provide a comparison among the proposed massings. As shown,
the proposed project would be greater in height when compared to the Revised Massing Alternative in
Buildings 1 through 3. The height of Building 4 for the Revised Massing Alternative would exceed the
height of Building 4 for the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would also be greater in
height along the eastern façade of Buildings 1 and 2, but the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be
greater in height along El Camino Real. In addition, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less
space between Buildings 2 and 3, as compared to the Revised Massing Alternative. The height of
Building 4 for the Revised Massing Alternative would exceed the height of Building 4 for the Reduced
Massing Alternative.
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Figure 3-7a Massing of the Proposed Project, Reduced Intensity Alternative, and Revised Massing Alternative Viewed from the East
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Figure 3-7b Massing of the Proposed Project, Reduced Intensity Alternative, and Revised Massing Alternative Viewed from the East with Approximate Heights
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Figure 3-9 shows the massing of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and Revised Massing Alternative from
El Camino Real and Bush Street, facing east, and Figure 3-10 shows the massing from Old County Road
and Sylvan Road, facing west. Figures 3.3-14 and 3.3-10 of the Draft EIR show the existing and postconstruction views from the vantage points presented in Figure 3-9 and Figure 3-10, respectively. For a
comparison, Figure 3.3-14 can be found on page 3.3-44 and Figure 3.3-10 can be found on page 3.3-37 in
Section 6 of this Responses to Comment document in Section 3.3, Visual Quality.

Impact Assessment
This section evaluates whether the alternatives would reduce potentially significant impacts of the
proposed project and/or would generate impacts other than those identified for the proposed project.

Land Use and Planning
The Revised Massing Alternative would reduce the building massing that would be constructed under the
proposed project. Nonetheless, the Revised Massing Alternative would still redevelop the project site and
substantially increase on-site development and activity with mixed uses. Like the proposed project, this
alternative would result in conflicts with policies of the General Plan that were adopted for avoiding or
mitigating significant environmental impacts. Similar to the proposed project, mitigation measures would
avoid the policy conflicts as described in Table 3-7. Specifically, without mitigation, the Revised Massing
Alternative would or could conflict with Land Use Element Policies LU-9.3, LU-9.4, LU-12.5, LU-12.8;
Community Safety and Services Element Policies CSS-4.3, CSS-4.5, CSS-4.6; Noise Element Policies
NOI-1.1, NOI-1.2, NOI-1.3, NOI-1.4, NOI-1.5, NOI-1.8; Circulation and Scenic Highways Actions CSH3.7, CSH-3.1; and Environmental Management Element Policies EM-6.6, EM-7.1, and Actions EM-7.1,
EM-9.1, EM-11.1, EM-12. However, the mitigation measures would reduce the land use, cultural
resources, air quality, noise, hazards, and traffic and other impacts that the aforementioned policies seek
to avoid. With mitigation, the Revised Massing Alternative would be consistent with these General Plan
policies and actions.
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Reduced Intensity Alternative

Revised Massing Alternative
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Source: Square One, 2012.

FIGURE 3-9
Reduced Intensity Alternative and Revised Massing Alternative - Views Facing El Camino Real and Bush Street, Facing East
100000532
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FIGURE 3-10
Reduced Intensity Alternative and Revised Massing Alternative - Views from Sylvan Road and Old County Road, Facing West
100000532
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Consistency
Determination

Policy

Rationale

Land Use Element
Policy LU-7.4 Respect the visual
prominence of important City landmarks,
gateways, and destinations.

No conflict.

The two towers on either side of Holly Street
proposed as a part of the Revised Massing
Alternative would contribute to a gateway
visual prominence of one of the City’s
gateways.

Policy LU-8.2 Ensure that new
development is sensitive to the character of
adjacent structures and immediate
neighborhood.

No conflict.

The reduced massing of the Revised Massing
Alternative would be more compatible with the
lower density residential land uses to the east
than the proposed project.

Policy LU-8.11 Discourage abrupt changes
in building scale. A gradual transition
between low-rise to mid-rise buildings
should be achieved by using low-rise
building at the edge of the project site.
Consider the relationship of buildings to
the street, to one another and to adjacent
structures and land uses, especially singlefamily residential.

Less-than-significant
conflict.

The Revised Massing Alternative reduces the
massing on the eastern façade of the buildings
facing Old County Road from four stories under
the proposed project to two to three stories to
provide a gradual transition between the lower
density uses to the east and the Revised
Massing Alternative.

Policy LU-8.13 Require parking areas
associated with development to be located
and designed to minimize visual impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. This may
include locating parking behind building
street frontage, below grade, or screening
through the use of natural landscaping.

No conflict.

A surface parking area currently exists at the
project site. After construction, the project site
would feature underground parking garages and
surface parking, which would not be a
significant change from existing conditions.

Policy LU-8.19 Residential structures shall
be designed to be compatible with existing
structures in the vicinity, avoid obstructing
views from adjacent structures or views of
community importance, avoid interference
with the right to use solar energy and be
consistent with the community design
principles.

No conflict.

See LU- 8.11. Additionally, the Revised
Massing Alternative creates a break in the
massing between Buildings 2 and 3 to maintain
the east-west view corridor. This alternative
would introduce towers which have the
potential to block views; however, these towers
would be directly west of a neighborhood
commercial development and would not be
opposite sensitive residential uses. Furthermore,
these towers would be consistent with LU-7.4.

Policy LU-9.3 Assure that redevelopment,
public or private, mitigates any negative
traffic and parking impacts on or adjacent
to residential neighborhoods.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Section 3.4, Transportation, identifies
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1, involving a parking
and TDM program, and Mitigation Measure
TR-6.1, involving contribution toward
intersection signalization, to ameliorate
significant traffic and parking impacts of the
proposed project.
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Policy

Consistency
Determination

Policy LU-9.4 Mitigation measures shall
be utilized to the greatest extent feasible for
neighborhoods surrounding new proposed
development.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Mitigation measures are identified throughout
this EIR as warranted under CEQA.

Policy LU-9.5 Require buffering,
screening, setbacks or other measures for
new and expended multi-family residential
and/or commercial/ industrial development
adjacent to single family residential
neighborhoods to minimize impacts and
compatibility conflicts.

No conflict.

The project site is separated from nearby
residential neighborhoods by the elevated
Caltrain tracks, Old County Road, and El
Camino Real. Nonetheless, the project
developer has proposed as part of the project an
enhanced landscape plan in response to
neighborhood concerns (see Section 2, Project
Description). The landscape plans help buffer
existing views of the project site from the
eastern neighborhoods. Furthermore, the
Revised Massing Alternative would reduce the
massing of Buildings 1 to 3 facing east toward
the residential land uses on Old County Road.

Policy LU-9.9 Encourage design of
development to minimize obstruction of
significant views of the San Francisco Bay,
the western hills, or other significant
natural vistas to the greatest extent
possible.

No conflict.

The Revised Massing Alternative would be
designed to reduce the massing on the eastern
façade of the Buildings 1 through 3 and creates
a break in the massing between Buildings 2 and
3 to maintain the east-west view corridor and
hillside views as seen from the land uses on the
east side of Old County Road and on both sides
of Sylvan Avenue.

Policy LU-9.16 Require a contribution of
parkland and/or fees in-lieu of land
dedication as a condition of approval of all
new residential subdivisions.

No conflict.

Section 3.13, Public Services, indicates that the
residential aspect of the Revised Massing
Alternative would be required, by San Carlos
Municipal Code Section 17.32.030, to pay park
and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.

Policy LU-11.5 Limit the visibility of
surface parking within gateway areas
through landscaping and architectural
treatments such as low decorative walls or
trellises.

No conflict.

See Policy LU-8.13.

Policy LU-12.5 Treat with respect and
dignity any human remains discovered
during implementation of public and
private projects within the City and fully
comply with the California Native
American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act and other appropriate
laws.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Similar to the proposed project and as explained
in Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, construction
of the Revised Massing Alternative could
potentially disturb human remains. Mitigation
Measure CR-2.1 requires certain protocol and
notification of the county Coroner, who would
require adherence to applicable laws.

Policy LU-12.8 Retain the exterior
architectural character and setting of the
Historical San Carlos Depot and San Carlos
Museum (former San Carlos Fire House).

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Similar to the proposed project, the Revised
Massing Alternative would not directly
demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of the
Historic Depot that convey its historical
significance. The Revised Massing Alternative

Rationale
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Consistency
Determination

Policy

Action LU-12.1 Ensure thorough
compliance with the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) relating to potential impacts to
cultural and historical resources.

Rationale
would enhance the use of the Historic Depot by
providing a pedestrian plaza adjacent to it that
could maintain the existing commemorative bell
on site. During construction, the Revised
Massing Alternative could inadvertently
damage the Historic Depot. Mitigation Measure
CR-1.1, involving protective measures, would
avoid significant adverse impacts.

No conflict.

By preparing this EIR, including the historical
resource analysis in Section 3.7, Cultural
Resources, the City has complied with this
policy. See Policy LU-12.8.

Policy CSS-2.4 Minimize impervious
surfaces to reduce stormwater runoff and
increase flood protection.

Less-than-significant
conflict.

Similar to the proposed project, the Revised
Massing Alternative would increase impervious
area on site by 3.34 acres. However, as
discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology,
development on the project site would be
subject to the Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit (Provision C.3.b.), which would
involve, Low Impact Development (LID)
source control best management practices
(BMPs), site design BMPs, and stormwater
treatment BMPs, which would reduce impacts
from increased impermeable area to less than
significant.

Policy CSS-2.12 Incorporate stormwater
drainage systems in development projects
to effectively control the rate and amount
of runoff, so as to prevent increases in
downstream flooding potential.

No conflict.

See Policy CSS-2.4.

Policy CSS-4.3 Mitigate hazard exposure
to and from new development projects
through the environmental review
process, design criteria, and standards
enforcement.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

As noted in Section 3.11, Hazardous Materials,
several areas of the project site are reported to
contain chemicals of concern from on-site prior
uses. Mitigation Measure HM-3.1 and 3.2 would
minimize the potential risk of exposure by requiring
remediation efforts at the project site.

Policy CSS-4.5 Where deemed necessary,
based on the history of land use, require
site assessment for hazardous and toxic soil
contamination prior to approving
development project applications.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy CSS-4.3.

Policy CSS-4.6 Prohibit land uses and
development which emit odors, light glare,
particulates, or other environmentally
sensitive contaminants from being located
within proximity of schools, community

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Like the proposed project, the Revised Massing
Alternative would generate construction dust and
exhaust emissions that would be a temporary but
potentially significant impact. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce such

Community Safety and Services Element
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Policy
centers, senior homes, and other sensitive
receptors.
Sensitive receptors shall be prohibited
from locating in the proximity of
environmentally sensitive contaminants.

Consistency
Determination

Rationale
emission to less than significant. The Revised
Massing Alternative would not emit significant
odors. The Revised Massing Alternative, similar
to the proposed project, would have potentially
significant light and glare impacts on
surrounding areas. Mitigation Measures VQ-4.1
and VQ-4.2 would reduce these impacts by
requiring a lighting plan. Section 3.11,
Hazardous Materials, indicates that the project
site would not be located within ¼-mile of a
school and would not expose schools to harmful
emissions.

Action CSS-5.1 Submit proposed land use
policy actions (general plans/amendments,
specific plans/amendments, rezoning, etc.)
and related development plans, if any, that
affect property located within AREA B
portion of the Airport Influence Area (AIA)
boundary for San Carlos Airport, to the San
Mateo County Airport Land Use
Commission for review/action pursuant to
California Public Utilities Code Section
21667(b), prior to final action by the City.

No conflict.

As indicated previously under Applicable Plans
and Regulations, the project site is within AREA
B for the San Carlos Airport and, as such, will be
reviewed by the ALU-C for conformance with
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77,
Objects Affecting Navigable Air Space, and
compatibility with given noise exposure
standards. The Revised Massing Alternative, like
the proposed project, would be required to
submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration of Objects that May Affect the
Navigable Airspace (FAA Advisory Circular AC
No. 70/7460-21) to the FAA to determine if the
development would affect the safety of aircraft in
flight and the efficient use of navigable airspace.
Upon completion of its evaluation, the FAA will
inform the project developer, the airport
proprietor, and the City of its findings. The City
will submit the necessary plans for the proposed
project for airport safety review prior to final
action on the proposed project, and would be in
compliance with Action CSS-5.1.

Policy CSS-8.4 Evaluate through the
California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) process how new development
impacts schools, as the quality of San
Carlos schools is a primary asset of the
City.

No conflict.

By preparing this EIR, including the school
analysis in Section 3.13, Public Services, the
City has complied with this policy. As indicated
in Section 3.13, the proposed project would be
subject to SB 50 School Impact Fees and would
have a less-than-significant impact on schools.
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Consistency
Determination

Policy

Rationale

Noise Element
Policy NOI-1.1 Use the Noise and Land
Compatibility Standards shown in Figure 91, the noise level performance standards in
Table 9-1 and the projected future noise
contours for the General Plan shown in
Figure 9-3 and detailed in Table 9-2, as a
guide for future planning and development
decisions.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Policy NOI-1.2 Minimize noise impacts on
noise sensitive land uses. Noise-sensitive
land uses include residential uses,
retirement homes, hotel/motels, schools,
libraries, community centers, places of
public assembly, daycare facilities,
churches, and hospitals.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Policy NOI-1.3 Limit noise impacts on
noise-sensitive uses to noise level standards
as indicated in Table 9-1 of the Noise
Element.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy NOI-1.1 and NOI-1.2.

Policy NOI-1.4 Require a detailed acoustic
report in all cases where noise-sensitive
land uses are proposed in areas exposed to
exterior noise levels of 60 CNEL Ldn or
greater. If recommended in the report,
mitigation measures shall be required as
conditions of project approval.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy NOI-1.1 and NOI-1.2.

Policy NOI-1.5 New development of noisesensitive land uses proposed in noiseimpacted areas shall incorporate effective
mitigation measures into the project design
to reduce exterior and interior noise levels to
the following acceptable levels:
a. For new single-family residential
development, maintain a standard of 60 Ldn
(day/night average noise level) for exterior
noise in private use areas.
b. For new multi-family 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 downtown
core.
c. Interior noise levels shall not exceed 45
Ldn in all new residential units (single-and
multi-family). Development sites exposed to
noise levels exceeding 60 Ldn shall be

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy NOI-1.1 and NOI-1.2.
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As noted in Section 3.6, Noise, exterior noise
levels throughout the project site would exceed
the noise and land use compatibility standards
presented in the General Plan for residential
land uses. Interior noise levels would exceed
acceptable levels. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure NO-3.1, which requires noise
insulation features and an acoustical analysis,
would reduce interior noise to acceptable levels.
Like the proposed project, construction of the
Revised Massing Alternative would temporarily
generate noise levels above ambient levels in
the general vicinity of the project site; however,
this would not significantly affect nearby
sensitive receptors.
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Policy
analyzed following protocols in Appendix
Chapter 12, Section 1208, A, Sound
Transmission Control, 2001 Building Code
Chapter 12, Appendix Section 1207.11.2 of
the 2007 California Building Code (or the
latest revision).
d. Where new residential units (single and
multi-family) would be exposed to
intermittent noise levels generated during
train operations, maximum railroad noise
levels inside homes shall not exceed 50 dBA
in bedrooms or 55 dBA in other occupied
spaces. These single event limits are only
applicable where there are normally four or
more train operations per day.

Consistency
Determination

Rationale

Policy NOI-1.7 The City shall seek to
reduce impacts from ground-borne
vibration associated with rail operations by
requiring that vibration-sensitive buildings
(e.g., residences) are sited at least 100 feet
from the centerline of the railroad tracks
whenever feasible. The development of
vibration-sensitive buildings within 100
feet from the centerline of the rail-road
tracks would require a study demonstrating
that ground borne vibration issues
associated with rail operations have been
adequately addressed (i.e. through building
siting, foundation design, and construction
techniques).

No conflict.

Like the proposed project, as noted in Section
3.6, Noise, the Revised Massing Alternative
would experience less-than-significant vibration
levels from existing Caltrain operations.

Policy NOI-1.8 During all phases of
construction activity, reasonable noise
reduction measures shall be utilized to
minimize the exposure of neighboring
properties to excessive noise levels.
a. Construction activities shall comply with
the City’s Noise Ordinance.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy NOI-1.2.

Policy NOI-1.10 Ensure that mixed-use
development projects are designed to
minimize noise impacts on residential
units.

No conflict.

See Policy NOI-1.2. Also, the proposed
residential and commercial development would
not measurably increase traffic noise levels
along roadways in the project vicinity.
Furthermore, the Revised Massing Alternative
would reduce massing and create a break
between buildings which would reduce noise
reflection.
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Consistency
Determination

Policy
Policy NOI-1.14 The Federal Transit
Administration vibration impact criteria
and assessment methods shall be used to
evaluate the compatibility of train vibration
with proposed land uses adjoining the
UPRR (Caltrain) corridor. Site specific
vibration studies shall be completed for
vibration-sensitive uses proposed within
100 feet of active railroad tracks.

Rationale

No conflict.

Appendix H of this EIR provides vibration
studies prepared for the proposed project, which
would be adjacent to the Caltrain tracks. The
vibration study, prepared by Wilson Ihrig &
Associates, applies Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) criteria.

Policy CSH-3.8 The City shall strive to
maintain intersection service levels above
the mid range of level D (not to exceed a
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C) of 0.85 or
a total average delay time at intersections of
45 seconds whenever V/C Ratio is not
available). The City recognizes that certain
development project(s) may cause this level
of service goal to be exceeded. The City
may approve such development project(s) if
specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits outweigh
the adverse effect of exceeding the mid
range level D goal.

No conflict with
implementation of
project related
mitigation measures.

As indicated in Section 3.4, Transportation, with
the proposed project, all of the study
intersections, with the exception of the El
Camino Real/Ralston Avenue intersection,
would operate at an acceptable LOS C or better
under project conditions. The El Camino
Real/Ralston Avenue intersection is projected to
operate at an unacceptable LOS E during the
PM peak hour under project conditions.
However, since this intersection was projected
to operate at LOS E under future conditions and
the project would not increase the V/C ratio by
0.01 or more, the proposed project would not
have a significant negative impact at this
intersection. Furthermore, the Revised Massing
Alterative would create less traffic than the
proposed project.
Under cumulative conditions, the Revised
Massing Alterative would result in two
intersections (El Camino Real/Holly Street and
Old County Road/Holly Street) operating at
unacceptable levels of service. In addition, the
Revised Massing Alternative would contribute
to an increase in traffic volumes, which would
in turn warrant the signalization of the Walnut
Street/Holly Street and Laurel Street/Holly
Street intersections. This contribution to
significant cumulative traffic impacts would be
reduced to less than cumulatively considerable
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure
TR-5.1.

Action CSH-3.7 The City shall strive to
reduce vehicular trip generation from new
development by 20 percent, using a
combination of both public and private
funds and efforts. The 20 percent reduction
shall be obtained through implementation of
Transportation Demand Measures (TDMs).
For private development projects, no less
than a 10 percent reduction in vehicular trip

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Section 3.4, Transportation, identifies
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1 to reduce project
trip generation by 20 percent. The mitigation
requires implementation of a parking and TDM
plan program that includes subsidized transit,
parking pricing, and other measures. Like the
proposed project, this mitigation measure would
be required for the Revised Massing Alternative.
With required mitigation, the Revised Massing

Circulation and Scenic Highways Element
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Policy
generation should be attained through the
implementation of TDMs that are privately
funded and implemented. TDMs may
include, but are not limited to, incorporation
of the following measures into new
development projects:


Mixed-use areas



Neighborhood centers



Pedestrian oriented public and private
development improvements



Increased/enhanced pedestrian linkages



Bicycle friendly improvements



Access to transit corridor



Participation in local public shuttle
programs



Parking management



Links between commercial, residential
and industrial areas of the community



Access to a variety of transportation
modes



C/CAG Congestion Management Plan
Trip Reduction Measures

Action CSH-3.1 New development projects
shall be required to mitigate traffic,
circulation, and/or parking impacts. The
City may impose a mitigation fee on new
developments for the proportional share of
costs to mitigate the traffic, circulation,
and/or parking impact of a project.

Consistency
Determination

Rationale
Alternative would be consistent with Action
CSH-37.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Section 3.4, Transportation, identifies Mitigation
Measure TR-6.1 to require fair share payment
towards the signalization of the Walnut
Street/Holly Street and Laurel Street/Holly Street
intersections. This section also identifies
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1, which requires a
parking and TDM plan that includes subsidized
transit, parking pricing, and other measures. Like
the proposed project, this mitigation measure
would be required for the Revised Massing
Alternative.
With required mitigation, the Revised Massing
Alternative would be consistent with Circulation
Policy 9.0.

Policy EM-5.1 Reduce the discharge of
toxic materials into the City’s sanitary
sewer and stormwater collection system by
promoting the use of Best Management
Practices.

No conflict.

See Policy CSS-2.4.

Policy EM-5.7 Encourage site designs that
manage the quantity and quality of
stormwater run-off.

No conflict.

See Policy CSS-2.4.

Environmental Management Element
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Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Consistency
Determination

Policy

Rationale

Policy EM-5.10 Require the evaluation of
potential groundwater depletion that could
occur from new development through
dewatering.

No conflict.

Similar to the proposed project, if groundwater is
encountered during construction activities,
dewatering would be required. Dewatering
activities during construction could potentially
temporarily affect local groundwater levels.
Dewatering could be discharged into the
stormdrain under the Construction General Permit
for small amounts of dewatering, or under an
individual waste discharge requirement permit or
NPDES permit for more substantial amounts of
dewatering. Limits on the quantity of discharge
and the temporary nature of construction
dewatering would ensure that substantial lowering
of the groundwater table would not occur. As such,
impacts to groundwater levels from construction
activities would be less than significant.

Policy EM-6.1 Support and comply with
the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD), State and federal
standards and policies that improve air
quality in the Bay Area.

No conflict.

Like the proposed project, the Revised Massing
Alternative would be within the projections of the
regional Clean Air Plan. Also, the proposed transitoriented and mixed use development would be in
line with the land use planning strategies in the
BAAQMD 2005 Ozone Strategy.

Policy EM-6.6 BAAQMD recommended
measures to reduce PM10 and exhaust
emissions associated with construction shall
be applied to new development in San
Carlos.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Construction dust and exhaust emission would be a
temporary but potentially significant impact. As
such, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ2.1, which requires BAAQMD-recommended
measures, would reduce such emissions to lessthan-significant levels. Post construction mobileand stationary-source project emissions would be
less than significant.

Policy EM-7.1 Take appropriate action to
address climate change and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

Similar to the proposed project, GHG emissions
from the Revised Massing Alternative would be
within the per capita threshold of the City’s
CAP. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
AQ-8.1 through AQ-8.4 require energy saving
measures, water conservation measures,
recycling programs, and construction-period
measures that would reduce emissions and
ensure full compliance with the CAP.
Furthermore, the Revised Massing Alternative
would reduce GHG emissions below levels that
would be produced by the proposed project.

Action EM-7.1 Implement strategies in the
Climate Action Plan to achieve the
greenhouse gas reduction target.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy EM-7.1.

3-80

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

Table 3-7
Consistency of the Revised Massing Alternative with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
Policy

Consistency
Determination

Rationale

Action EM-9.1 Implement measures in the
Climate Action Plan intended to reduce
energy consumption.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation
measures.

See Policy EM-7.1.

Action EM-11.1 Implement measures in
the Climate Action Plan intended to reduce
transportation emissions.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation
measures.

See Policy CSH-3.7.

Action EM-12.1 Implement measures in
the Climate Action Plan intended to reduce
solid waste and increase recycling and
reuse.

No conflict with
implementation of
project-related
mitigation measures.

See Policy EM-7.1.

Source: City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan, adopted October 2009; Atkins, 2012.

As previously described, the Caltrain tracks physically separate the GESC neighborhood from El Camino
Real and western parts of the City. Like the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would
maintain all existing physical connections and would not obstruct existing access between east and west
San Carlos, which is provided along arterials such as Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, and Ralston Avenue.
Although the Revised Massing Alternative would add to the existing physical barrier, it would also
enhance connections between the GESC neighborhoods, the project site, and Downtown San Carlos,
reducing the severity of the separation between east and west San Carlos. Also, like the proposed project,
the Revised Massing Alternative would help further the City’s goals for the Railroad Corridor, as
articulated in Resolution 2003-79, by promoting transit use, complementing existing adjacent uses, and
enhancing pedestrian access in the vicinity of the project site. The Revised Massing Alternative would
have a maximum building height of 60 feet, which is 11 feet higher than the proposed project. However,
it would lower the heights on the east side of the buildings facing the residential neighborhood to the east
across the Caltrain corridor. Although the height of the Revised Massing Alternative is higher than
current height limits allowed on the project site, permission to construct a structure above what is
identified would be allowed with Planning Commission approval through the planned development
zoning process sought by the proposed project and which would be sought by the Revised Massing
Alternative. Nonetheless, like the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would be below the
152-foot height restriction under the Airport Land Use Plan and would be subject to review by the Airport
Land Use Commission.
The Revised Massing Alternative combined with cumulative projects, such as the High Speed Train,
would reinforce the existing division between east and west San Carlos. However, like the proposed
project, development would be consistent with what is identified in the existing policy documents.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

3-81

Visual Quality
The Revised Massing Alternative would decrease building massing on site and, accordingly, visual
impacts would be reduced compared to those of the proposed project. Scenic vistas are considered broad
and expansive views of a significant landscape feature or panoramic views of significant historical or
architectural features. As described in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, there are multiple locations within the
GESC neighborhoods with direct and prominent background views of the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge or
Belmont Hill; however, the ridgeline and Belmont Hill are not seen as a continuous, panoramic view due
to the flat topography of the surrounding area and the presence of development and landscaping. Thus,
these views do not comprise a scenic vista as they do not include a broad and expansive view of a
significant landscape feature. Furthermore, views of the Historic Depot, considered a historical feature,
would not be obstructed as a result of the Revised Massing Alternative. Like the proposed project,
unobstructed views of the eastern façade of the Historic Depot are not available from the GESC
neighborhoods due to the Caltrain Station platform and, consequently, these views do not constitute a
scenic vista. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would not
adversely affect scenic vistas (i.e., obstruct views of the San Francisco Bay as seen from the hillsides of
the Pulgas Ridge).
Like the proposed project, this Revised Massing Alternative would obstruct views of hillsides from the
GESC neighborhoods area; however, this alternative would obstruct less hillside views than the proposed
project or the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The Revised Massing Alternative would increase the spacing
between Buildings 2 and 3, thus, maintaining an east-west view corridor and hillside views as seen from
the land uses on the east side of Old County Road and on both sides of Sylvan Avenue. Additionally, the
lower two-story façade on the east side of the buildings would be more visually compatible with the lower
density residential land uses on the east side of Old County Road. Unlike the proposed project, the
Revised Massing Alternative would include two five-story towers on either side of Holly Street. Building
4, directly north of Holly Street, would be four to five stories and Building 5, adjacent to Holly Street to
the south, would be five stories. Though these buildings would be greater in height than the proposed
project, both buildings would be directly west of neighborhood commercial development on the east Old
County Road and, thus, would not be opposite sensitive residential land uses. Furthermore, the two towers
would provide a prominent visual gateway to San Carlos, which would be consistent with the General
Plan. Like the proposed project, this alternative would remove on-site trees, but would incorporate an
extensive landscaping plan that would retain large Coastal Oak trees and Sequoias along the project
perimeter that would visually offset the impact on significant trees. This alternative would also be subject
to the requirements of the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would incorporate exterior lighting that would have a
potentially significant impact regarding glare and off-site light spillage. Implementation of mitigation
such as Mitigation Measures VQ-4.1 and VQ-4.2, involving a lighting plan and light control devices,
would ensure impacts are less than significant.
Like the proposed project, this alternative would not visually cumulate with other projects because other
foreseeable projects (see Table 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, Introduction to Environmental Analysis) would not
occur in the vicinity of the project site, with the exception of the Caltrain Electrification and the HST
project. For the Caltrain Electrification project, the cumulative visibility of the projects would not obstruct
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anymore hillside views than the Revised Massing Alternative alone. Hillside obstruction would be
isolated and no significant views of hillsides would be lost. While the Caltrain Electrification project
would have adverse impacts on on-site character, the Revised Massing Alternative could help reduce the
impact by enhancing landscaping along the Caltrain tracks. The Revised Massing Alternative, in
combination with the HST project would obstruct additional views, increase massing, and bring highly
visible structures closer to the sensitive receptors. However, the proposed project’s contribution to the
cumulative impact is not expected to be significant due to the dominant built features of the HST project.
As such, cumulative impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be less than significant, as with
the proposed project.

Transportation
The Revised Massing Alternative would construct 30 less residential units than the proposed project and
would construct the same amount of office and retail space as the proposed project. The reduction of 30
residential units would create 199 less daily trips than the proposed project. The proposed project would
generate 2,739 daily trips; while the Revised Massing Alternative would generate 2,540 daily trips (see
Table 3-8). The Revised Massing Alternative would still result in additional roadway traffic and
pedestrian and parking demand, though to a lesser extent than the proposed project, as explained below.
The proposed project would result in less-than-significant intersection and freeway LOS impacts. Because
the Revised Massing Alternative would generate fewer trips than the proposed project, this alternative
would also have less-than-significant impacts. Like the proposed project, this alternative would have lessthan-significant impacts on alternative modes of transportation and site access and would incorporate
pedestrian enhancements similar to those of the proposed project. The proposed project would provide
adequate parking for the proposed uses, and the Revised Massing Alternative would also provide
adequate parking, with a commensurate reduction in residential spaces.
Table 3-8
Daily Trip Generation of Proposed Project Versus Revised Massing Alternative

Land Use
Apartments a
Residential Subtotal:
General Retail
Office

b

c

Non-residential Subtotal:

Size –
Proposed
Project

Size –
Revised
Massing
Alternative

ITE
Code

280 units

250 units

220

280 units

250 units

14,326 s.f.

14,326 s.f.

820

23,797 s.f.

23,797 s.f.

710

38,123 s.f.

38,123 s.f.

Daily Trip
Rates

Daily Trips –
Proposed
Project

Daily Trips
– Revised
Massing
Alternative

6.65

1,862

1,663

1,862

1,663

42.9

615

615

11.0

262

262

877

877

2,739

2,540

Total Project Trips:
Source:
Notes:
a.
b.
c.

ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition, 2008.
Apartment (220) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed residential units.
Shopping Center (820) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed retail space.
Office (710) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed office space.
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Under Cumulative Conditions with the proposed project, the El Camino Real/Holly Street intersection
and Old County Road/Holly Street intersection would operate at unacceptable levels of service assuming
no mitigation. The proposed project would contribute an average of approximately 22 percent of the total
growth under the cumulative scenario. The General Plan identifies a 20 percent trip reduction through
TDM as the goal reduction to be achieved by all new development within the City. Like the proposed
project, the Revised Massing Alternative would also increase the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at the
same two intersections, although to a lesser extent than the proposed project. Mitigation such as
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1 would ensure that the Revised Massing Alternative’s contribution to
cumulative intersection impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.
Under Cumulative Conditions, the proposed project would contribute to an increase in traffic volumes,
which would in turn warrant the signalization of the Walnut Street/Holly Street and Laurel Street/Holly
Street intersections. Likewise, the Revised Massing Alternative could warrant signalization at these
intersections in the cumulative scenario. Similar to the proposed project, mitigation such as Mitigation
Measure TR-6.1, which requires a fair share contribution toward the needed signalization, would ensure
impacts from the Revised Massing Alternative would be less than significant.

Air Quality
The Revised Massing Alternative would have air quality impacts similar to those of the proposed project,
although to a lesser degree. Like the proposed project, this alternative would result in potentially
significant dust emissions during construction, although mitigation such as Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1,
which requires BAAQMD-recommended dust control measures, would reduce impacts to less than
significant. The proposed project would emit less-than-significant levels of toxic air contaminants, odors,
ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 from area or mobile sources, and would also emit less-than-significant levels
of localized CO from traffic; the Revised Massing Alternative would also have less-than-significant
pollutant and odor emissions because this alternative would be less intensively developed and generate
fewer automobile trips. As such, this alternative would generate fewer emissions than the proposed
project. Under cumulative conditions, pollutant and odor emissions of the proposed project would be less
than significant, and with the Revised Massing Alternative, there would also be less-than-significant
impacts.
The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would
be within the City’s per capita threshold in the Climate Action Plan. With mitigation, the proposed project
would comply with the Climate Action Plan. Since the Revised Massing Alternative would involve
similar uses to a lesser intensity, the same significance conclusions and mitigations apply.

Noise
Noise impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar but slightly reduced compared to
those of the proposed project. Construction activities under the Revised Massing Alternative would be
similar to the proposed project and, as such, this alternative would have less-than-significant construction
noise and vibration impacts.
Because of this alternative’s setback from the Caltrain tracks, like the proposed project, this alternative
would result in less-than-significant vibration impacts from adjacent rail traffic. Like the proposed
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project, this alternative would be exposed to excessive operational noise from traffic on El Camino Real
and railroad operations. Implementation of mitigation such as Mitigation Measure NO-3.1 and NO-3.2,
which requires noise abatement in final project design and a subsequent acoustical survey to confirm an
acoustical attenuation rating of 30 dBA or greater, would reduce impacts to less than significant.
Like the proposed project, this alternative could result in construction vibration that could damage the
Historic Depot. However, mitigation such as Mitigation Measure CR-1.1, involving protective measures,
would ensure less-than-significant impacts.
Project traffic would increase noise levels along roadways under Revised Massing Alternative; however,
these levels would be lower than the proposed project since this alternative would construct 30 less
residential units. Similar to the proposed project, noise from train operations could be reflected off of the
proposed structures onto the GESC neighborhoods under the Revised Massing Alternative. As explained
detail in Master Response 3, the GESC neighborhoods could be exposed to noise level increases due to
proposed building reflections; however, increases would be incremental and would be less than
significant, based on the defined significance criteria. This alternative would have less-than significant
traffic noise generation and would construct new residences well outside the San Carlos Airport’s 55 dBA
CNEL contour; thus, aircraft noise exposure would be less than significant, similar to the proposed
project.
As with the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would have a less-than-significant
contribution to construction and operational noise emissions. While this alternative would have a lesser
contribution than the proposed project, implementation of mitigation to reduce trips and incorporate noise
abatement would still be required to reduce the contribution to less than cumulatively considerable.

Cultural Resources
Cultural resource impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed
project since similar development and ground disturbance would occur. Like the proposed project, this
alternative would not demolish or materially alter the Historic Depot. Nor would the proposed changes
impede views of the Historic Depot. This alternative could damage the Historic Depot during construction
but would have a less-than-significant impact with the implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1.1,
which would require the preparation of a construction protection plan for the Historic Depot. Like the
proposed project, this alternative would be in a region known to have subsurface archaeological and
paleontological resource and human remains, and could potentially disturb such resources on site.
Mitigation similar to Mitigation Measure CR-2.1, which requires procedures to follow should there be a
discovery of such resources during excavation or construction, would reduce potentially significant
impacts to a less-than-significant level.
As with the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would not have cumulative impacts on
historic resources with other projects. In addition, cumulative vibration would not be substantial.
However, cumulative impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources and human remains would
be potentially significant. This alternative’s potential contribution to this cumulative impact would be
considerable given that a large, 10.53-acre site would be disturbed and that archaeological and
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paleontological resources are finite resources. Mitigation similar to Mitigation Measure CR-2.1 would
reduce the contribution to a less than cumulatively considerable level.

Biological Resources
Biology-related impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed
project. Like the proposed project, this alternative would have no impact on sensitive species or habitat
since no such resources exist in the project site vicinity. Like the proposed project, this alternative would
be subject to Provision C.3 of the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program, which
includes implementation of post-construction stormwater quality Best Management Practices. This
alternative does not interfere or impede with movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species and, thus, there would be no impacts related to wildlife movement. Furthermore, this
alternative would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan, given that no such plans exist that
include the project site.
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would remove on-site trees and would have a potentially
significant impact on nesting birds. Implementation of mitigation such as Mitigation Measure BR-5.1,
which requires pre-construction surveys for nesting birds and implementation of protective measures,
would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. This alternative would be subject to the City’s
Landscape Ordinance, Trees and Protected Trees 18.18.070, which would prevent significant impacts
from the removal of on-site significant trees. It should be noted that, similar to the proposed project, this
alternative would preserve coast redwoods and sequoias along the project site perimeter.
The Revised Massing Alternative would have no impact with respect to sensitive species and habitat,
wildlife movement, and adopted conservation plans, and would thus have no potential to contribute to
such cumulative impacts. However, cumulative impacts on nesting birds would be potentially significant,
and the Revised Massing Alternative’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable due to the
number of trees being removed as a result of project construction. Implementation of mitigation such as
Mitigation Measure BR-5.1 would ensure that the contribution to the cumulative impact would be less
than cumulatively considerable. Cumulative impacts on significant trees would be less than significant
due to adherence to the City’s Landscape Ordinance, which applies to the removal of all significant trees
in San Carlos.

Geology and Soils
Geology-related impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed
project. This alternative would have no impact related to fault rupture, since the project site is not in a
fault zone. Impacts from other potential geologic hazards, including groundshaking, liquefaction,
landslides, and unstable soils, would be less than significant also because the Revised Massing
Alternative would be subject to the structural requirements of the California Building Code and the City
Building Code. There would be no impacts related to septic tanks since none are proposed under the
Revised Massing Alternative. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would have less-thansignificant impacts related to erosion because it would be subject to a NPDES permit from the San
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board. Under the NPDES permit, construction contractors
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would be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and an Erosion Control
Plan, which would prevent substantial erosion.
Soil and geologic conditions are site specific and there would be little, if any, cumulative relationship
between the Revised Massing Alternative and other foreseeable projects. Further, under the California
Building Code and the City Building Code, new buildings and facilities are required to be sited and
designed in accordance with the most current geotechnical and seismic guidelines and recommendations.
As such, geoseismic and soil cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Hydrology-related impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed
project. Similar to the proposed project, construction of this alternative would be subject to applicable
waste discharge requirements (WDRs), which would include the Construction General Permit and
possibly an individual WDR or NPDES permit for construction dewatering. During operation, the
Revised Massing Alternative would also be subject to applicable waste WDRs, which would include the
Municipal Stormwater Permit, possibly an individual WDR or NPDES permit for continued dewatering
activities, and requirement of the South Bayside System Authority (SBSA) Wastewater Treatment Plant
(NPDES CA0038369). These requirements would ensure that hydrology related impacts, including
groundwater depletion, surface water pollution, and flooding inducement, would be less than significant.
The project site is not within in a 100-year floodplain hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map, nor is it in a dam
inundation zone or an area that could be affected by tsunamis. As such, the Revised Massing Alternative
would have no flooding, dam inundation, or tsunami impacts.
Cumulative development in the City could generate increased stormwater flows during storm events and
possibly increase erosion potential, particularly during construction. Similarly, site preparation and
development at the project site and other development sites throughout the City could create temporary
and/or permanent ground surface changes that could affect erosion rates or patterns of runoff. These
impacts would not be significant because of existing City, NPDES, and RWQCB project requirements to
control runoff volumes and quality. Compliance with these local and State regulations would ensure that
the impacts of cumulative development are less than significant.

Hazardous Materials
Impacts related to hazardous materials from the Revised Massing Alternative would be similar to those of
the proposed project. This alternative would demolish the existing auto dealership building, which could
contain hazardous building components such as asbestos and lead paint that could be released during
demolition. However, like the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to BAAQMD’s
Regulation 11 – Hazardous Pollutants, Rule 2 – Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing,
which establishes an allowable asbestos emissions threshold from asbestos-related demolition or
construction activities, and specifies precautions and safe work practices to be followed in order to
minimize the potential release of asbestos fibers. Other potential hazardous materials, such as PCBs,
mercury, and lead, are regulated under the federal Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, and Cal/OSHA
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standards, which establish a maximum safe exposure level for types of construction work where lead
exposure may occur. These regulations would ensure less-than significant impacts.
Also, like the proposed project, this alternative would disturb soils and could expose workers and the
public to existing soil and groundwater contamination. Mitigation such as Mitigation Measure HM-3.1
and HM3.2 would minimize the potential risk of exposure by requiring investigation and remediation
efforts at the project site. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, like the proposed
project.
Also, like the proposed project, this alternative would have a less-than-significant potential for release of
hazardous materials during transport, use, or storage of such materials; a less-than-significant potential for
interference with an emergency evacuation plan; a less-than-significant potential for inducing fires; and a
less-than-significant potential for accidents related to Caltrain operations. Lastly, the Revised Massing
Alternative would be below height restrictions relative to the San Carlos Airport and would be subject to
review by the Airport Land Use Commission and Federal Aviation Administration as warranted under the
Airport Land Use Plan.
The health and safety hazards posed by most hazardous materials typically are local in nature. They
generally do not combine in any cumulative sense with the hazards of other projects. Possible exceptions
include transportation of hazardous materials and waste disposal. Each project must comply with the laws
and regulations that apply to the use, storage, and handling of hazardous materials, which would ensure
less-than-significant cumulative impacts. These include:
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the regulation of hazardous materials management by San Mateo County Health Services Agency
(CSMHSA), pursuant to the State Health and Safety Code;



complying with California’s Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law by
filing an Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) with CSMHSA and South County Fire
Authority (SCFA) if a business uses or stores quantities of hazardous materials that exceed the
State’s thresholds;



filing a Risk Management Plan if handling certain very hazardous substances in excess of State
thresholds, as required by the CalARP Program and federal law;



complying with the 2001 California Building Code;



complying with the 2003 Life Safety Code;



complying with the 2001 California Fire Code;



complying with the RWQCB’s groundwater protection program;



complying with Cal/OSHA’s Hazard Communication Standard; and



complying with transportation and packaging requirements for hazardous materials and wastes
established by the Department of Transportation, United States Postal Service, and
Environmental Protection Agency to minimize the potential consequences of possible accidents
during transport.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR–– Master Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\03. Master Responses 07 02 12.docx

Population, Employment, and Housing
The Revised Massing Alternative would construct 30 less residential units than the proposed project and
would result in 600 new City residents, which is 72 residents less than what would result from the
proposed project. The same 100 new jobs would result from the proposed project and Revised Massing
Alternative. The proposed project would result in growth that would be within planned population
projections in the City and region, and would have less-than-significant impacts related to population,
housing, and employment growth, both within the City and cumulatively, on a regional level (see Section
3.12, Population, Housing, and Employment). Since the growth under the Revised Massing Alternative
would be less than the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would also have less-thansignificant impacts. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not displace people or housing.

Public Services
The Revised Massing Alternative would construct 30 less residential units than the proposed project and
would result in 600 new City residents, which is 72 residents less than from the proposed project. The
same 100 new jobs would result from the proposed project and Revised Massing Alternative. The
proposed project would not involve or trigger the construction of new police, fire, school, or park
facilities. Since the Revised Massing Alternative would require less demand for public services than the
proposed project, this alternative would also not involve or trigger the construction of new police, fire,
school, or park facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental impacts.
According to the San Carlos School District, elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled
by approximately 180 students and middle schools are at capacity.20 However, although the Revised
Massing Alternative would generate less students than the proposed project, it would still have a lessthan-significant impact related to new or altered schools since the project sponsor would be required to
pay school impact fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50). Fulfillment
of this requirement would reduce impacts of the Revised Massing Alternative to less than significant.
The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to park deterioration since it
would be subject to San Carlos Municipal Code Sections 17.32.030 and 3.34.080, which requires
payment of park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu, and park development fees. Since the growth
under the Revised Massing Alternative would be less than the proposed project, the Revised Massing
Alternative would also have less-than-significant impacts related to park deterioration.
Cumulative development would not require construction of new police or fire stations. Cumulative
development (residential) would be subject to park fees, as described above, and school impact fees,
enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, which would render impacts less than
significant. As such, cumulative impacts with this alternative would be less than significant, as with the
proposed project.

20

Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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Utilities
The proposed project would not exceed the service and demand projections by the California Water
Service Company’s (CWSC) Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), and any project-specific water
distribution systems would comply with all CWSC standards and local, State, and federal law. As such,
the proposed project would not in and of itself trigger construction of new water facilities outside the
project site, and would have a less-than-significant impact on water supply. Since the growth under the
Revised Massing Alternative would be less than the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative
would also have less-than-significant impacts on water supply.
The proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB, require or
result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, nor
result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves the project area that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s expected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
entitlements. Since growth under the Revised Massing Alternative would be less than the proposed
project, the Revised Massing Alternative would also have less-than-significant impacts related to
wastewater treatment.
The proposed project would be served by the San Carlos Transfer Station and the Ox Mountain Sanitary
Landfill, each with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate projected solid waste from the proposed
project. The proposed project would comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste. Since the growth under the Revised Massing Alternative would be less than the proposed
project, the Revised Massing Alternative would also have less-than-significant impacts on solid waste.
Like the proposed project, the Revised Massing Alternative would require construction of new on-site
drainage facilities due to increased impermeable surface area. All new drainage facilities would have to
comply with the City of San Carlos drainage design permit. With compliance with the drainage design
permit and all applicable local, State, and federal regulations, installation of these structures would not
cause significant environmental effects. Like the proposed project, a less-than-significant impact on storm
drains would be expected.
Gas and electric service to the project site would be provided to meet the needs of the proposed project
and Revised Massing Alternative as required by the PUC, which obligates PG&E to provide service to its
existing and potential customers. Since the proposed project and Revised Massing Alternative would
comply with Title 24 conservation standards and would be served by PG&E, the proposed project and the
Revised Massing Alternative would not require the construction of new energy generation or supply
facilities and would have less-than-significant impacts related to energy demand.
Cumulative development would not require construction of new or unplanned water supply, wastewater
treatment, solid waste, or electricity and gas facilities that have not otherwise been approved. However,
cumulative development could involve construction of new stormwater facilities within the City, and such
construction could have associated environmental impacts. However, impacts would be less-thansignificant due to the cumulative development’s adherence to applicable local, regional, and State
regulations.
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Environmentally Superior Alternative
As explained in Section 5, Alternatives, of the DEIR, Sections 21002 and 21081 of CEQA require lead
agencies to adopt feasible mitigation measures or feasible environmentally superior alternatives in order
to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise significant adverse environmental effects, unless specific social
or other conditions make such mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. Where the environmentally
superior alternative also is the no project alternative, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires the
EIR to identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. A summary of
a comparative assessment is provided in Table 3-9.
On the basis of comparing the extent to which the alternatives reduce or avoid the proposed project’s
significant impacts, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative because
it would avoid the significant but mitigable environmental impacts that would otherwise occur under the
proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and the Revised Massing Alternative.
Table 3-9
Comparative Assessment of Proposed Project versus Project Alternatives
Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Reduced Intensity
Alternative

Revised Massing
Alternative

Land Use

LTS/M

NI

+

++

Visual Quality

LTS/M

NI

+

++

Transportation

LTS/M

NI

++

+

Air Quality

LTS/M

NI

++

+

Noise and Vibration

LTS/M

NI

+

++

Cultural Resources

LTS/M

NI

0

0

Biological Resources

LTS/M

NI

0

0

Geology and Soils

LTS

NI

0

0

Hydrology and Water Quality

LTS

NI

0

0

LTS/M

NI

0

0

Population, Employment, and Housing

LTS

NI

++

+

Public Services

LTS

NI

++

+

LTS/M

NI

++

+

Environmental Factor

Hazardous Materials

Utilities

Key: No Impact (NI), Less Than Significant (LTS), Less Than Significant with Mitigation (LTS/M)
Same as proposed project (0), Impact would be slightly reduced when compared to the proposed project (+), Impact would be
moderately reduced when compared to the proposed project (++).

CEQA also requires the selection of another alternative other than the No Project Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2)). Compared to the
proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Revised Massing Alternative would have
largely similar impacts, although to a lesser degree than the proposed project. However, it should be noted
that the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts and that all
potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant. Furthermore, the Reduced
Intensity Alternative and the Revised Massing Alternative would require the same mitigation measures as
the proposed project. The Revised Massing Alternative would result in a slight reduction in the level of
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Land Use, Visual Quality, and Noise and Vibration impacts, as noted above in Table 3-9. The Revised
Massing Alternative would reduce building massing and would increase spacing between buildings 2 and
3, thereby reducing the obstruction of hillside views. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would construct
fewer units than the proposed project and the Revised Massing Alternative and, thus, would result in
slightly less impacts to Transportation, Air Quality, Population, Employment, and Housing, Public
Services, and Utilities, as highlighted above in Table 3-9. However, because there is only a difference of
10 units between the two alternatives, the impacts associated with these alternatives would be largely
similar. Nonetheless, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in slightly less impacts than
the proposed project and the Revised Massing Alternative, it would be the environmentally superior
alternative.
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Section 4
Written Comments and Responses
4.1 INTRODUCTION
Written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are reproduced in this section.
Written comments received were provided to the City of San Carlos by letter or via email. Discrete
comments from each letter are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and numbered. Responses
immediately follow each comment letter and are enumerated to correspond with the comment number.
Response 19.1, for example, refers to the response for the first comment in Letter 19. The italicized text
in the beginning of each response denotes a summary of each distinct comment. Many responses in this
section refer to Master Responses, which are found in Section 3 of this document.

4.2 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
Comment letters and responses begin on the following page.
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1.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit,
Scott Morgan (letter dated January 29, 2010)

1.1

This comment acknowledges that the City of San Carlos has complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA.
The City acknowledges receipt of the State Clearinghouse comment letter indicating that that
San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR has been distributed to State agencies and departments
for review and that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements.
No further response is necessary.
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2.

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, David F. Carbone
(letter dated January 25, 2010)

2.1

The commentor questions if the project sponsor has formally notified that FAA, as required
by regulations. The project site is located outside of the San Carlos Airport CNEL contour,
as discussed on Draft EIR page 3.6-11. Nonetheless, the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) and the San Mateo County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) are identified on
pages S-8 and 2-29 of the Draft EIR as responsible agencies that have discretionary approval
power over the proposed project. The City will submit FAA Form 7460-1 as part of the
project entitlement process. Impact LU-5, beginning on Draft EIR page 3.2-21, includes a
discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) and
the City’s coordination with the FAA to ensure that the proposed project does not result in
airspace impacts. The height of the proposed structure would fall below the maximum
allowable height of 152 feet and would comply with FAR Part 77 height restriction, as
discussed on page 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR.

2.2

This comment states that because the project includes rezoning of the site, the project must be
submitted by the City to the San Mateo County ALUC and San Mateo City/County
Association of Government (C/CAG) for formal review. The San Mateo County ALUC and
C/CAG are identified on pages S-8 and 2-29 of the Draft EIR as responsible agencies that
have discretionary approval power over the proposed project. As such, the proposed project
will be subject to review by both the ALUC and C/CAG prior to project approval. This
comment will be forwarded to decision makers prior to approval of the proposed project.
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3.1

3.2
3.3

3.4
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3.

California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni (letter dated February 2, 2010)

3.1

The commentor is requesting a revision to Figure 2-3 to illustrate the number of through
lanes and details for the left lane, formerly a turn pocket, on the approach to San Carlos
Avenue on southbound State Route 82 (El Camino Real). Figure 2-3 is revised to identify
proposed changes to lane configurations at the San Carlos Avenue intersection with El
Camino Real as indicated on the following page. Please see Section 6 for revised Figure 2-3.

3.2

The commentor inquires when Future Conditions (Figure 6, Appendix C of the traffic study)
were forecast. Figure 6, page 22, of the traffic study shows the Future Traffic Volumes. The
future traffic volumes were estimated by adding the existing traffic volumes and the traffic
estimated to be generated by the approved but not yet constructed projects within the City of
San Carlos. The latest available list of approved projects was provided by City of San Carlos
staff. Therefore, the traffic volumes shown on Figure 6 represent traffic conditions when all
approved projects in the area are completed and operating. No specific future year is
associated with the completion of these approved projects.

3.3

The commentor requests the Synchro files (used for the analysis of the proposed project) for
all conditions since the TRAFFIX model submitted for review does not show the green times
and queue lengths of all affected intersections. The intersection analysis was performed
using the TRAFFIX software implementing the Critical Movement Analysis methodology
(Circular 212). This is one of the methodologies recommended by the City/County
Association of Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County and is the adopted methodology
for the City of San Carlos. The Synchro/SimTraffic software package also was used to
evaluate operations as the result of the proposed roadway network changes. Thus, the
roadway network in the simulation model includes only the intersections that would be
affected by the proposed changes (7 of the 21 study intersections). The Synchro/SimTraffic
output sheets for all study intersections included in the simulation analysis are included as
Appendix O to this Responses to Comments document.
The Circular 212 methodology bases the evaluation of intersection operations on the turning
movements that determine signal phasing and green time (the “critical movements”), not the
green times, and thus this information on green times is not included in the TRAFFIX level of
service calculation sheets. Additionally, the queue length projections were not taken from the
TRAFFIX analysis, but instead were calculated using a Poisson probability distribution. The
Poisson Probability Calculation sheets are included in Appendix F of the traffic study
(Appendix C of the Draft EIR).
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3.4

The commentor states that the proposed project’s improvements at the project’s southern end
could require work on a Caltran’s box culvert by Arroyo Avenue and requests a narrative
and project graphics for this work. A pedestrian walkway and undercrossing provides access
from Arroyo Avenue and El Camino Real to Old County Road. As shown in Figure 2-4,
page 2-13, and Figure 2-6f, page 2-33, improvements would occur at the proposed project’s
southern boundary at Arroyo Avenue; however, at this time improvements are not expected
to encroach on Caltran’s box culvert. In the case that the plans are refined and construction
would encroach on the box culvert, coordination with Caltrans regarding improvements to the
pedestrian walkway and undercrossing would be required during the general review and
approval process of the proposed project. However, any impacts from such work would
focus on construction related impacts which are analyzed and addressed in the Draft EIR. The
City can ensure appropriate coordination with Caltrans by imposing a condition of project
approval to be implemented by the project sponsor.

3.5

The commentor states that landscaping improvements would require a maintenance
agreement between the City and Caltrans. The project site is located adjacent to El Camino
Real, which is a State Route and considered a “conventional highway.” As such, all
landscape changes along the El Camino Real frontage would need to adhere to the Caltrans
Highway Planting General Policy. This policy requires that vegetation be limited to plantings
that provide safety improvements (headlight glare screening, delineation of the roadway, fire
suppression, and wind breaks), erosion control/storm water pollution prevention, highway
planting revegetation, and required mitigation planting.1 Additionally, the delegated
maintenance agreement noted in the comment will need to be reexamined and possibly
modified to reflect highways, signalization, and landscaping improvements. As such,
coordination with Caltrans and updating the existing agreement between the Caltrans and the
City can be required as a condition of project approval by the City.

3.6

The commentor states that work that encroaches onto the State right-of-way (ROW) requires
an encroachment permit that is issued by the Department [of Transportation]. The City and
the project sponsor are aware of the need to obtain a Caltrans encroachment permit. A
completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets
of plans will be submitted to California DOT, Office of Permits. Traffic-related mitigation
measures, as identified in the traffic study, will be incorporated into the construction plans
during the encroachment permit process.

1
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Caltrans, “Highway Planting General Policy,” website:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/hwyplanting/planting-policy.htm, accessed December 29, 2011.
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4.

County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department, Jim Eggemeyer (letter dated
December 23, 2009)

4.1

The commentor points out that the Draft EIR (and traffic study) erroneously refer to study
intersections 4 (Old County Road and Harbor Boulevard) and 5 (Industrial Road and Harbor
Boulevard) as City of Belmont intersections, when these intersections fall within
unincorporated San Mateo County. As noted by the commentor, the reference to study
intersections number 4 (Old County Road and Harbor Boulevard) and number 5 (Industrial
Road and Harbor Boulevard) as City of Belmont intersections is incorrect. These
intersections are located within unincorporated San Mateo County. Accordingly, the text
starting on page 3.4-2 of the Draft EIR, and continuing on page 3.4-4, is revised as follows:
1. El Camino Real and Ralston Avenue (City of Belmont)
2. Old County Road and Ralston Avenue (City of Belmont)
3. El Camino Real and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont)
4. Old County Road and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont Unincorporated San
Mateo County)
5. Industrial Road and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont Unincorporated San Mateo
County)
6. El Camino Real and Oak Street (unsignalized)
7. El Camino Real and Bush Street (unsignalized)
8. Walnut Street and Holly Street (unsignalized)*
9. Laurel Street and Holly Street (unsignalized)*
10. El Camino Real and Holly Street*
11. Old County Road and Holly Street*
12. Industrial Road and Holly Street
13. Walnut Street and San Carlos Avenue*
14. Laurel Street and San Carlos Avenue*
15. El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue*
16. Laurel Street and Cherry Street (unsignalized)
17. El Camino Real and Cherry Street (future signal)
18. El Camino Real and Arroyo Avenue
19. El Camino Real and Brittan Avenue
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20. Old County Road and Brittan Avenue
21. Industrial Road and Brittan Avenue
unsignalized = existing unsignalized intersection
future signal = planned future traffic signal
* = simulation study intersection
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Letter 5

5.1

5.2
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5.5
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5.

San Mateo County Transit District, Hilda Lafebre, DBIA (letter dated February 1,
2010)

5.1

The commentor suggests several edits/updates to the Draft EIR description of transit facilities
in the study area, including the use of different wording, updating the bus route information
to reflect recent bus service changes, and adding information on shuttle services that serve
the San Carlos Caltrain Station (Caltrain Station). In acknowledgment of these comments
and to reflect the latest information available, page 3.4-5 of the Draft EIR (page 13 of the
traffic study, Existing Transportation Facilities, second paragraph) is revised as follows:
Other commuter transit services to the study area are provided by SamTrans. The 260 bus
route provides service between the College of San Mateo, the Carlmont Village shopping
center, Downtown Belmont, Redwood Shores, and the San Carlos Caltrain Station with
approximately 30-minute headways during commute hours. Bus route 295 provides
service between Downtown San Mateo to Redwood City and Menlo Park, Hillsdale
Shopping Center, Sequoia Hospital, Redwood City, and Menlo Park via Alameda De Las
Pulgas, San Carlos Avenue, El Camino Real, and Brittan Avenue, with 30-minute to one
hour headways during commute hours. Bus route 390 provides service between Palo Alto
to and the Daly City BART station and all Caltrain and BART Stations in between via El
Camino Real with approximately 30-minute headways during commute hours. Bus route
391 provides service between Downtown San Francisco and Redwood City via El
Camino Real with approximately 20- to 30-minute headways during commute hours. Bus
route 397 provides service between Downtown San Francisco and the Palo Alto Caltrain
Station via El Camino Real with approximately 20- to 30-minute headways during
commute hours. In addition, the project area is served by two one express bus routes
route. Express bus route KX provides service between Palo Alto the Stanford Shopping
Center in Palo Alto and Downtown San Francisco via El Camino Real, and express bus
route PX provides service between Downtown San Francisco and Redwood City via El
Camino Real with approximately 60-minute headways during commute hours.
The following four existing shuttle services also serve the San Carlos Caltrain Station:
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•

The Electronic Arts Employer shuttle provides service between the San Carlos
Caltrain Station and Hillsdale Caltrain Station and Electronic Arts during commute
hours.

•

The Oracle Employer shuttle provides service between the San Carlos and
Hillsdale Caltrain Stations and Oracle office buildings during commute hours.

•

The Redwood Shores (Bridge Park) Employer shuttle provides service between the
San Carlos Caltrain Station and Redwood Shores area office buildings during
commute hours.

•

The Redwood Shores (Clipper) Employer shuttle provides service between the San
Carlos Caltrain Station and Redwood Shores area office buildings during commute
hours.
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These shuttle services are funded jointly by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District Transportation Fund For Clean Air, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and
their corresponding employers: Electronic Arts, Oracle, and Redwood Shores Business
Center Participants.”
5.2

The commentor recommends that additional information be provided in the Draft EIR on the
proposed transit center, in particular circulation patterns, parking spaces, and other related
issues. Details of the proposed relocation of the transit center are provided in the Project
Description starting on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR. Circulation patterns are laid out in Figure
2-3, page 2-9, and Figure 2-4, page 2-10, of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, both of these figures
contain details on the parking space layout, driveway access, pedestrian plaza, and other
detailed information for the proposed relocation of the transit center. The relocated transit
facilities are further described in the text starting on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR. In particular,
this section discusses access, parking, and relocated bus stops and loading areas for the
proposed relocation of the transit center.

5.3

The commentor recommends coordination with Caltrain staff and adherence to Caltrain’s
safety protocols and guidelines. Hazards associated with Caltrain operations are discussed on
page 3.11-19 of the Draft EIR. As stated, operation of the proposed project would not expose
people or structures to a substantial risk of loss, injury, or death involving diesel trains,
resulting in a less-than-significant impact. Nevertheless, the City agrees that safety issues
around operating rail corridors are highly important for the wellbeing of future residents and
construction workers and can require that the project sponsor adhere to Caltrain’s safety
protocols and guidelines as a condition of project approval by the City.

5.4

The commentor recommends coordination with Caltrain staff to obtain approval from the
Historian Covenant Holder prior to any construction activities adjacent to the Historic
Caltrain Depot. Impacts to the Historic Depot are discussed on page 3.7-10 through 3.7-11
of the Draft EIR. As stated, the proposed project would not directly alter the Historic Depot.
However, the proposed project could inadvertently cause damage to the structure during
construction and would therefore result in a potentially significant impact. Mitigation
Measure CR-1.1 would require the preparation and implementation of protective measures
for the Historic Depot during construction and would reduce the potential constructionrelated impacts to a less-than-significant level. Nonetheless, coordination with Caltrain will
be necessary throughout project approval and subsequent construction. In order to ensure
coordination with Caltrain staff explicitly, Mitigation Measure CR-1.1 on pages S-25 through
S-26 and page 3.7-11 is revised as follows:
CR-1.1

Prepare and Implement Protective Measures for Historic Depot During
Project Construction. The project developer shall retain a qualified
Preservation Architect to prepare a construction protection plan for the
Historic Depot. The plan shall include provisions for 100 percent
protection of the Historic Depot for the duration of construction
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activities. As determined appropriate and necessary by the Preservation
Architect, the plan should include temporary coverage of the Historic
Depot to protect against damage from equipment impact and dust or
debris; protections for windows, doors, and other sensitive architectural
features; and the appropriate level of construction monitoring by a
qualified professional who shall be empowered to temporarily halt
construction activities if necessary. The protection plan shall be
submitted for approval to the City of San Carlos and the Caltrain
Historian Covenant Holder prior to construction. The project developer
shall be required to adhere to all provisions of the City-approved
protection plan.
5.5

4-22

The commentor states that roadway and pedestrian improvements will require coordination
with Caltrans and City and County Association of Governments (C/CAG). The project site is
located adjacent to El Camino Real, which is a State Route and under the jurisdiction of
Caltrans. Both Caltrans and C/CAG are responsible agencies with discretionary approval
rights over the proposed project. As such, coordination with Caltrans and C/CAG, as the
congestion management agency, would be required during the general review and approval
process of the proposed project. Coordination between the project sponsor and these
agencies to determine required design exceptions and allow for necessary studies can be
included as conditions of project approval by the City.
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LETTER 6

Date: January 29, 2010 5:27:15 PM PST
To: <asavay@cityofsancarlos.org>
Subject: San Carlos Transit Village Project
Dear Mr. Savay,
My name is Ying Wai Chan of Department of Toxic Substances Control. I would like to obtain a copy of
the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) Report for review before addressing comments to the
Hazardous Materials section of the Draft EIR. Preliminary comment will be suggesting a Phase II ESA be 6.1
conducted and potential contaminated areas should be sampled to determine whether there is an issue
which will need to be addressed in the CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances have been
file:////SFOFS01/...os%20Transit%20Village/DEIR%20comments/1.%20Agency%20Comments/06.%20Agency_CA%20DTSC_29Jan10.htm[3/11/2010 3:54:19 PM]

Page 2

released, they will need to be addressed as part of this project.
For example, if the remediation activities include the need for soil excavation, the CEQA document
should include: (1) an assessment of air impacts and health impacts associated with the excavation
activities; (2) identification of any applicable local standards which may be exceeded by the excavation
activities, including dust levels and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the removal or remedial
activities; and (4) risk of upset should be there an accident at the Site.

6.1
Con't

Sincerely,
Ying Wai (Kenneth) Chan
Hazardous Substances Scientist
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
YChan@dtsc.ca.gov
California Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710-2721
(510) 540-3812
Fax: (510) 540-3819
www.dtsc.ca.gov
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6.

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Ying Wai (Kenneth) Chan (letter
dated January 29, 2010)

6.1

The commentor requests a copy of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) report
and then identifies issue areas that might be suggested for further assessment in a Phase II if
hazardous substances have been released. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
conducted by Erler & Kalinowski, Inc., and the asbestos survey conducted by Krazan &
Associates are on file with the City’s Planning Department and are available for public
review. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Phase 1 ESA noted the presence of petroleum
hydrocarbons in soil and groundwater and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil gas and
groundwater at the project site. Since the publication of the Draft EIR, a Site Management
Plan (SMP) was prepared by West Environmental Services & Technology in March 2010 to
further investigate and analyze the potential contamination on the project site. The SMP
details procedures and protocols to be implemented during the proposed project’s
development activities to address residual petroleum hydrocarbon and VOCs in soil, soil gas,
and groundwater. The SMP includes a description of the site; a summary of investigations; a
Conceptual Site Model (CSM); an evaluation of site conditions; and soil and groundwater
management protocols to be used during site development activities. The SMP provides
information on excavation, handling, and disposal of the soil from the project site. A
mitigation measure requiring the implementation of the SMP has been added to Section 3.11,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR and is included in Section 6 of this
Responses to Comments document. Furthermore, the SMP has been added to the Draft EIR
as Appendix N.
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Letter 7

7.1

7.2
7.3
7.4
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7.5

7.6
7.7
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7.

California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni (letter dated February 9, 2010)

7.1

The commentor requests a copy of the output sheets from the simulation analysis using
Synchro/SimTraffic software. Synchro/SimTraffic output sheets for all study intersections
included in the simulation analysis are included as Appendix O to this Response to
Comments document.

7.2

The commentor suggests that intersection delay and level of service (LOS) for each movement
should be included as Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) in the traffic study. The simulation
analysis was performed to evaluate the traffic effects of the proposed roadway changes on the
surrounding roadway network, not for the evaluation of the proposed project. The simulation
model was used to identify potential spill backs due to the closely spaced intersections and
the proposed physical changes to the existing lane configurations. Thus, the simulation
analysis (Synchro/SimTraffic analysis) includes only the 95th percentile queue length as the
measure of effectiveness (MOE). A comprehensive intersection analysis for the evaluation of
the proposed project was performed using TRAFFIX and the Circular 212 methodology,
which is the level of service methodology adopted by the City of San Carlos. The intersection
analysis performed using TRAFFIX includes intersection levels of service for all study
intersections. The level of service results are based on the volume-to-capacity ratio for
critical movements of the intersection and not on delay.

7.3

The commentor states that some information in Table 27 (page 83 from the traffic study) is
not legible. A copy of Table 27 of the Traffic Study (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) is
reproduced below, on page 4-36, at the end of these responses.

7.4

The following output sheets were missing from the traffic study: 95th percentile queuing,
green time, LOS, and Volume/Capacity per intersection movement. The commentor requests
this information. The intersection level of service analysis for the proposed project was
conducted based on the Circular 212 methodology, which is one of the methodologies
recommended by C/CAG and is the adopted level of service methodology for the City of San
Carlos. The Circular 212 methodology bases the evaluation of intersection operations on the
turning movements that determine signal phasing and green time (the “critical movements”),
not the green times, and thus this information is not included in the TRAFFIX level of service
calculation sheets. Additionally, the queue length projections included in the traffic study
were not taken from the TRAFFIX analysis, but instead were calculated using a Poisson
probability distribution. The Poisson Probability Calculation sheets are included in Appendix
F of the traffic study. Level of service and volume to capacity (V/C) ratios results are
included in the TRAFFIX level of service calculation sheets, provided in Appendix A of the
traffic study.

7.5

The commentor states that the Synchro/SimTraffic analysis provided to the Department [of
Transportation] was for the cumulative Project PM alternative only, and requests that the
analysis for the Cumulative No Project AM, Cumulative Project AM, and Cumulative No
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Project PM alternatives be provided. The simulation analysis included in the Draft EIR
includes all of these scenarios. All Synchro/SimTraffic simulation files used in the analysis of
the proposed project have been provided to Caltrans for review and the SimTraffic reports are
included as Appendix O of this document.
7.6

The commentor requests re-study of the AM traffic analysis because documentation shows the
future right-turn volume to be higher than the future PM right-turn volumes (at the
intersection of El Camino Real and Holly Street). It is assumed that the comment is referring
to the northbound to eastbound right-turn movement at the intersection of El Camino Real
and Holly Street. Existing peak hour turn-movement data show the AM peak hour volume
for this movement to be higher than the PM peak hour. This is due to the higher number of
drivers accessing the freeway (U.S. 101) in the AM peak hour than in the PM peak hour.
Future traffic volumes are expected to follow the same pattern. Accordingly, no re-study of
the AM traffic analysis is necessary.

7.7

The commentor suggests that, the El Camino Real/Cherry Street proposed signal should be
included in the Synchro/SimTraffic analysis. The simulation analysis was conducted to
evaluate intersection operations as the result of the proposed roadway network changes and to
compare traffic conditions, both visually and qualitatively, without and with the proposed
changes. Thus, the roadway network in the simulation model includes only the intersections
where physical changes to the existing lane geometrics would occur (7 of the 21 study
intersections). The purpose of the simulation model was to identify potential spill backs and
operational deficiencies due to the closely spaced intersections and the proposed lane
reductions along San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real.
Operating conditions at the intersection of El Camino Real and Cherry Street were evaluated
using TRAFFIX and the Circular 212 methodology, both under existing conditions (as an
unsignalized intersection) and under future conditions (as a signalized intersection). Changes
in the intersection level of service and operating conditions due to the proposed installation of
a traffic signal are reflected in the TRAFFIX level of service analysis. This intersection
currently operates at LOS B during both peak hours, and it is projected to improve to LOS A
during both peak hours under project conditions with the installation of a traffic signal.
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Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., 2009.
Notes: Reported queue lengths are 95th-percentile queue lengths rounded up to the nearest 5 feet.
Shade indicates inadequate storage capacity available.
a.
Existing storage for through movements is the distance from the edge of the upstream signalized intersection to the stop bar of the subject intersection. Existing storage for turn lanes is
the length of the turn pocket.
b. Movement/turn pocket would be eliminated under cumulative conditions.
c.
One of the two lanes would be eliminated under cumulative conditions, reducing the total storage length by half.
d. Movement/turn pocket would be eliminated under project conditions.
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Table 27 of the Traffic Study (Appendix C of the Draft EIR)
Intersection Queuing Summary

Letter 8
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8.1
cont.
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8.

Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo, Christopher Mohr (letter dated January 26,
2010)

8.1

This commentor expresses support for the San Carlos Transit Village project and is pleased
to see the creation of a dense, transit-oriented development so close to downtown San Carlos.
The commentor’s support of the San Carlos Transit Village project (proposed project) is
acknowledged. Since this comment pertains to the project merits, rather than adequacy of the
Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, no further response is necessary.
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Letter 9

Tuesday, December 15, 2009
Mayor Bob Grassilli, and Councilmembers,
Planning Commissioners
City of San Carlos, City Hall
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070
RE: San Carlos Transit Village - SUPPORT
Mayor Grassilli and Councilmembers, Planning Commissioners:

9.1

For over 50 years, Greenbelt Alliance has protected the Bay Area’s open spaces in part by
promoting smart infill development in our existing cities and towns. Our Compact Development
Team (CDT) endorses and advocates for livable, transit-accessible communities with a wide range of
housing options for families of all sizes and income levels. The CDT evaluated the San Carlos
Transit Village (SCTV), proposed by Legacy Partners Residential, using an established set of
endorsement criteria. We have endorsed the project for a variety of reasons. First and foremost, the
site—immediately adjacent to the San Carlos Caltrain station— is an ideal location for this type of
compact, residential infill development: rich in transit connections, and also steps away from
Downtown San Carlos. Secondly, we strongly support the Grand Boulevard Initiative, which holds
as its goal to transform El Camino Real into a vibrant boulevard with well-designed pedestrian
amenities, and believe the SCTV will contribute greatly to this effort, enhancing not only a currently
underutilized stretch of El Camino, but strengthening pedestrian connections to downtown as well.
Finally, the provision of 42 new very low-income, low-income, and moderate-income homes will
help the City of San Carlos fulfill its responsibility to provide homes that everyone can afford.
Providing new homes, jobs, and shops along transit corridors is one of our best tools in limiting
greenhouse gas emissions and curbing climate change.
With 280 homes situated on more than 6 acres, the SCTV translates into 45 homes per square acre.
While the compactness of this project is impressive, we understand that height restrictions on the
site have the effect of precluding more homes here. The compactness of this project should be
maintained to preserve what makes this project special—the fact that it makes the most of the site
and uses the available land efficiently. This is because compact development within San Carlos’
existing urban footprint helps alleviate development pressure on the Bay Area’s open spaces, and
also translates into economic benefits for local business owners in a tough economic climate. For
these reasons, Greenbelt Alliance encourages the City of San Carlos to fully support the compact
nature of the SCTV.
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The impressive number of public improvements planned for the site—particularly enhancements of
the pedestrian realm—provides another strong reason for our support of this project. As it stands
now, the entrance to the station in front of the Historic Depot is strongly oriented toward cars,
while the north and south ends of the site are similarly unwelcoming of pedestrians. Plans for a new
public plaza in front of the Depot, improvements to the intersection at El Camino and San Carlos
Boulevard, and the provision of trees, benches, and water features will create a vibrant, varied
pedestrian experience. The plaza should become a well-loved, functional public space, accentuating
the historic importance of the Depot and providing a better connection to the rest of downtown.
Furthermore, in the context of the Grand Boulevard Initiative, these improvements are essential and
will help breathe new life into this stretch of El Camino: reborn, revitalized, and responsive to the
needs of 21st century residents.

9.1
cont.

Additionally, we should not forget the importance of the 42 new affordable homes provided as a
part of this development. Affordable homes are an essential component of a community’s housing
stock, and attractively designed, high-quality affordable homes are a vital part of the revitalization
efforts of neighborhoods and communities. Furthermore, despite the current downturn in the
housing market, more families than ever before are struggling to find suitable housing that is within
their budgets. These new homes will not only help to fulfill some of that demand in San Carlos, but
do so in a highly suitable location adjacent to transit, shops, and services. Low-income residents are
more likely to utilize transit than the general population, so this is also a positive development for
Caltrain and SamTrans.
On a final note, we strongly applaud both the developer and the City’s decision to pursue a
reduction in the required parking for the SCTV. Currently, many municipalities are at a crossroads:
they are grappling with how to encourage walking and transit usage while recognizing that many
individuals still own and use cars. No solution is perfect, but if there was ever an appropriate
location to experiment with lower parking requirements, the SCTV site is it. Future residents of this
project will have abundant transit connections at their doorstep, and be within quick walking
distance of downtown’s Laurel Street and the array of services nearby.
Greenbelt Alliance encourages the Planning Commission and City Council to support the San
Carlos Transit Village. Doing so will mean taking a stand for the kind of high-quality infill
development that will help protect the region’s open spaces and contribute to a vibrant, diverse Bay
Area for generations to come.
Sincerely,

Marla Wilson
Sustainable Development Associate
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Page 2 of 2

9.

Greenbelt Alliance, Marla Wilson (letter dated December 15, 2009)

9.1

The commentor expresses support for the proposed project. The commentor’s support of the
proposed project is acknowledged. Since this comment pertains to the project merits, rather
than adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, no further response is necessary.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Martelino, Trixie C
Thursday, February 04, 2010 4:53 PM
Hansen, Erik W
FW: EIR San Carlos Transit Village

Letter 10

-----Original Message----From: Sally Baker [mailto:sally@baker.sbcoxmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 2:38 PM
To: Al Savay
Cc: Fred Baker; Marnie Perini; jeremy perini
Subject: EIR San Carlos Transit Village
Mr Savay;
My husband and I own 381 Old County Road along with our daughter and
son-in-law.
One of the main reasons we were willing to purchase the property right
by the train track was for the view of the hill and the sunlight with
its south western exposure. As you know, in real estate location is
everything, and is something that cannot be changed. You can modify
your house, but you can not move the sun and the surrounding views.
I find it hard to believe that the EIR says there will be little
impact on either the light or views.
We have installed solar panels at our primary residence, and have
considered doing so on this home as well. Since even a train casts a
shadow on our Old County Rd house, certainly a 50' building will.
Yes, the SCTV would not be directly on the track, but it is
significantly taller than a train and will be permanent (unlike the
trains). Even if the roof still has sun exposure, the sun hitting the
house, adding warmth (which reduces heating costs) and light (reducing
electricity costs) will be reduced.
The builders have claimed they will put up "viewing corridors" so
maintain some visibility of the hill. However, from looking at the
drawings, most of the homes on Old County, the ones that actually have
constant enjoyment of the view now, will lose it. Being able to view
the hill from a corridor is not the same as having an angled and broad
view.
So, the Transit Village will take away the two positive features we
chose in buying on Old County Rd, to say nothing about adding more
traffic to an already congested area. The project goal of creating an
automobile independent community is not realistic. Has anyone looked
to see how far one needs to go to buy groceries from there? That is a
task that every unit will be engaged in and will indeed require a
car. Things that look good on paper and can have convincing ideals
rarely work out as expected in reality.

10.1

10.2

10.3

I find it hard to figure out who is being served by the proposed
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project. It certainly is doing the residents who will be most
impacted by it a great disservice.

10.3
cont.

Hoping the public servants of San Carlos will indeed serve the
residents,
Sally Baker
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10.

Sally Baker (letter dated February 1, 2010)

10.1

The commentor states that the height of the proposed project (50 feet) would cast permanent
shadows onto houses along Old County Road. Please refer to Master Response 2 for
additional shadow simulations and a detailed response to the shadow analysis.

10.2

The commentor states that the proposed project would result in homes on Old County Road
losing their hillside views. View corridors incorporated into the proposed project would allow
for the continued availability of channelized views of the hillsides from vantage points on
Old County Road and east-west roads at vantage points in close proximity to Old County
Road; however, some views of Belmont Hill (the hill referred to by the commentor) from Old
County Road would be lost. The commentor is also correct that views from a corridor are not
the same as having vertically framed and broad views. Refer to Section 6 of this document
for revisions to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better support the less-than-significant
conclusion in the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to Master Response 2, which explains
that even with the loss of views of the hillsides from vantage points in the GESC
neighborhoods, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact under
CEQA significance thresholds.

10.3

The commentor states that the proposed project will add traffic to an already congested area
and is unrealistic in its goal of creating an automobile independent community. The Draft
EIR reports that the proposed project would contribute additional traffic to the vicinity. As
described on page 3.4-22 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would generate
approximately 2,813 trips, with 145 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 202 trips
during the PM peak hour. However, the addition of these trips would not result in
unacceptable levels of congestion, because all of the study intersections, with the exception of
the El Camino Real/Ralston Avenue intersection, would operate at level of service (LOS) C
or better under project conditions. As described on page 3.4-7, intersections that operate at a
LOS C typically see light congestion with occasional backups on critical approaches. The El
Camino Real/Ralston Avenue intersection is projected to operate at an unacceptable LOS E
during the PM peak hour under Project Conditions; however, since this intersection was
projected to operate at a LOS E under Future Conditions, the project would not have a
negative impact on this intersection. Future Conditions were estimated using existing peak
hour volumes plus future volumes from approved but not yet completed developments within
San Carlos. Thus, the additional traffic from the proposed project would not make a
significant contribution to this intersection. Furthermore, with the proposed traffic signal at
the El Camino Real/Ralston Avenue intersection, future conditions would improve to LOS A
under Project Conditions.
One of the project objectives is to create housing that is not auto-dependent. The proposed
project attempts to achieve this goal by providing housing in close proximity to transit
services and downtown San Carlos. The proposed project would not accomplish this
objective by eliminating parking, instead it would provide 667 parking spaces, 431 of which
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would be for residential uses. Thus, residents would be able to use their vehicles without
entirely relying on them since they are in close proximity to transit and other services.

4-46

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

Letter 11

Al Savay
Community Development Director
City of San Carlos
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070
RE: Official Ben Fuller Comments on DEIR on San Carlos Transit Village
Dear Mr. Savay:

11.1

Please find my comments pertaining to the San Carlos Transit Village Environmental Impact Report. As per my
statements at February 1, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, I am focusing many of my comments on the process
and what I believe to be a clear suppression of feedback and involvement of the GESC Community. In spite of
the letters we sent out, the EIR consultants totally ignored our comments and claimed that there would be no
significant adverse impacts to our neighborhood. And then, the Planning Commission did not receive GESC Letters
before they held an important meeting to deliberate on the future of the project. This pattern of suppression is
egregious and inappropriate. The following email to you documents this continued suppression/omission of our
comments:
Planning Commission Uninformed
From: Ben Fuller [mailto:bfuller@linktv.org]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 12:55 PM
To: 'Al Savay'
Cc: 'Matt Grocott'; 'Randy Royce'; 'Omar Ahmad'; 'Bob Grassilli'; 'aklein@cityofsancarlos.org';
'gescboard@greatereastsancarlos.org'; 'Joann Iwasa'
Subject: Planning Commission Did Not Receive Written Feedback
HI Al:

11.2

We have a question regarding process. Why had none of the Planning Commission received any written comments
on the project before their planning commission meeting when these were sent to staff to distribute? How is a
deliberative body like the Planning Commission suppose to have deliberations when our letters are not being
provided? They were all dumbfounded by our comments last night and should have had a chance to review our
comments. They were asking for our letters. Why were they not provided?
This pattern of incidents will all be included in my letter that will be delivered later today before 5 PM. This is a
continuation of a suppression of our voice that is being documented. We have many examples of this over the last 2
years that will be shown, but this might be the most obvious omission of GESC feedback to the City.
Sincerely,
Ben Fuller
President, GESC

11.3

More Comments on Planning Commission Process
We do appreciate Planning Commission Head Joann Iwasa’s decision to allow the GESC Community to speak at
length to the Commission regarding our comments on the DEIR. However, we were stunned at the Planning
Commission’s lack of knowledge about the issues we raised on this project and their unwillingness to publicly
debate these issues once we made them aware of the project. We will be watching extremely closely to see whether
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11.3
cont.

the Planning Commission will do their job and make a good decision for our City, or whether they will the current
pattern of never addressing the problems on this project and not operating in good faith to create a win-win solution
for both sides.
Deliberate Cherry-Picking Excludes 1994 Referendum, Rail Corridor Guidelines, General Plan, and HSR
I also want to state clearly that the City of San Carlos and the Developers have been cherry-picking comments they
want to include in this process and have been systematically suppressing our comments and our voice as well as
important external documents that pertain to this project. This represents a potential violation of CEQA. The City
should not ignore the following documents:
1.

11.4
2.
3.
4.

1994 Referendum on the Building of the Berm, which directed how land use should take place adjacent to
the Berm so as not to impact Eastside Residents. It also stated in clear language that the view from East San
Carlos is important and significant and to be preserved
The 2002 Rail Corridor Guidelines that were supposed to guide this development. The development does
not match the guidelines.
General Plan policies adopted by the City Council also are not being followed in this development.
The Omission of High Speed Rail in consideration of this project.

In short, the City is ignoring the voter’s referendum, the Rail Corridor Guidelines, its own General Plan, and the
impact of High Speed Rail when considering this development and attempting to rush its approval without ever
talking with the affected community in good faith. The City of San Carlos is violating its own rules and should not
get to cherry-pick what factors it includes in this project, but instead should go by the rule of law as it applies to our
City.

11.5

11.6

11.7
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Deliberate Deception on the Height of this Project: 54 Feet or 46 Feet?
SamTrans and Legacy Partners have been deliberately lying about the height of the project. The project has gone
from 46 feet to 49 feet in their literature yet a study of drawings on the San Carlos City website shows a project that
is actually 54 feet tall. Why is there not clear information about the height of this project? Why is the City not doing
anything to clarify this information?
Formal Request for Details on Finances Sent to PBS&J Who Produced Biased EIR Document
I also wanted to formally request information on the amount of money that was sent to PBS&J, The hired consulting
firm, so that we can understand how the finances of this project are affecting the outcome that we are seeing in the
EIR. This consulting firm failed to see any significant impacts of this project on our Community. We have provided
nearly 80 pages of Feedback on necessary mitigations, so we can only suspect that the consulting firm’s comments
are biased and not a good faith effort to examine the environmental impacts of this project. Please let us know how
much money PBS&J charged for this biased report. We cannot see any other clear reason that this report would miss
so much historical information such as the 1994 Berm Referendum and how it could use the berm as an excuse for
saying that this project has no significant impact on views to our neighborhood. This DEIR constitutes a clear
violation by ignoring the issue of “harm” to our neighborhood and attempts to mitigate away any damages that we
might be suffering by ignoring important documents and history of the City and by conducting studies that are
convenient for the Developers but totally inappropriate for our impacted GESC Community. The motive for this
type of report is what I believe to be a clear example of self-dealing for financial gain by PBS&J.
Attempt to Rush Planning Commission Meeting and Distribute EIR During Busy Holiday Season
GESC also was extremely unappreciative of the City’s attempts to distribute the EIR during Thanksgiving weekend
in order to include the Christmas Holiday Season as part of the formal 45-day Review process. This is a standard
“dirty trick” of developers to suppress input and should not have been allowed by the City. Thankfully, the City
relented on this issue and changed the dates to move the Planning Commission meeting to February 1st, 2010.
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11.7
cont.

Nonetheless, we were still required to spend our Christmas Holidays reviewing this document. We are extremely
concerned with these types of patterns being exhibited by the City and want to find out who the City is representing?
Us or the developers?

11.8

Property Values
The City should be extremely concerned about GESC Property values. The “impacts” of this project on property
values constitute “harm” and “damages”, which are not only irreversible environmental impacts but also hurt the
City’s tax base. I would like to request that the impact of this project on property values be considered in the EIR. If
this is an inappropriate place to consider these impacts, then I request that they be considered in the merits section of
this project.

11.9

High Speed Rail
The exclusion of high speed rail as a foreseeable impact on this project is an egregious example of this project being
rushed without doing what’s right for our community. Please include the impact of High Speed Rail in the
environmental impact report.

11.10

Separation of East and West
The environmental impact report fails to mention the exacerbation of the separation of East and West with the
development of the Transit Walls. In fact, it uses the berm as a rational and reason to justify the creation of further
walls while ignoring the history of the berm and the promises made by the City to the Residents of the East Side.

11.11

Shade Study
The project fails to account for the environmental impact of blocking sun to the GESC Neighborhood. I recently
installed solar panels on my home and would like to have the consultants study the financial loss we will experience
from having less sunlight. I would also like the consultants to study an entire day of sunlight instead of cherrypicking the best times to slant the study.

11.12

Views
I would like to request the EIR read the history of the berm and the promises made to GESC Residents. I would like
for the EIR to acknowledge the tremendous loss of views. I would also like the EIR to acknowledge that these views
are primary, and our only views, and not secondary views.
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June 2009: Abrupt Cancellation of Legacy Partners Participation in a Local Neighborhood Meeting that led
to 6 months of Legacy Partners and SamTrans Refusing to Talk with GESC Neighborhood Group:
After advertising a meeting to our neighborhood with the Developers of this project and spending GESC money to
print and distribute a newsletter (excerpt included below and full newsletter attached), Legacy abruptly cancelled
their participation in our neighborhood meeting meant as a chance for dialog with our affected community. They
walked away from the table for 6 months, yet continued to “sell” this project at City-Wide San Carlos Events such
as Hometown Days and in downtown San Carlos.

GESC Meeting @
Lauroela Building:
June 9th, 7:00-9:00

Come to next GESC Community at
the Laureola Building for:
x High Speed Rail Talk between Palo
Alto and San Carlos
x San Carlos Transit Village
x Holly Street Update

Old County Road Tour: 6-7 PM
x Old County Road walk for Palo
Alto Group and Press.
GESC Meeting: 7-9 PM
7:00-7:30 Holly Street
x Continuation of the Holly Street
Discussion with an update from
Robert Weil and discussion with
residents.
7:30-8:00 PM SC Transit Village
Jesse Couch, Legacy Partners
unveils new design and talks about
impact on Greater East San Carlos.
Al Savay presents benefits for the
City of San Carlos
Ben Fuller talks about GESC’s
request to lower SCTV Walls.

x
x
x

8:00-9:00 PM: High Speed Rail
x Debate (3 brief presentations
including time for discussion)
x Yoriko Kishimoto (City Council
Member, Palo Alto and former
Mayor) talks about High Speed
Rail and Cities Working Together.
x Sara Armstrong, President,
Charleston Neighborhood
Association, Palo Alto presents
“Implications of High Speed Rail
for Peninsula Residents on the Rail
Corridor.”
x Robert Weil, from the City of
San Carlos, discusses scoping
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From: Jesse Couch [mailto:COUCH@legacypartners.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 8:57 AM
To: Ben Fuller; 'Tim Hilborn'
Cc: asavay@cityofsancarlos.org; rweil@cityofsancarlos.org;
sherzberg@co.sanmateo.ca.us; jkbyrd@gmail.com;
john@jmwassociates.com; Nevena Vidic; lauren@mplanninggroup.com;
'Whitney' 'McNair'; fitzpatrickb@samtrans.com
Subject: Re: Mitigation Vs. Benefits
Good Morning Ben and Tim,
Again, I appreciate your comments and requests. I do believe you make
some valid points. However, my offer to speak to the GESC Group at the
upcoming meeting was to discuss the planting changes along the Railroad
corridor. At this point, I am postponing speaking with the GESC until after
the DEIR has been issued.
Once the DEIR has been issued and digested by all interested parties, we
will all be in a better position to intelligently discuss the impacts,
mitigations, and BENEFITS to the City of San Carlos and the Greater East
San Carlos Neighborhood.
In the mean time, I will be working to bring the City of San Carlos,
SamTrans/JPB and Legacy to the table for these discussions.
Best Regards,
Jess Couch
Legacy Partners Residential, Inc.

February 2010
Continued Lack of Dialog with SamTrans and Legacy Partners:
In spite of Jess Couch’s promise to talk about “Benefits” for our
Community, this conversation has yet to take place. When Mr. Couch and
Mr. Fitzpatrick finally presented to our community 6 months after their
abrupt cancellation, they presented the exact same project as before with
one big exception. They had actually raised the height of the buildings to
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11.13

54 feet from 49 feet, in essence creating a worse and less desirable project. The promise of dialog and compromise
rings extremely hollow in spite of Mr. Couch’s written proclamation above.
June 2009
PBS&J Consultants Ignored a Letter from GESC Neighborhood Group
PBS&J ignored a letter on San Carlos Transit Village Impacts on Greater East San Carlos and Suggested Mitigations
and Benefits: A Letter from GESC for Urgent Delivery to Consultants Performing Draft Environmental Impact
Report. Although this letter was submitted by Al Savay in the email below, it was not mentioned in the Draft EIR,
nor were any of the impacts seen as “significant.” This is a clear example of “bias” within the EIR by well-paid
consultants.

From: Al Savay [mailto:asavay@cityofsancarlos.org]
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2009 1:19 PM
To: Ben Fuller; Greater East San Carlos Neighorhood List (Surpressed); Deborah Nelson
Cc: Jesse Couch; Fitzpatrick, Brian; Matt Grocott; Omar Ahmad; Brad Lewis; Randy Royce; Bob Grassilli; Mark
Weiss; Whitney McNair
Subject: RE: Official GESC Letter on San Carlos Transit Village for Inclusion in Draft Environmental Impact
Report
Hi Ben:
Please accept this email as official confirmation that I have received it and that it is being passed along to the EIR
consultant PBS&J.

11.14

Thanks, Al
Al Savay, AICP
Community Development Director
City of San Carlos, California
PH: (650) 802-4209
asavay@cityofsancarlos.org
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070
From: Ben Fuller [mailto:bfuller@linktv.org]
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2009 5:40 PM
To: 'Greater East San Carlos Neighorhood List (Surpressed)'; Al Savay; Deborah Nelson
Cc: 'Jesse Couch'; 'Fitzpatrick, Brian'; Matt Grocott; Omar Ahmad; Brad Lewis; Randy Royce; Bob Grassilli
Subject: Official GESC Letter on San Carlos Transit Village for Inclusion in Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Savay and Ms. Nelson:
Please find attached the official letter from the GESC Board regarding the impacts of the San Carlos Transit
Village, suggested mitigations of these impacts, and potential benefits to offset these impacts. We are extremely
eager to confirm that this letter has been delivered to the consultants performing the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). To further share our views and thoughts on this topic, this email has been blind-copied to GESC
Residents, San Carlos City Council, San Carlos City Staff, Local Press, Local Groups and Individuals, and Key
Project Constituents, including Legacy Partners and SamTrans.
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11.13
cont.

11.14
cont.

We would like to kindly request that you please notify us in writing if our letter has been delivered to the consultants
performing the DEIR. We will check back in with you next week to ensure this letter’s delivery.
Sincerely,
GESC Board
Official GESC Letter Sent on June 29, 2009 for consideration by consultants performing the DEIR
June 29, 2009
San Carlos Transit Village Impacts on Greater East San Carlos and Suggested Mitigations and Benefits: A
Letter from GESC for Urgent Delivery to Consultants Performing Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Savay and Ms. Nelson,
The North East San Carlos (NESC) Neighborhood, the northern sub-area of the Greater East San Carlos
neighborhood, will be heavily impacted by the San Carlos Transit Village as a result of the currently proposed
height of these structures and other impacts we will discuss. The Greater East San Carlos (GESC) Neighborhood
Association has put together a letter detailing potential impacts of the San Carlos Transit Village project as well as a
list of requested mitigations and benefits to offset these impacts. We would like to see all of our points detailed in
the Draft Environmental Impact Report and are currently concerned that our viewpoints are not being adequately
detailed in this document at this point. We would like to kindly request a letter or email from you stating that
the GESC Letter has been delivered to the consultants doing the Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Sincerely,
GESC Board
Legend: The following is a legend that explains key abbreviations to subjects discussed in this letter:
x GESC: Greater East San Carlos and/or Greater East San Carlos Neighborhood Association
x SCTV: San Carlos Transit Village
x OCR: Old County Road
x NESC: NorthEast San Carlos (The neighborhood North of Holly on OCR, Springfield, Sylvan, Inverness,
Riverton, Northwood, and Fairfield)
x SESC: Southeast San Carlos (The neighborhood South of Holly Street including Laureola Park, Bayport,
McCue, Montgomery, Hall, and Cherry Streets)

11.15

4-52

Impacts
As stated previously, the building of the San Carlos Transit Village will result in major impacts on Greater East San
Carlos. The following section describes the impacts on the NorthEast San Carlos neighborhood that the San Carlos
Transit Village will have if built in its current form:
View: The view of the San Carlos and Belmont Hills can be seen throughout the North East San Carlos
Neighborhood. According to former City Manager Mike Garvey “a special compact berm was built by the City of
San Carlos at an increased cost with the specific purpose of preserving the view for GESC residents”. The current
plan for a 46-foot structure of walls will “delete” the view of the hills for our entire neighborhood. Views constitute

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

11.15
cont.

11.16

11.17

an extraordinarily important part of property values. The deletion of this view represents potential “harm” in terms
of damages.
Project Height: Height is by far recognized as the biggest issue for residents in our neighborhood as it will directly
adversely impact our quality of life. No single family neighborhood wants excessively tall buildings right next to it.
The height of these buildings next to the single family homes on Old County Road is unprecedented along the El
Camino corridor. The planned 46 foot height of these buildings will not only block our view, but lead to a number of
issues identified below. As part of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR we’d like to see consideration for
increased density along either side of Holly Street, where there are no single family residents directly across OCR
from the project, and the height of residential structures proposed north of Holly to be reduced to no higher than 3
stories. We would also like to see alternatives suggested for other lower density land uses be considered. We want to
request to see the EIR acknowledge that the proposed housing location as proposed by SCTV is not the only transit
oriented development possible near the CalTrain station, nor is the density as proposed the only possible way to
improve these lands. Concerns about the height of the proposed structures were identified as a major concern in the
Railroad Land Use Plan completed in 2002. It is recognized that this development will require the city to make a
General Plan redesignation, and Zoning to change to allow the density as proposed by Legacy.
Privacy: Because of the proposed heights of the buildings and associated windows on these buildings, Old County
Road homeowners will lose key privacy in their yards. Homeowners have invested tens of thousands of dollars
fixing up their homes and yards and will lose this privacy with this project overlooking their yards. The height of the
project may also enable viewing into the yards of the first set of houses along Springfield, Sylvan, Inverness, and
Riverton Drives.

11.18

Separation: By building large buildings on the other side of the berm, SCTV further walls off Greater East San
Carlos from the rest of town, which was significantly separated when the berm was constructed 10 years ago. This
separation creates an “us and them” mentality. It’s obvious to GESC residents that the power lines placed in OCR
sidewalks prohibiting ADA access and unresolved for ten years is a condition that would never have been allowed to
occur in West San Carlos. The lack of safe, well-marked crosswalks and connectivity of the NorthEast San Carlos
neighborhood to the project further isolates the community. It stands to reason for example that Transit Village
residents will want to access Laureola Park and businesses along Old County Road and Holly Street, so this
separation is bad for everyone.

11.19

Noise: When the berm was built in the mid-1990s, the GESC neighborhood was told by the “experts” doing the EIR
that there would be no additional noise as a result of the grade separation. There turned out to be nothing further
from the truth. The grade separation has dramatically increased noise further east of residents along Old County
Road throughout the GESC Neighborhood compared to an at-grade crossing. We believe there will be an increase in
noise from the planned project because of bounce-back noise created when the train noise hits the high 46 foot walls
of the SCTV and creates amplified noise impact 24/7 throughout Greater East San Carlos. Because of our prior
history of inaccurate acoustic studies, we are worried that another noise increase will just be passed off on the GESC
neighborhood.

11.20

Vibration: Again, when the existing berm was constructed 10 years ago, GESC residents were told that there would
be no vibrations from the raising of the berm. In fact, homes near the berm have suffered cracks in their walls from
the train since the berm was raised. We are uncertain exactly how a 46-foot building, and another future berm and
additional 200 daily high speed rail trips will impact vibrations to the GESC Neighborhood.

11.21

Traffic: The in-flow of approximately 500 new cars into an already impacted Holly Street and El Camino Real will
slow traffic, particularly as PAMF is finalized at Holly Street and Industrial. The City’s solution will likely be to
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11.21
cont.

widen Holly Street and take away parts of Holly Street homeowners’ front yards. This is another example of GESC
bearing the full impact of the SCTV project without any benefit to the GESC Neighborhood.

11.22

Parking: We are concerned about the 1.6 parking spaces proposed as opposed to 2 as required by every other
residential development in the City per 2 or 3 bedroom apartment, which will likely push ongoing parking demand
into our residential neighborhood. Since the berm was created, SESC has experienced more CalTrain-related
parking in its neighborhood.

11.23

Sunlight: The sun will set sooner in NESC because of the shade created by the San Carlos Transit Village. We
believe that the sun will set up to an hour sooner on residences along Old County Road as a result of this 46-foot
project. We would like to see studies that say otherwise.

11.24

East Side Park Crowding: An additional up to 1,000 people from SCTV will soon Laureola Park as their closest
park. Laureola Park is a tiny park that serves the entire East Side and no other park is available in Greater East San
Carlos. The city has developed a new Park Master Plan that recommends a number of future improvements
including new playgrounds to meet current safety standards, a replaced Community building, and expanded park
acreage. To date, we have heard of no proposed park fees that will go towards improvements in Laureola Park
specifically. We do not want to see another situation such as the Palo Alto Medical Foundation’s $1 million in park
funds go to fund west side ball field improvements which provide no benefits to GESC residents. There needs to be
a nexus between impacts and mitigations/benefits in Greater East San Carlos.

11.25

Property Values: As a result of all of the aforementioned issue, the final problem, according to our appraiser, is
property value. We are generating estimates of the net negative impact of this development on our property values.
GESC residents will expect to be reimbursed for lost property values suffered as a result of this project in
conjunction with the proposed high speed rail. The City also stands to lose in property taxes from the GESC
neighborhood as appraised values reflect any loss in value caused by this project.
Mitigations
The following is a list of suggested mitigations for the SCTV project. These mitigations will help reduce the impact
to the NESC neighborhood. In our discussion, we have tried to assess the level of possible impact. Since mitigations
will not reduce the impact of the project on NESC to zero, we are also asking for benefits in the following section as
part of the project.

11.26

4-54

Landscaping Plan (Urban Forest): As previously requested in writing to the City, SamTrans and Legacy Partners,
the GESC neighborhood is interested in a Landscaping Plan that will create multiple layers of landscaping between
the project and the neighborhood. The first layer would involve working with the City/Redevelopment Agency to
plant trees along an improved east side of Old County Road (this may involve removing some parking spaces,
undergrounding utilities, creation of a bike path and shrinking the width of the road). The second layer would
replace the existing trees on the berm on the west side of Old County road east of the railroad tracks with largersized trees. The third layer would be planted just west of the tracks on the berm adjacent to proposed high speed rail
tracks, and the last layer will be on the edge of the proposed housing development itself. We would like the
Landscaping Plan (including types and size of trees, irrigation plans and maintenance plans) to be well defined in the
Draft EIR We understand Legacy Partners has agreed to put in 2 of the 4 requested layers of trees, but we would
like the city to require the remaining two layers. We feel that it is wrong that Legacy Partners is selling the 2
layers of trees as a “benefit” to our neighborhood when the layers are only mitigations and are only half of what we
asked for. While GESC views the urban forest as an important mitigation, we also believe the row of trees on the
Eastern side of OCR next to the houses, would serve as a benefit. By placing trees in the road at this point, discrete
parking spaces between the trees would be created that would slow down traffic and protect cars and people from
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11.26
cont.

accidents often experienced when speeding cars crash into parked cars on OCR. We have witnessed 2 such accidents
in 2009 alone when parked cars were clipped.

11.27

Traffic: Since the project is called San Carlos Transit Village and is supposed to be a model Transit Village, all
possible avenues should be utilized to encourage the residents of the SCTV to use mass transit. Nothing to date
suggests that any effort is being made to give these new residents transit options other than its proximity to the
CalTrain station. Transit options for the current residents should also be increased including more trains that stop in
San Carlos and the availability of train passes or discounts for residents. Many possibilities exist and SamTrans is
aware of them.

11.28

11.29

Noise: The neighborhood expects to see a plan that involves ways to decrease noise from passing trains for residents
enjoying their yards (i.e. if electrification, a defined timetable when this will occur, and the impact of the height and
visible impact of the electrical lines should be addressed). Also since there is a real potential for a future high-speed
train (the vote recently passed), the cumulative effect of any possible future high-speed train noise should be
concurrently evaluated in the EIR as part of the project. To see an example of a successful noise impact mediation
program involving residential development we suggest contacting Dave Carbone with the Airport Community
Roundtable who works on noise mitigation of homes and businesses around the San Francisco Airport. He can be
reached at 650 363-4417. We’d also like to go on record that GESC’s position is we are interested in a net reduction
of current noise impacts including those potentially occurring from the proposed project and high speed rail so as
not to require residents to live in hermetically sealed homes with large noise impacts 24/7 the minute they walk out
of their front or back doors.
View Corridors: View corridors are a mitigation that has been suggested by Legacy Partners as a means of securing
partial views of the San Carlos/Belmont Hills for GESC residents. GESC does not believe these view corridors will
allow residents to see much of the hills, particularly from houses on Old County Road and houses on any main
NorthEast San Carlos Streets within 10 houses of Old County Road. We believe this is a marketing term that offers
limited mitigation in spite of the name’s fancy sound. Nonetheless, view corridors are better than one continuous
wall, so we prefer them to no view corridors.
Benefits
To offset the harm, here are some of the benefits we are expecting

11.30

11.31

Improvements to Old County Road: Replace sidewalks and underground utilities on Old County from Brittan to
Harbor. As part of raising the tracks, utilities from west of Old County were moved under the sidewalks on the East
side of Old County and haphazardly patched leaving multiple levels of concrete. When you combine this with the
existing telephone poles located in the middle of the sidewalk, the large number of posted signs in the sidewalk itself
and the failure of the public works department to repair crumbling sidewalks and curbs, it leaves GESC with a
sidewalk that is difficult for the elderly, people with strollers and the handicapped to navigate as well as a challenge
for the average individual. We understand the Redevelopment Agency is funding a Pedestrian/Bike Plan evaluating
sidewalk, bike and crosswalk improvements along Old County Road between Harbor to Brittan, which should
provide guidance to future improvements including undergrounding of utilities.
Holly Street Intersection Crosswalk Project: Improve Holly Street intersection to match (pavers) planned for
Holly / El Camino, San Carlos Ave. / El Camino and the Old County Street Crossing from the train station. With the
new development more individuals will be crossing into and out of our neighborhood. Currently, the entire NESC
neighborhood is required to cross a busy intersection with poorly demarcated crosswalks in order to go to the Train
Station, El Camino Real, or Downtown San Carlos. How is it that paver crosswalks are planned for everywhere else
other than the affected neighborhood in NorthEast San Carlos? This is incredibly frustrating to us.
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11.32

East Side Parks: Park Mitigation fees for increased use by up to 1000 new residents should pay for park
improvements in Laureola Park as identified in the City’s Park Master Plan since Laureola is the Park closest to the
new development and is likely to be the most impacted by the throng of new residents.

11.33

San Carlos Transportation Plan and Holly Street Improvement: The Holly Street entrance into San Carlos has
become a parking lot at different times of the day as traffic moves in and out of San Carlos. A recent study being
conducted by the City is attempting to develop alternatives to widening Holly Street and taking away the front yards
of GESC Residents. With the additional impact of new residents moving to the San Carlos Transit Village, there is
even more urgency to develop alternatives routes to enter into San Carlos.

11.34

Conclusion
We have detailed the impacts of the SCTV Project and have listed mitigations to these impacts as well as benefits
that could help offset these impacts. We fully anticipate that the City will take an impartial view of this development
in the context of overall impacts and improvements to the quality of life of all of who work and live San Carlos
including GESC residents. We therefore look forward to seeing our issues integrated into the Draft Environmental
Document being prepared for the City, SamTrans and Legacy Partners.
Sincerely,
Ben Fuller, President, GESC Board, Sam Herzberg, GESC Board, Tim Hilborn, GESC Board, Paul Magginetti,
GESC Board, Richard Peterson, GESC Board, Jim Vick, GESC Board
cc: Bob Grassilli, City Council and Mayor, Matt Grocott, City Council, Omar Ahmad, City Council, Randy Royce,
City Council, Brad Lewis, City Council, Brian Fitzpatrick, SamTrans, Jess Couch, Legacy Partners

11.35

Summary:
The letter provided shows only a few of the systems in place designed to suppress community comment and
involvement. This disturbing pattern has resulted in the City being an advocate for the Developers and SamTrans
and being poor public servants for the GESC Community. The history of our community is such that we have
always been treated as inferior members of San Carlos and this project serves as a mere “piling on” of negative
impacts and suppression of GESC’s collective and individual voices.
Sincerely,

Ben Fuller
Homeowner, 1035 Sylvan Drive &
President, GESC
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11.

Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010)

11.1

The commentor states that the Greater East San Carlos Neighborhood (GESC) Association
comments on the proposed project have been ignored during the Draft EIR process. As
described on pages S-43 and 1-2 of the Draft EIR, the City distributed the NOP on March 12,
2008. While the GESC Association submitted a comment letter after the close of the NOP
review period, the Draft EIR nonetheless addressed the CEQA-related concerns raised by the
GESC Association. These issues are summarized on pages S-43 through S-44 and 1-2
through 1-3 of the Draft EIR and are considered in Sections 3.2 (Land Use), 3.3 (Visual
Quality), 3.4 (Transportation), 3.6 (Noise), 3.13 (Public Services), and 5 (Alternatives).
Written comments received before the release of the Draft EIR were reviewed and addressed
in the analysis of each topic, pursuant to CEQA.
Specific concerns raised by the GESC Association during the Draft EIR comment period are
further addressed and clarified below. The Planning Commission will have copies of all
comment letters and responses to those comments prior to making a recommendation to the
City Council on the adequacy of this EIR. The project entitlements, including the final
design, will be reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council at a later date.

11.2

The commentor states that the Planning Commission had not received letters from the GESC
Association prior to the public hearing. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR
review period are addressed in this Responses to Comments document. The Planning
Commission hearing was held to collect verbal comments on the Draft EIR. With the
completion of this Responses to Comments document, the Planning Commission can review
in a single report all written and verbal comments submitted during the Draft EIR review
period and the responses to those comments. At that time, the Planning Commission can
make recommendations regarding the adequacy of the EIR to the City Council. After
consideration of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will make
certain findings regarding the conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public comments
were adequately addressed. As such, before certification of the EIR, comments submitted by
agencies, organizations, and the public will be considered by the Planning Commission and
City Council.

11.3

The commentor asserts that the Planning Commission was unwilling to debate the issues
raised at the February 2010 public hearing. The Planning Commission hearing was held to
receive verbal comments on the Draft EIR and was not meant to be a forum for public debate.
As explained in Response 11.2, above, the Planning Commission will consider the comments
raised by the GESC Association when making its recommendation to the City Council on
whether to certify the environmental document.
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11.4

The commentor states that the City of San Carlos and the developers have been suppressing
comments and external documents during the EIR process. In particular, the commentor
asserts that the City has ignored the 1994 Referendum on the Building of the Berm; the 2002
Rail Corridor Guidelines; the General Plan policies; and the High Speed Rail. As explained
in Response 11.2, above, all comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR review period
and at the Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Responses to
Comments document. With the completion of this Responses to Comments document, the
Planning Commission can review in a single report all written and verbal comments
submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those comments.
As described in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, page 3.2-1, CEQA requires that an
EIR consider whether a proposed project may conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation that was adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. The commentor refers to the 1994 Referendum on the Building of the
Berm which is also known as Measure D. Measure D was a referendum seeking the repeal of
Resolution No. 1994-2, a resolution adopted by the City of San Carlos City Council
certifying the Final EIR for the Holly Street Grade Separation project. A vote of “yes” would
have meant that the project was approved and the City would not repeal the Resolution. A
vote of “no” would have disapproved the project and would repeal the Resolution. On June
27, 1995, the City’s residents voted yes on Measure D, effectively approving Resolution No.
1004-2 and the Holly Street Grade Separation project. For further discussion of the Holly
Street Grade Separation EIR and its findings please refer to Master Response 2, Visual
Quality, of this document.
The commentor also refers to the 2002 Rail Corridor Guidelines which is also known as
Resolution 2003-79. Resolution 2003-79 was adopted on August 11, 2003 as an amendment
to the West Side Specific Plan (WSSP) for the Railroad Corridor. The amendment identifies
land use, design and circulation goals, policies, and guidelines for the Railroad Corridor. As
stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the WSSP has been absorbed into the City of San Carlos
2030 General Plan and no longer exists as a stand-alone document. However, Resolution
2003-79 remains a valid document and was reviewed as a part of this EIR process. This
document is further discussed in the Land Use Section starting on page 3.2-1. The
commentor also refers to the General Plan. As stated on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, the
Land Use section discusses the consistency of the proposed project with the General Plan.
Each General Plan policy that potentially applies to the proposed project is discussed in Table
3.2-2, starting on page 3.2-10.
The High-Speed Train (HST) is considered in the Draft EIR environmental analysis under
each impact topic’s cumulative impacts, as described starting on page 3.1-5 through page 3.16. As stated, the analysis considers the cumulative impacts of the proposed project plus those
of the HST project and other foreseeable development. However, in order to expand on the
HST project’s potential contribution to cumulative effects with the proposed project, further
analysis has been provided in Master Response 4.
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11.5

The commentor seeks clarification regarding the actual height of the proposed project,
specifically referring to three different building heights; 46 feet, 49 feet, or 54 feet identified
in various project related plans or text. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion about
the proposed building heights and Section 6 of this Final EIR for figures depicting the
building elevations, new Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f).

11.6

The commentor requests information on the contract for the EIR consultant, PBS&J, and
claims that the Draft EIR misses information from the 1994 Berm Referendum. The comment
regarding the contractual relationship between the EIR consultant and the City does not
pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed project’s compliance with CEQA,
and no further response to this point is warranted for this Responses to Comments document.
Please refer to Response 11.4 for a discussion of the 1994 Berm Referendum.

11.7

The commentor expresses concern that the comment period extended over the holiday season.
The Draft EIR was released for public review on December 16, 2009. In order to account for
the holiday period, the City extended the required 45-day review period to 47 days. As such,
the comment period lasted until February 2, 2010, during which time commentors had
additional time to review and comment on the document. Additionally, letters were received
after the end of the comment period that are included in this document.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of the Final EIR was
delayed in order to incorporate recent information regarding the HST project. Master
Response 4 includes a cumulative analysis of the HST project and incorporates three
documents that have been released since the Draft EIR for the proposed project. The
Alternatives Analysis Report, as last amended in December 2010, describes the HST
alignment adjacent to the project site. The California High-Speed Rail Program Draft 2012
Business Plan was released in November 2011, which outlines the projected construction
schedule of the HST project. In addition, the Partially Revised Draft Program EIR for the
HST project was released in January 2012 to address concerns in the November 2011 Town
of Atherton litigation. These three recent documents were used in Master Response 4 to
determine cumulative impacts of the HST project and the proposed project. Please refer to
Master Response 4 for further information concerning the HST project.

11.8

The commentor is concerned over the proposed project’s impacts to the Greater East San
Carlos property values. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the
physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or
economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. A separate Fiscal Impact
Analysis has been prepared to furnish additional insights about the proposed project.
Independent of the environmental analysis, fiscal issues from the proposed project may be
considered by the City Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project.
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11.9

The commentor requests that the HST project be included as a foreseeable impact on the
proposed project. Please refer to Response 11.4 and Master Response 4 for an analysis of the
cumulative impacts with the HST project.

11.10

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to mention the exacerbation of the separation
between the east side and the west side of San Carlos with the development of the “Transit
Walls” associated with the proposed project. The existing physical separation between east
and west San Carlos is the result of the Holly Street Grade Separation project, which was
completed in 2000. While the current physical separation is an existing condition, the height
of the proposed buildings would exacerbate the existing separation between the east and west
side of the elevated Caltrain tracks by adding height to the existing physical barrier and
further limiting visual connectivity between east and west San Carlos. However, this would
not result in a significant impact because the physical division between east and west San
Carlos is an existing condition, all existing physical connections would be maintained, and
the proposed project would promote connections between the GESC neighborhoods, the
project site, and Downtown San Carlos. To clarify this point, Draft EIR text on page 3.2-9
has been revised as follows:
LU-1. Division of an Established Community. The proposed project would not divide
an established community. (NI LTS)
The proposed project is an urban infill project within existing, underutilized
parcels, located immediately west of the existing elevated Caltrain tracks. While
the proposed project would be constructed adjacent to the elevated Caltrain
tracks, the proposed project would not further the current separation of east and
west San Carlos that results from the elevated Caltrain tracks. As previously
described, the Caltrain tracks physically separate the GESC neighborhoods from
El Camino Real and western parts of the City. Due to the project site’s location
adjacent to the tracks at an elevation higher than the GESC neighborhoods
(approximately 10 feet) and El Camino Real (approximately 15 feet) and the
height of proposed development (up to 49 feet in height), the proposed project
would contribute to the current separation between east and west San Carlos by
adding to the existing physical barrier. However, tThe proposed project would
maintain all existing physical connections and would not obstruct existing access
between east and west San Carlos, which is provided along arterials such as
Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, and Ralston Avenue. The proposed project would
thus not physically divide the community and there would be no impact.
Although the proposed project would add to the existing physical barrier, it
would also enhance connections between the GESC neighborhoods, the project
site, and Downtown San Carlos, reducing the severity of the separation between
east and west San Carlos. The provision of multi-family residential uses on a
portion of the project site that is currently vacant would provide for an
appropriate transition between the single-family residential uses in the GESC
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neighborhoods and Downtown San Carlos and is the envisioned use in the
General Plan and Resolution 2003-79.
Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.4, Transportation, in conjunction with the
proposed project, but as a separate project, the City seeks to construct a series of
roadway improvements that would make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in
the vicinity of the project site. These roadway changes are referred to as the San
Carlos Avenue Improvements. These improvements would be a response to the
expected increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a
result of the proposed project and would enhance pedestrian connectivity
between downtown and the project site, in particular at the intersections of El
Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue. The San
Carlos Avenue Improvements would, in combination with the proposed project,
improve pedestrian connections between the GESC neighborhoods and
Downtown San Carlos, including widening sidewalks and extending bike lanes
on San Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements were proposed by
the City independent of the proposed project, but would be constructed as part of
the development. The City also has plans to improve and/or provide bicycle
routes on Old County Road north and south of the Caltrain Station and extend
bicycle lanes on San Carlos Avenue to Industrial Road.
In addition to the bicycle improvements, the proposed project would provide a
new public pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR. The
historic Train Depot building will remain as it is today and will be the
centerpiece of the new plaza. The City’s vision for the new plaza is to create a
lively destination where a wide array of public events and activities can take
place. The plaza will include design elements such as a public art, sitting areas,
landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian accent paving and landscaping,
which will create an inviting new public space. The proposed project would also
provide a new Transit Center at the south end of the site. The Transit Center will
provide the same number of parking spots as currently exist (226) and will
include dedicated areas for shuttles, busses, and taxis. It will also include a kiss
and ride area that can be used to accommodate valet parking during non-peak
transit hours. While shuttles will continue to operate on the east side of the
station, the creation of dedicated spots within the new San Carlos Transit Center
will accommodate any new shuttles, thus reducing the potential future impact of
shuttles on the east side. Further, the proposed project would include retail and
jobs opportunities, as well as a community gathering place in the form of the
proposed pedestrian plaza. These areas would be within walking distance from
the GESC neighborhoods and accessible via the East San Carlos Avenue
pedestrian undercrossing.
The physical division between east and west San Carlos is an existing condition
and all existing physical connections would be maintained. In addition, the
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proposed project would enhance connections between the GESC neighborhoods,
the project site, and Downtown San Carlos. Therefore, a less-than-significant
impact to the division of an established community would occur.
11.11

The comment states that the EIR fails to account for the impact of blocking the sun to the
GESC neighborhoods. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding shadows cast by the
proposed project.
The commentor also requests that a study be conducted to assess the financial loss of the loss
of sun and requests that a shadow study be conducted for the entire day. Financial impacts of
the proposed project, such as potential changes in property value and impacts to solar panels,
are not discussed in this CEQA document because they are not physical conditions which
exist within the area which will be affected by the proposed project, including air, land,
water, etc. as defined by CEQA. Fiscal and financial impacts are not considered CEQA
issues. Therefore, this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
proposed project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus
of the EIR is on physical environmental impacts rather than social or economic issues except
where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. However,
based on the limited number of hours that homes would be cast in shadow throughout the
year (approximately two hours daily during the winter months and approximately one hour
daily during the autumn months, as discussed in Master Response 2), the functionality of uses
that depend upon light for their operation including rooftop solar panels on homes in the
GESC neighborhoods would not be significantly reduced. Regardless, fiscal issues from the
proposed project will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in
weighing the merits of the proposed project. As such, a study is not necessary or required.

11.12

The comment requests that the EIR acknowledge the history of the berm and promises made
to the GESC residents, and the loss of primary views. Refer to Response 11.4 and Master
Response 2 regarding the loss of views and for a discussion of the history of the elevated
Caltrain berm and its impacts as disclosed in the Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR.
The proposed project would result in the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from
some vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods. However, these views would not be
considered primary due to the dominance of the elevated Caltrain track within the foreground
or midground of views of the distant hillsides or hill. Primary views from the GESC
neighborhoods consist of single-family homes, front yards, landscaping, roadways, and the
elevated Caltrain tracks.

11.13

The commentor states that the Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. (Legacy Partners) and
SamsTrans were scheduled to attend a Greater East San Carlos neighborhood meeting, but
cancelled and would not discuss the project with the group for six months. The Draft EIR
was distributed for a 47-day review and comment period from December 16, 2009 to
February 2, 2010. During this time, readers were invited to submit written comments on the
adequacy of the document. In addition, a public hearing was held on February 1, 2010 before
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the City of San Carlos Planning Commission to obtain additional comments from the
community. During the CEQA process, the City has made an effort to keep an open dialogue
with the community on the environmental impacts of the proposed project and to present and
receive information as provided for by CEQA. Meetings and communications the project
sponsor elects to have with community groups to discuss the development and benefits of the
project are independent of the CEQA process administered by the City. Decisions by the
project sponsor to participate or cancel meetings with the GESC neighborhoods have no
bearing on the City’s obligations to comply with CEQA and its public meeting requirements.
11.14

The commentor is concerned that a letter sent to the City and EIR consultant on June 29,
2009 was not addressed in the Draft EIR. As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, the City
issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on March 12, 2008 announcing the preparation of a
Draft EIR on the proposed project. The GESC Association submitted a comment letter after
the close of the review period for the NOP; however, the CEQA-related comments in the
June 29, 2009 letter were still considered in the Draft EIR. These comments are addressed
under their respective topics in Section 3 of the Draft EIR. The remaining comments raised
by the GESC Association were not applicable to CEQA and, thus, were not addressed in the
Draft EIR. An explanation of why these comments were not addressed is provided on pages
1-3 through 1-5 of the Draft EIR. For further clarification, responses to the comments
contained in the letter are provided below.

11.15

The comment states that the proposed project will result in major impacts to the GESC
neighborhoods and describes the impacts to views. The commentor is correct in stating that
the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from vantage
points within the GESC neighborhoods. Refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions to
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better support the less-than-significant conclusion in the Draft
EIR. In addition, please refer to Master Response 2, which explains that even with the loss of
views of the hillsides from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project
would result in a less-than-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds.

11.16

This comment states that the height of proposed project next to single family homes leads to a
number of issues and adversely impacts the quality of life for residents. Similar to the
discussion on the loss of privacy provided on Draft EIR page 1-3, quality of life is not a
physical environmental issue and is therefore not a topic covered by CEQA. However,
CEQA topics that influence quality of life such as visual quality (Section 3.3), traffic (Section
3.4), air quality (Section 3.5), noise (Section 3.6), and public safety (Section 3.3) have been
addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would result
in a less-than-significant impact related to the CEQA topics referenced. Impacts to quality of
life may be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the merits
of the proposed project during the entitlement review.
In addition, please refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3 of the
Draft EIR. These revisions address how the proposed project has been designed to be

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-63

sensitive to the scale and massing of single-family homes located east of the project site,
across the elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road. The proposed project would not be
visually overwhelming or incompatible with the GESC neighborhoods.
The commentor also requests that specific alternatives include reduced building densities and
that heights be considered in the EIR. A Reduced Intensity Alternative is described beginning
on Draft EIR page 5-2, and is analyzed beginning on Draft EIR page 5-8. Refer also to
Master Response 5 for the assessment of a new alternative to the proposed project that
reconfigures and reduces the density of proposed buildings for a new Revised Massing
Alternative. Refer also to Master Response 2 regarding the height of proposed development
and its compliance with applicable design guidelines and requirements including Section 4.80
of the Resolution No. 2003-79 and the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.
Additionally, the commentor states that the proposed project requires a General Plan and
Zoning amendment to allow for development at the proposed intensity. The proposed project
would result in a residential density on the project site of 45 dwelling units per acre, as stated
on Draft EIR page 2-16, in compliance with the project site’s General Plan designation of
Mixed Use-Medium Density. The General Plan permits a residential density of up to 50
dwelling units per acre, as stated on Draft EIR 2-4. As such, the proposed project would not
require a General Plan Amendment to allow for development at the proposed intensity.
At the time of application, the project site was currently zoned Highway Commercial Service
(C-S), permitting certain commercial and service uses as specified in the Municipal Code
Zoning Ordinance. The General Plan land use designation for the project site was Mixed Use
– Medium Density, allowing for both commercial and residential development, with a
residential density of up to 50 dwelling units per acre. On November 28, 2011, by Ordinance
1438, the City Council adopted a new Zoning Ordinance (Title 18) and the site was rezoned
Mixed-Use Station Area (MU-SA). The remainder of the Railroad Corridor, south of the
project site, was rezoned Mixed-Use South Boulevard (MU-SB). Rezoning is encouraged by
Resolution 2003-79, the City’s General Plan, and Chapter 18.10 of the San Carlos Municipal
Code and is intended to allow for flexibility of design. Building regulations and development
standards, which would allow for development at the proposed intensity, would be
established in a site-specific PD Plan required by Section 18.10.030 of the City’s Zoning
Code and subject to approval by the Planning Commission and City Council. Additionally,
the proposed project is subject to Section 4.80 of the Resolution 2003-79 and the City’s
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, both of which allow for development of the project site
at the proposed intensity.
11.17

4-64

The commentor expresses concerns regarding the loss of privacy for homes in the GESC
neighborhoods due to the height of proposed buildings and the associated windows. Privacy
is not a topic covered by CEQA. As explained on Draft EIR page 1-3, CEQA was enacted to
identify significant effects on the environment, referring to the physical conditions such as
land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance
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(Public Resource Code, Section 21060.5). Loss of privacy is not a physical environmental
issue. Therefore, this topic is not discussed in this CEQA document. Loss of privacy due to
the proposed project will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council when
they consider the entitlements for the proposed project. Accordingly, no additional
discussion of privacy is required or included in the EIR.
11.18

The commentor states that the proposed project would create greater separation between the
GESC neighborhoods and the rest of San Carlos than already exists. Please refer to
Response 11.10, above, regarding separation between the east and west portions of San
Carlos.

11.19

The commentor states concern of an increase in noise from the proposed project because of
bounce-back noise created when the train noise hits the proposed building walls. Reflection
noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed
on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Additionally, please refer to Master Response 3 for further
information regarding reflection noise which indicates that near receivers would not be
affected by potential reflection noise because the reflected noise would travel above the
receiver height and interior noise impacts due to noise reflections in the GESC neighborhoods
would be less than significant.

11.20

The commentor expresses concern about future vibration impacts from construction of the
proposed project, a future berm, and an additional 200 daily high speed train trips.
Vibration due to trains is discussed on page 3.6-17 and 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR. In addition, a
detailed analysis of train vibration is provided in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. The analysis
followed the guidelines established by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in the
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (May 2006) for frequent events (more than
70 events per day). Vibration measurements were conducted at variable distances from the
tracks to determine the attenuation rate of vibration due to Caltrain operations to quantify
existing vibration levels on the project site. Based on the on-site Caltrain vibration
measurements conducted for the proposed project, a typical train passby would generate
vibration levels that comply with the threshold of 72 VdB for frequent events. The proposed
project would not have an influence on Caltrain induced vibration levels experienced in the
GESC neighborhoods. The proposed project would not cause a change in the operational
characteristics of Caltrain that could increase train vibration in the GESC neighborhoods nor
would the proposed project contribute to existing vibration levels experienced in the
residential neighborhoods. Vibration due to construction activities would be minimal in the
GESC neighborhoods. Vibration levels would attenuate to acceptable levels during
construction within 50 feet of heavy-duty construction equipment. The nearest GESC
neighborhood vibration sensitive receptor to proposed project construction activities is over
100 feet away.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for information regarding cumulative impacts, including
noise and vibration, with the HST. It is important to note that Master Response 4 only
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discusses the conceptual plans for the HST project (since more detailed drawings are not yet
available) and how the effects from these plans could cumulate with the proposed project to
result in potential impacts. The Master Response does not analyze the direct HST project
impacts on the community. The impacts of HST project on the proposed project and other
parts of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental
documents being prepared for the HST project by the California High-Speed Rail Authority
and the Federal Railroad Administration, the state and federal leads for that project.
11.21

The commentor expresses concern about a possible City proposal to widen Holly Street, and
take away parts of Holly Street homeowners’ front yards, to accommodate the increased inflow of vehicles and the effects on an already impacted Holly Street and El Camino Real.
Independent of the proposed project, the City of San Carlos plans to restripe Holly Street,
from Old County Road to Industrial Road, from two to four lanes (two lanes in each
direction) in order to accommodate projected future growth within the City of San Carlos.
The restripe project would not involve any roadway widening or right-of-way acquisition.

11.22

The commentor questions the adequacy of the proposed parking supply and the potential for
parking spillover into the adjacent neighborhoods. Based on recent studies of transitoriented development projects and the City’s studies in connection with the zoning ordinance
update, the 1.5 parking spaces per unit proposed by the proposed project would be sufficient
to meet the anticipated parking demand. Additionally, it should be noted that the adequacy of
parking supply (or lack thereof) is not considered a significant environmental impact under
CEQA guidelines, unless it leads to significant secondary traffic or air quality impacts. Since
there is no evidence that secondary traffic or air quality impacts would result as a
consequence of the proposed number of parking spaces for the project, the parking analysis is
provided primarily for informational purposes. This is information typically used by the local
jurisdictions to determine if a project satisfies City requirements in order to be considered for
approval. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information regarding the adequacy of
parking and the potential for spillover parking.

11.23

The commentor states that the sun will set sooner on residences along Old County Road in
the North East San Carlos (NESC) neighborhood due to shade created by the proposed
project. The project would shade residences along Old County Road briefly each day during
limited portions of the year. Please refer to Master Response 2 for information regarding
shadows cast by the proposed project and Section 6 of this Final EIR for revised text and
figures related to shadows cast by the proposed project (revised Figures 3.3-15 through
3.3-18).

11.24

The commentor suggests that park mitigation fees should pay for park improvements within
Laureola Park. Impacts from the proposed project on existing parks are discussed on pages
3.13-8 through 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As stated, development of the proposed project
would result in an increased demand for parks and recreation services, which could have the
potential to accelerate deterioration of these facilities. However, potential increased use of
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nearby parks would not trigger the need for new park facilities and, therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.
Although park impacts are not considered significant under CEQA, park in-lieu fees would
be required to offset the deterioration of the recreational facilities within the City. Park inlieu fees, as suggested by the commentor, are discussed on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As
stated, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required, under San Carlos
Municipal Code Section 17.32.030, to pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.
In addition, the Park Facility Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (Municipal
Code Section 3.34) imposes a parkland development fee on new residential developments.
As such, the proposed project would be subject to in-lieu fees and the park development fee,
which would help reduce impacts to parks, including Laureola Park.
However, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical
environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic
issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community
benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council and the Planning
Commission during the entitlement review for the project. A Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA),
which is separate from this EIR, has been prepared for the proposed project and addresses
park mitigation fees.
11.25

The commentor is concerned over the proposed project’s impacts to the Greater East San
Carlos property values. Please see Response 11.8, above, for an explanation of the scope of
issues properly considered under CEQA.

11.26

The commentor requests that the project’s landscaping plan be well-defined in the EIR and
include all four previously requested layers of landscaping described in the comment. Under
CEQA, analysis of physical environmental impacts is limited to design elements included as
part of a proposed project. A discussion of the proposed landscaping plan is provided
beginning in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on page 2-20. As indicated, the
proposed landscaping plan was developed after the GESC Association expressed a desire to
explore planting additional trees in various off-site locations to screen the proposed project
from view from the east side of Old County Road. The Joint Powers Board 1 (JPB) agreed to
consider the possibility of adding additional landscaping to both sides of the railroad tracks
on the embankment, providing that such landscaping would not, in any way, impact Caltrain
operations. This review took six months, and Caltrain and the JPB confirmed through a test
demonstration of two mock “story-trees” that trees could be planted outside of the line of
sight for the signal system. The project developer incorporated a combination of tall trees
and lower shrub planting along the eastern berm that faces the GESC neighborhood into the
proposed landscaping plan. The GESC Association also suggested trees along the eastern
edge of Old County Road; however, trees in this location are outside the project limits and

1

The Joint Powers Board is the governing body for the Caltrain Peninsula commuter rail transit service between
San Francisco, San Jose, and Gilroy.
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may conflict with existing easements and public infrastructure. Any additions and/or
refinements to the proposed landscaping may be considered by the City during the plan
review process.
In addition to this description, the proposed landscaping plan is depicted in Figures 2-6a
through 2-6h on pages 2-23 through 2-37 of the Draft EIR. In order to better define and
illustrate the landscaping plan, as requested, a legend of the type and size of trees, irrigation
plans, and maintenance plans has been provided as Figure 2-6, which is included in Section 6
of this document. The accompanying Draft EIR text, on the top of page 2-21, has been
revised as follows to include a reference to new Figure 2-6:
The courtyards of each building would also be landscaped to include lawns and trees.
Figure 2-6 includes a legend of the proposed landscaping plan and Figures 2-6a through
2-6h depicts the proposed landscaping plan.
Additionally, the comment states that the inclusion of landscaping along Old County Road
would improve safety along this roadway and serve as a benefit. The landscaping plan
included under the proposed project was developed after the GESC Association expressed a
desire to explore planting additional trees in various off-site locations to screen the proposed
project from view from the east side of Old County Road. As illustrated in Figures 2-6a
through 2-6h, the proposed landscaping plan would include three of the four layers of
requested landscaping. Trees would be planted along the east side of each building and within
the pedestrian pathway/emergency access lane. Existing landscaping along the perimeter
wall would be maintained, accounting for one layer of landscaping. Additionally, offsite
landscaping would be provided between the project site and the Caltrain tracks and between
the Caltrain tracks and Old County, accounting for two more layers of landscaping. The
remaining layer of landscaping requested by the GESC Association would not be provided
under the proposed project as the provision of trees along the eastern edge of Old County
Road is outside of the project area and outside the scope of the project and may conflict with
existing easements and public infrastructure. However, the City is proceeding with a plan to
add additional landscaping with implementation of the East Side Connect Project. On July 28,
2010, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission awarded a $2,220,810 Transportation for
Livable Communities Grant (TLC) for improvements to Old County Road and East San
Carlos Avenue. The project is supplemented by an existing bikeway grant for $83,500 from
the Transportation Development Act, Article 3, allowing for completion of Class II bike lanes
on Old County Road from Redwood City to Bransten Road. A segment of the project on Old
County Road from Terminal Way to Riverton Drive includes the undergrounding of overhead
utilities funded with the City’s Rule 20A credits from PG&E.
The project accomplishes improved sidewalks, addition of street trees and landscaping,
bicycle lane/route improvements, safety improvements at intersections, undergrounding of
utilities on Old County Road adjacent to residential neighborhoods, improved access into
Laureola Park, improved access at the train depot and at the Arroyo undercrossing, one
landscaped median and an improved signal at East San Carlos/Old County Road.
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11.27

The commentor suggests that transit options for new and current residents should be
increased and that train passes and discounts should be provided. Transit service to the
project site is currently provided by Caltrain and SamTrans. As stated on page 1-4 of the
Draft EIR, increasing SamTrans and Caltrain transit services to the City is beyond the
purview of the City, since the City does not have jurisdiction over the operations of these
transit agencies. However, the creation of the new SamTrans Transit Center, a component of
the proposed project, would improve transit conditions and options to and from the project
site. The SamTrans Transit Center would include a dedicated area on the west side of the
Caltrain Station for shuttles and bus layovers, and would include one bus stop within the new
SamTrans Transit Center. Additionally, a new bus stop would be created south of the current
vehicle entrance.
As explained on page 3.4-5 of the Draft EIR, Caltrain currently provides service with
approximately 15-minute to 1-hour headways during the commute hours. SamTrans bus
routes 260, 295, 390, 391, and express bus routes KX and PX provide service to the Caltrain
Station. As stated on page 3.4-28 of the Draft EIR, and in the Traffic Study prepared by
Hexagon Transportation Consultants (Appendix C of the Draft EIR), the estimated number of
new transit trips generated by the proposed project could easily be accommodated by the
existing transit services.
A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program was developed for the proposed
project by Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, and is included in Appendix H of the
Traffic Study (Appendix C of the Draft EIR). The TDM is consistent with C/CAG
Guidelines. The program outlines several trip reduction measures that could be implemented
as a part of the proposed project to reduce trips for the proposed project’s residents,
employees, and visitors by promoting alternative modes of transportation. Measures such as,
but not limited to, subsidized transit passes, unbundled residential parking prices, priced
employee
parking,
parking
cash
out,
pedestrian/bicycle
facilities,
and
carpool/vanpool/ridematching services could be offered as a part of this program should the
proposed project be approved. These measures, or other measures deemed equally effective
at reducing single vehicle trips, would be imposed on the proposed project per mitigation
measure TR-5.1.

11.28

The commentor recommends a plan that involves decreasing noise from passing trains as
well as the cumulative noise effects with the HST. Commentor recommends contacting a
member of the Airport Community Roundtable for methods of achieving noise impact
mediation. Caltrain noise is part of the existing background conditions. Neither the project
sponsor nor the City can impose mitigation to curb Caltrain noise or HST noise. The
proposed project would not generate noise that would adversely affect the GESC
neighborhoods, nor would it contribute to significant cumulative noise impacts due to
potential reflections while accounting for proposed High Speed Train (HST) operations
combined with future Caltrain operations. The community’s desire to reduce existing noise
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levels due to Caltrain operations is understandable; however, CEQA is not intended to correct
existing conditions, only changed conditions that result from a proposed project.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for information regarding cumulative impacts, including
noise and vibration, with the HST. In addition, please refer to Response 11.20, above.
11.29

The commentor states that view corridors provided as a means of securing partial views of
the San Carlos/Belmont Hills for GESC residents would not allow residents to see much of
the hills. The provision of view corridors would allow for the continued availability of
channelized views of the hillsides from vantage points along Old County Road and east-west
streets in close proximity to the Old County Road, consistent with existing conditions. It is
acknowledged that some of the views of the hills would be impacted. However, as further
discussed in Master Response 2, this is not considered a significant environmental impact and
no mitigation measures would be required. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding view
corridors and the loss of views.

11.30

Replace sidewalks and underground utilities on Old County Road from Brittan Avenue to
Harbor Avenue. Also, improve the Holly Street and Old County Road intersection to match
pavement planned for the intersections of Holly Street and El Camino Real, San Carlos
Avenue and El Camino Real, and the Old County Road crossing from the Caltrain Station.
As stated on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR, under CEQA, analysis of physical environmental
impacts is limited to design elements included as part of a proposed project. The suggested
improvements are not included as part of the proposed project that is the subject of this
analysis. Additionally, per the analysis in Section 3, there would be no nexus (environmental
impact) that would warrant the suggested improvements as mitigation. However, the City’s
Five Year Capital Improvement Program identifies several ongoing economic development
and capital improvement projects affecting the GESC neighborhoods. These include right-ofway and traffic control improvements along the East Side and El Camino Corridor, Holly
Street/US 101 Interchange improvements, Holly Street traffic flow improvements, Brittan
Avenue widening, and Old County Road and East San Carlos Avenue improvements.
Furthermore, the City of San Carlos is pursuing pedestrian and bicycle improvements along
Old County Road and East San Carlos Avenue independent of the proposed project. These
improvements will make it easier to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road in the
vicinity of the Caltrain Station. An underground district on Old County Road from Terminal
Way on Riverton Drive is also planned. Further information regarding these improvements is
available from the City of San Carlos Public Works Department.

11.31

The commentor is concerned that there are paver crosswalks planned for Holly Street/El
Camino Real, San Carlos Avenue/El Camino Real, San Carlos Avenue/El Camino Real, and
Old County Road at the Caltrain Station; however, there is not one planned for Old County
Road and Holly Street. Due to right-of-way constraints at the intersections of El Camino
Real/Holly Street and Old County Road/Holly Street, there is limited opportunity to
implement physical improvements, such as enhanced paving, at these intersections.
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Nevertheless, developer-sponsored improvements, as a part of the San Carlos Avenue
Improvements, such as the elimination of one of the northbound to eastbound right-turn lanes
and the northbound to westbound left-turn lane at the intersection of El Camino Real and
Holly Street, widening the sidewalk along the east side of El Camino Real at Holly Street
(south leg), and widening the center median on El Camino Real at Holly Street (south leg) to
provide a pedestrian refuge, are being proposed to improve existing pedestrian and bicycle
circulation and safety at this location. The project improvements eliminating turning
movements at the intersection of El Camino Real and Holly Street would also reduce the
amount of conflicting vehicle/pedestrian movements while widening the sidewalk and center
median and provide additional space to accommodate pedestrian traffic at these intersections.
Additionally, the City of San Carlos is pursuing pedestrian and bicycle improvements along
Old County Road independent of the proposed project. These improvements will make it
easier to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road in the vicinity of the Caltrain
Station. Further information regarding these improvements can be obtained from the City of
San Carlos Public Works Department. Please refer to response 11.30, above.
11.32

The commentor notes the need for a nexus between park impacts and mitigations/benefits in
the GESC neighborhood. Please refer to Response 11.24, above.

11.33

The commentor expresses a desire to develop alternative routes, other than Holly Street, to
enter into San Carlos, and refers to a study being conducted by the City to develop
alternatives to widening Holly Street, taking away from the front yards of GESC residents.
Alternative routes to enter San Carlos are available. Full access to and from US 101 to San
Carlos is provided via the interchanges at Holly Street and Ralston Avenue, while the
freeway ramps at Harbor Boulevard and Brittan Avenue provide partial (southbound only)
access to/from US 101. From the intersection of El Camino Real and Holly Street, drivers
could choose to access US 101 via Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, Harbor Boulevard, or
Ralston Avenue. As noted in Response 11.21, the City plans to restripe Holly Street, east of
Old County Road, to accommodate projected future traffic entering and leaving San Carlos.
The restripe project would not involve any roadway widening or right-of-way acquisition.

11.34

The commentor concludes his letter and states that they look forward to seeing their concerns
addressed in the Responses to Comments document. The commentor’s statements on the
proposed project are acknowledged. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR review
period are addressed in this Responses to Comments document.

11.35

The commentor summarizes his letter by stating that the systems in place are designed to
suppress community comment and involvement. As explained in more detail above under
Responses 11.2 and 11.4, all comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR review period
and at the Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Responses to
Comments document. With the completion of this Responses to Comments document, the
Planning Commission and City Council can review in a single report all written and verbal
comments submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those
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comments. The Planning Commission and City Council will be reviewing the EIR for
adequacy and project entitlements will be completed after certification of the EIR.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of the Final EIR was
delayed in order to incorporate recent information regarding the HST project. The California
High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business Plan was released in April 2012, which
outlines the projected construction schedule of the HST project. In addition, the Partially
Revised Draft Program EIR for the HST project was released in January 2012 to address
concerns in the November 2011 Town of Atherton litigation. Both of these recent documents
were used in this document to determine cumulative impacts of the HST project and the
proposed project. Furthermore, the City of San Carlos has sent several response letters to Mr.
Fuller, including one on May 8, 2012 detailing the reduction of HST impacts on Old County
Road, in response to comment letters submitted by Mr. Fuller.
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Letter 12
From: Ben Fuller [mailto:bfuller@linktv.org]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 12:55 PM
To: Al Savay
Cc: Matt Grocott; Randy Royce; Omar Ahmad; Bob Grassilli; Andy Klein; gescboard@greatereastsancarlos.org; 'Joann
Iwasa'
Subject: Planning Commission Did Not Receive Written Feedback

HI Al:
We have a queson regarding process. Why had none of the Planning Commission received any wrien
comments on the project before their planning commission meeng when these were sent to sta to
distribute? How is a deliberave body like the Planning Commission suppose to have deliberaons when our
leers are not being provided? They were all dumbfounded by our comments last night and should have had
12.1
12.1
a chance to review our comments. They were asking for our leers. Why were they not provided?
This paern of incidents will all be included in my leer that will be delivered later today before 5 PM. This is
a connuaon of a suppression of our voice that is being documented. We have many examples of this over
the last 2 years that will be shown, but this might be the most obvious omission of GESC feedback to the City. 12.1
cont.
Sincerely,
Ben Fuller
President, GESC

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-73

12.

Ben Fuller (letter dated February 2, 2010)

12.1

The commentor states that the Planning Commission had not received letters from the GESC
Association prior to the public hearing. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 47-day review
and comment period from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this time, readers
were invited to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document. In addition, a
public hearing was held on February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos Planning
Commission to obtain additional comments from the community. Once this Responses to
Comments document is complete, the Planning Commission will be able to review all written
and verbal comments submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to
those comments. At that time, the Planning Commission could make recommendations
regarding the adequacy of the EIR to the City Council. After consideration of the Planning
Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will make certain findings regarding the
conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public comments were adequately addressed.
As such, before certifying the EIR as adequate, all comments submitted by agencies,
organizations, and the public will be considered by the Planning Commission and City
Council.
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Letter 13
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:54PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:Eastsancarlos

-----Original Message----From: Joanne Gentile [mailto:ghivizzano@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 9:35 AM
To: Al Savay
Subject: East san carlos

13.1

I have lived in this neighborhood for over forty years and it seems to
me that lately this city is trying to slowly take away the calm and
peaceful way of life for us. Why is that? I think treating all
residents of San carlos equaly would be a nice change. We contribute
to this city as much ad anyone else so our tights should be considered
as well. Putting a building the size you are considering up is not
only an eye sore but it will take away our quality if life as we've
known it! Why are you trying take away hours of daylight from us?!
In this time of financial problems does this city think they will make
any money from this project? Bigger is not better! Let's keep San
Carlos the "city of good living" for everyone there!
Look at the Bay Meadow project, is this what we want?
A longtime and concerned citizen
Sent from my iPhone
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13.

Joanne Gentile (letter dated February 1, 2010)

13.1

The commentor expresses that the quality of life for the East San Carlos area would be
diminished and that the rights of East San Carlos should be considered. Quality of life is
not a physical environmental issue and is therefore not a topic covered by CEQA.
Accordingly, this topic was not discussed in the EIR and no further discussion of this topic
is required. However, CEQA topics that influence quality of life such as visual quality
(Section 3.3), traffic (Section 3.4), air quality (Section 3.5), noise (Section 3.6), and public
safety (Section 3.3) have been addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that
with implementation of recommended mitigation measures, as warranted, the proposed
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to the CEQA topics
referenced. Impacts to quality of life due to the proposed project may be considered by the
Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project.
Additionally, the commentor states that the size of the proposed project will be unattractive
and take away the amount of daylight hours in the East San Carlos area. Please refer to
Master Response 2 regarding the height of buildings proposed and shadows conditions on
the GESC neighborhoods with implementation of the proposed project. Section 6 of this
document includes revisions to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better describe the proposed
project’s consistency with the City’s design guidelines and policies. Compliance with all
applicable policies and design guidelines related to building height and massing would be
ensured through design review of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making
body, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20.
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Letter 14

Scott Giambastiani
315 Old County Road
San Carlos, California 94070
650-631-7891
sgiambastiani@gmail.com

Thursday, March 11, 2010

Al Savay, Community Development Director
City of San Carlos
Planning Department
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070-3085
Re: 54-Foot SCTV TowerWall Over Old County Road

Mr. SavayI am writing with great anger and frustration regarding the EIR and future proposed plans affecting the GESC area. There
is nothing that us Eastern San Carlos residents gain from this, and YOU KNOW THIS!
Here are just some of the issues that we face with the proposed plan. I completely object to this proposal an honestly
can’t even believe it is on the “table” for consideration:

14.1

Visual Qualities – Loss of Views
Height of Buildings – They are over 50 feet high in many sections
Traffic and Parking Impacts – Caltrain parking is moved south by the project. This impacts traffic and parking for our
neighborhood significantly.
Public Amenities – where are they? Bike path, Skate Park, commuter shuttle improvements, etc..
Connectivity from East to West sides – where is it?
Noise – No data on increased train noise. We all know how badly the berm affected noise levels.
Drainage/Flooding – Holly Street crossing floods, no mention of this
Financial Impacts – Schools, Police, Fire, Parks are all facing drastic cuts and the developer is claiming only 6 to 8 kids
will attend our local schools that are already so impacted that district rezoning is needed

14.2
14.3
14.4
14.5
14.6
14.7

I deserve and demand further data and justifications on the above issues.
As well, there needs to be more clarification on the above issues.

14.8

Why is there no demonstratable data on the impact this will have on my PROPERTY VALUE, my number one asset, my
proposed ruined view of the mountains, sun, increased traffic, lack of parking, etc. Instead this should offer us benefits,
mitigations, and impact reductions. Not the other way around.
You have the power to make this right. I like to think and entrust that the people we vote in will do just that. Please be
that person and do whatever you can to save this city. We need you to stand up for your community…
Sincerely,

Scott Giambastiani
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14.

Scott Giambastiani (letter dated March 11, 2010)

14.1

The comment states that the loss of views and the height of proposed buildings are issues with
the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Section 6 for revisions made to
the Draft EIR to better support the conclusion that the proposed project would result in a lessthan-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds to scenic vistas and the visual
quality and character of the surrounding area. The revised analysis acknowledges that the
proposed project would result in the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from the
GESC neighborhoods. However, the loss of hill views in this portion of the GESC
neighborhood would be noticeable for particular residences but it would not be pervasive nor
considered a significant impact affecting the general population of this portion of the
neighborhood. Existing development on the project site is not currently visible from the GESC
neighborhoods due to the presence of the elevated Caltrain tracks. Accordingly, views of the
hillsides certainly contribute to the overall visual landscape; however, prominent views of the
hillsides looking across the project site are not widely available from the GESC neighborhoods.
A discussion of the height of proposed buildings, which would not exceed the maximum height
permitted on the project site, as established by the existing C-S zoning district and by the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, is also provided in Master Response 2 and the revisions
to Section 3.3.

14.2

The commentor states that moving the parking for the Caltrain Station to the south will impact
traffic and parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The relocation of the Caltrain parking lot
would involve, for some, a longer travel distance and time to access public transportation.
However, given the overall travel time for Caltrain commuters to their ultimate destination, the
extra time it would take to find parking and walk from the parking lot to the platform is not
expected to be a big enough “penalty” to divert commuters to driving instead of riding Caltrain.
Vehicles parked legally on public streets are not considered an environmental impact under
CEQA, unless this leads to significant secondary traffic or air quality impacts. Since there is
no evidence that secondary traffic or air quality impacts would result as a consequence of
vehicles parking legally on the adjacent public streets, on-street parking does not relate to
significant environmental issues and therefore needs not to be included in the EIR. To remedy
any resulting parking infringement on the residential neighborhoods, a parking program could
be developed to limit commuter parking on residential streets. The details of the program,
including the costs of the program, its administration and enforcement, and penalties to
discourage non-residential parking, would have to be discussed with the City of San Carlos.

14.3
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The commentor questions if the proposed project will provide public amenities. The proposed
project would provide a new public pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft
EIR. The Historic Depot building will remain as it is today and will be the centerpiece of the
new plaza. The City’s vision for the new plaza is to create a lively destination where a wide
array of public events and activities can take place. The plaza will include design elements
such as a public art, sitting areas, landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian accent paving
and landscaping, which will create an inviting new public space.
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The proposed project would also provide a new San Carlos Transit Center at the south end of
the site. The Transit Center will provide the same number of parking spaces as currently exist
(226) and will include dedicated areas for shuttles, busses, and taxis. It will also include a kiss
and ride area that can be used to accommodate valet parking during non-peak transit hours.
While shuttles will continue to operate on the east side of the station, the creation of dedicated
spots within the new San Carlos Transit Center will accommodate any new shuttles, thus
reducing the potential future impact of shuttles on the east side.
An EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision
makers aware of the environmental consequences of a project. As the lead agency, the City of
San Carlos will review this report and weigh its contents against economic, social,
neighborhood, and other considerations to determine whether the proposed project should be
approved as proposed, approved with conditions, or disapproved. The comment concerns the
merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
proposed project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of
the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except
where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.
Community benefits, such as public amenities, from the proposed project will be considered by
the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.
14.4

The commentor questions the connectivity between East and West San Carlos. No new
pedestrian or vehicular connections between east and west San Carlos would be provided as
part of the proposed project due to the presence of the Caltrain tracks; however, as stated in the
Project Description, page 2-20, of the Draft EIR, enhanced paving would be provided as a part
of the proposed project and would help tie together the neighborhood east of the site to the
proposed project and downtown. Additionally, in conjunction with the proposed project, but as
a separate project, the City seeks to construct a series of roadway changes that would make
pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project site. These roadway changes
are referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements. These improvements would be a
response to the expected increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a
result of the proposed project and would enhance pedestrian connectivity between downtown
and the project site, in particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El
Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would, in
combination with the proposed project, improve pedestrian connections between the GESC
neighborhoods and Downtown San Carlos. Further, the proposed project would include retail
and jobs opportunities, as well as a community gathering place in the form of the proposed
pedestrian plaza. These areas would be within walking distance from the GESC neighborhoods
and accessible via the East San Carlos Avenue pedestrian undercrossing. As such, the proposed
project would promote connections between east and west San Carlos. Please refer to
Response 11.30 for additional information.

14.5

The commentor states that there is no data on increased train noise. An increase in Caltrain
operational noise is discussed beginning on the bottom of page 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR. Special
attention was paid to noise reflection from Caltrain operations at the GESC’s request. As stated
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on page 3.6-19, the expected increase in noise due to reflection from the proposed project
façade would be much less than 3 dB. This is due to existing noise levels in the GESC
neighborhoods. Furthermore, the proposed project would not directly have an effect on the
number of trains operated on the existing tracks; thus, the proposed project would not cause an
increase in train operations. Measured train noise levels are discussed in Appendix G of the
Draft EIR and a substantial increase in the number of Caltrain operations is not expected in the
future. The potential for the proposed project to cause an increase in existing Caltrain noise
levels in the GESC neighborhoods due to proposed building reflections is further examined in
Master Response 3 which evaluates three different scenarios to account for varying Caltrain
service plans: existing operations, future operations with planned increases in service, and
future operations with electrification of the system and planned increases in service.
Accordingly, interior noise impacts due to noise reflections in the GESC neighborhoods would
be less than significant.
14.6

The commentor is concerned with flooding at Holly Street. Holly Street is an arterial street that
divides the project site into two separate areas. As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4,
according to the 1979 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM), Holly Street is located in Zone C.1 FIRMs identify areas that are subject to
inundation during a flood having a one percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also
known as “base flood” or “100-year flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a
flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was determined to
be outside the 100-year and 500-year floodplain; thus, outside of areas that are considered
special flood hazard zones for CEQA purposes. However, the southern portion of the project
site, south of Olive Street, was located within a FEMA Zone AE which was within a 100-year
flood plain boundary. Since the publication of the Draft EIR, FEMA has prepared an update to
the 1979 FIRM for the City of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood
Insurance Study Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos
with revised flood zone boundaries.2 According to the LOMR, the project site is no longer in a
special flood hazard zone. To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood
hazard zone, Figure 3.10-2, FEMA Flood Zone Map, has been added to the Draft EIR on page
3.10-5 (please refer to Section 6 of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text
on page 3.10-4 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as follows:
Flood Hazards. Except for localized flooding and standing water, which may occur
during brief, intensive storms when runoff exceeds the capacity of the storm drainage
system, flooding is not a potential year-to-year problem within the vicinity of the project
site.11 The majority of the project site is not located within the 100-year flood zone;
however, the southern portion, south of Olive Street, is located within a Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone AE with a 100-year base flood elevation

1

2
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FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&userType=G&panelIDs=060327
0001C&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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of 20 feet above mean sea level (msl).12 The 100-year flood event has a one percent
chance of occurring in any given year. Consequently, the flood depth in this area would
be a maximum of about 1.6-feet deep during the 100-year flood event, but averaging less
than 0.5 feet deep.13 The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared
an update to the 1979 Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City of San Carlos.
FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one percent
chance of occurrence in a given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year flood.”
FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special
flood hazard area. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report
and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised flood
zone boundaries. As shown in Figure 3.10-2, the proposed project is not located within a
FIRM 100-year or 500-year special flood hazard zone as identified by FEMA.12
Furthermore, the analysis under flood-related impacts in the last paragraph on page 3.10-37 and
the first paragraph on page 3.10-38 of the Draft EIR have been updated and revised as follows:
The project site is not located within a regulatory floodway; therefore, there would be no
impact associated with impedance or redirection of flood flows. While the majority of
the project site would not be located on either a 100-year floodplain, the most southern
tip/area of the proposed project area would be located on a 100-year floodplain. In the
southern portion of the project site the proposed project would construct a surface level
parking lot, which would include approximately 226 parking spaces. A small portion of
the project site, south of Olive Street, would be constructed within the 100-year
floodplain boundary. This portion of the project site is planned for an open multi-use
area, and would not include the construction of structures. In accordance with Municipal
Code Section 15.56.070, a Development Permit would be required before construction or
development begins within this flood hazard area and would require construction
methods to prevent losses or risk to human health during a flood event. Additionally, the
BFE is less than half a foot above the project site elevation in the majority of this area;
only a very small portion of the site that would not be developed with structures would
experience about 1.6 feet of flooding. As discussed above on page 3.10-4, the proposed
project is not located within a special flood hazard zone identified on the FIRM prepared
by FEMA. In addition, there are no natural waterways within the project site that could
cause stream-related flooding. Therefore, impacts related to development within a 100year flood zone or risk due to flooding would be less than significant.
According to the existingupdated FEMA FIRM, the project site is not located within an
area subject to levee failure. However, the existing (1979) FEMA maps may be in error
because many of the San Francisco Bay levees generally do not meet the specific levee
criteria adopted by FEMA in the mid 1980’s.3 Nonetheless, tThe project site is not
located near any leveed creeks or drainage channels; and all drainage channels are belowgrade. Additionally, the project site is bordered on the bay-ward side by the railroad
3

City of San Carlos Public Works Department. FEMA Flood Insurance Study FAQ.
http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/dept/pubwks/fema_faq_mapping.html, accessed April 10, 2008.
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track, which is about 10-feet higher (25 to 35 feet above MSL) than the project site.
Consequently, even if a San Francisco Bay levee failed, the project site would be at least
partially protected by the railroad alignment because it would serve as a barrier to flood
flows. Therefore, there are no potential impacts associated with levee failure.
__________
11
12

13

12

City of San Carlos, 1992, City of San Carlos General Plan.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1979 FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map City of San
Carlos, California San Mateo County Panel 1 of 2 Community-Panel Number 060327 0001 C,
revised August 21, 1979.
The approximate depth is based on the difference between the FEMA defined BFE of 20 feet
above msl for this area and the Civil Engineering Associates, 2009, San Carlos Transit
Village Grading and Drainage Plan, Planning Submittal, prepared for Legacy Partners, April
17, 2009 spot elevations.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map
Revision, September 29, 2011.

Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges to
the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). According to the San
Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an area noted for flooding
during normal rain events, and in heavy rains, experiences the same temporary build-up of
water as most streets in the area. Flooding only is known to occur when there is a failure of the
storm water pump nearby, which assists in clearing excessive flows from the area storm drains.4
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology
and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
features would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with all
applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities would
have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that the
proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity to
induce flooding to the existing conditions including Holly Street.
14.7

4
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The commentor questions the generation of only six to eight school-aged children with
implementation of the proposed project. Although the proposed project would require
additional police, fire, and school services, under CEQA, this is not considered a physical
environmental impact as it would not be to the degree that would result in the construction of

City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
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new facilities. The impacts from the proposed project on local schools (both the San Carlos
School District [SCSD] and the Sequoia Union High School District [SUHSD]) are discussed
on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR under Impact PS-3. The Draft EIR used school generation
rates outlined in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This generation
rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos School District,
prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR.
At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle school students would
be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to commentors’ concerns, the
SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been preliminary update to this
report in 2012, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School District
(PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The MPCESD uses
a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multi-family student
generation rate of 0.15.5 Using the more conservative student generation rate from the PAUSD
and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in approximately 34 to 42
new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD elementary schools in San Carlos
are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students and SCSD middle schools are at
capacity.6
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than significant.
As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact fees enabled by
the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to constitute full and
complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this requirement would reduce
the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant. Draft EIR text on page 3.13-4, first
paragraph, is revised as follows:
The project site is within the service boundaries of the San Carlos School District (SCSD)
(K-8) and Sequoia Union High School District (9-12). The SCSD includes four
elementary (K-4) schools: (Arundel, Brittan Acres, Heather, and White Oaks); two
middle (5-8) schools (Central and Tierra Linda); and one K-8 charter school (Charter
Learning Center). The SCSD elementary schools are currently overenrolled by
approximately 180 students and SCSD middle schools are currently at capacity.7 In the
5

6
7

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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2007 to 2008 school year, the total enrollment throughout SCSD was approximately
2,869 students, with approximately 342 or more students attending each elementary
school; 580 total students attending Central Middle School; 554 total students attending
Tierra Linda Middle School; and approximately 239 at San Carlos Charter Learning
Center. The total student capacity of the school district is approximately 2,962.8 The
SCSD are mostly operating slightly under capacity, except Tierra Linda Middle School
which was operating over capacity by 63 students for the 2007 to 2008 school year.9
The majority of students in San Carlos attend either one of two public high schools
(Carlmont and Sequoia High Schools) which is operated by the Sequoia Union High
School District. Aurora High School, a local charter school, also serves high school-aged
San Carlos residents.
In addition, Draft EIR text on page 3.13-8, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
The proposed 280 residential units could directly increase the City population and add
more students to the SCSD. According to the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR
(certified in October 2009), the student generation rate for kindergarten through eighth
grades is 0.03 for multi-family units.10 The 280 new residential units are projected to
generate eight to nine new elementary and middle school students (K-8) to the SCSD.
According to the SCSDSan Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR, the elementary schools in San
Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students and middle schools are
at capacity.11 re is a remaining kindergarten through eighth grade capacity for 340
students. However, even though the school district is at or over capacity and would
increase enrollment over existing projections, payment of the school impact fees enabled
by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) by the project sponsor is
regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than significant. As such, fulfillment of
this requirement would reduce impacts of the proposed project to less than significantthe
demand from the proposed project would be accommodated by existing facilities.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed project
used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan Draft EIR.
As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student generation rate
of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.

8
9
10

11
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Sheryl A. King, Jack Schreder & Associates, electronic communication with PBS&J, May 1, 2007.
San Carlos General Plan, Exiting Conditions Briefing Book, Public Services, December 19, 2007.
City of San Carlos, San Carlos 2030 General Plan San Carlos 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report,
prepared by Design, Community & Environment, June 25, 2009, certified October 2009.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.12 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would result
in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in the Draft
EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,13 the 25 new students generated
by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would constitute
approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the proposed
project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project sponsor would be
subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which would reduce the
impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for the
SUHSD, payment of the school impact fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to
mitigate impacts to less than significant, as explained above. As a result, no changes have been
made to the Draft EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than
significant.
14.8

12

13

14

The commentor is concerned about the proposed project’s impact on property value. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects
rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to
have demonstrable physical impacts. A separate Fiscal Impact Analysis has been prepared to
furnish additional insights about the proposed project. Independent of the environmental
analysis, fiscal issues from the San Carlos Transit Village project may be considered by the
City Council and the Planning Commission in weighing the merits of the proposed project. As
a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was prepared
for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s effects on the City’s fiscal environment
upon full project operations.14 The updated FIA determined that the proposed project would
result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.

BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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15.

Richard Haars (letter dated February 2, 2010)

15.1

The commentor states that the proposed project should be limited to three stories and that
project construction should wait until after the High Speed Train (HST) issue is resolved.
For a discussion of building heights, please refer to Master Response 2. For a discussion on
the cumulative impact of the proposed project with the HST, please refer to Master Response
4. As described on page 5-2 of the Alternatives chapter, the Draft EIR considers a Reduced
Intensity Alternative which would reduce the building heights that would otherwise be
constructed under the proposed project. Additionally, this Responses to Comments document
identifies and evaluates a new Reduced Massing Alternative in Master Response 5. The new
alternative reduces the height to two stories along the edge of the project facing the Caltrain
berm and GESC.
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Letter 16
Comments of the San Carlos Transit Village (SCTV) Environmental Impact Report
Submitted by Sam Herzberg
2/1/10

There is a cooperative relationship that existing between the City, SamTrans and Legacy
that seems to color the impartiality of the City’s environmental impact analysis in the
EIR because all of these agencies want this project to occur for various reasons. The EIR
for the SCTV project makes a number of findings of no significant impact that are very
concerning to residents in the Greater East San Carlos neighborhood. It is unfortunate
that the burden of responsibility lies with the residents of the community and not with the
city staff which should have reviewed the EIR and asked for corrections before claiming
it as ready for draft status. There are a number of impacts that need to be addressed, have
been avoided or mitigated, and a number of cumulative impacts to be objectively
assessed, and alternatives to the proposed project that need to be evaluated.
The height of this development has always been a major issue for the community when
the Rail Corridor Study was done in 2002, when the General Plan was updated October
2009, and through two years of discussions the Greater East San Carlos Neighborhood
Board has had with the City Council, City Planning staff, SamTrans and Legacy. The
proposed development conflicts with the Urban Design Guidelines for the Train Corridor
lands (Resolution 2003-79), and the recently adopted General Plan in terms of height and
massing. Why the proposed project is required needs to be 4 stories (over 50 feet high),
and not three stories (i.e. 36 feet) or lower is a major question? The GESC community
has expressed concerns and asked that this not be implemented to avoid height and mass
incongruity, shadowing, vibration and noise bounce back in our community. Our
requests have fallen on deaf ears. We know noise now travels significantly further east
into our neighborhood when the berm was constructed and train tracks were raised 10
years ago. We know bounce back noise will occur from construction of SCTV, and that
High Speed Rail is a reasonably foreseeable project that has significant visual, noise and
vibration impacts that have not been adequately evaluated in this EIR.

16.1

16.2

If the density of this development must be accomplished for this project to occur then it
should be designed to reduce impacts, or another less impactful land use alternative
should be considered. For example, why housing density cannot be shifted by lowering a
floor and increasing density to towers on either side of Holly should be really considered
and evaluated, which would not have same level of impact on our neighborhood’s single
family residences. At our last GESC meeting Legacy Developer Jesse Couch indicated
that their main concern about doing that is that the potential renters of those towers would
not want to pay high rents and not be able to access directly below ground parking. This
project is being designed for a transit users right? If that is the main protest by the
developer it is a ridiculous argument, and a minor inconvenience to a future transit
oriented renter, and it should be considered a feasible alternative, and fully assessed for
its environmental impacts and benefits. The analysis in the EIR has not really assessed
the benefits and impacts of this alternative. This currently proposed density of
development is not in character with adjacent east side single family homes, would divide

16.3
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16.3
cont.

the community more than the berm has to date (and it has), and there are other land use
options for development of this property that have not been considered in this EIR. This
City must take responsibility to shape this proposed development to fit, or consider other
options. Simply allowing the EIR to make a statement that there would not be any further
division of east and west sides because of this development is simply not true.

16.4

Other reasonable land use alternatives that have less impact on our neighborhood should
be considered in the EIR. If this size of transit oriented development is what the City
wants than a much better location is Wheeler Plaza because it to would be as close to the
train station, the City owns and is redeveloping this property, and the development would
be even closer to downtown businesses. This option should be an alternative evaluated in
the EIR.

16.5

16.6

16.7

The shadowing of residences east of Old County Road needs to be evaluated during the
winter period on an hourly basis from 12 noon to 6:00 p.m. for both north and south of
Holly because this is when the greatest shadowing impacts will occur, and have not been
fully evaluated (i.e. to 3:00 p.m. in several hour increments only). Loss of sunlight to
homes along Old County Road during the winter is a real impact that degrades the quality
of life, property values, and decreases property owners use of solar panels which is
counter to the City’s goals in its recently updated Climate Change Chapter of the General
Plan.
High Speed Rail (above or below ground) is a reasonably foreseeable project. Funding
has been approved by the State voters, Federal legislative appropriations have been
recently made, and City Councilman Omar Ahmad is on Task Force of Peninsula City
Council representatives studying the issues of High Speed Rail on the Peninsula. High
Speed Rail above or below ground and has not been included in the EIR analysis for
visual impacts, noise, or vibrations, which is a major flaw. The EIR reads as though it is
trying to facilitate SCTV and preclude High Speed Rail design options.
Significantly increased volumes of train traffic moving at high speeds are expected if
High Speed Rail is constructed.
Will SCTV preclude the High Speed Rail
undergrounding option, or make an above ground option more difficult to construct?
This needs to be evaluated. Why would the City want to approve a development that
may preclude its options unless its plans are to build above ground? If High Speed Rail
is a reasonably foreseeable project these anticipated above ground the impacts on existing
east side single family residences must be thoroughly evaluated as part of this EIR’s
consideration. It may be found the impacts are too great and that could both impact
decisions about the height of SCTV, and whether undergrounding, or a giant sound wall
on the East Side should be built to protect our residences from excessive noise. If a giant
sound wall how will this not further divide our community, and what will be done to
improve connectivity of our east side neighborhood with the west side? What would be
all of the impacts of a giant sound wall? How will that impact not only east side residents
but the future residents of SCTV?
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Noise and vibration are major issues of concern. According to the recently updated
General Plan the GESC neighborhood already suffers from abnormal 60-70 db noise
impacts, which the City considers “Conditionally Normal”. To date the City has not
taken steps to reduce the impact of train noise by becoming a “CalTrain and High Speed
Rail Horn Free Zone”. This is an action the City should take in coordination with Sam
Trans now due to current impacts of horns from Redwood City and Belmont as well as
through San Carlos. The noise analysis in the EIR was done in 2006 and is outdated. It
does not take any recent noise measurements done within the neighborhood, does not
account for any CalTrain over 25 mph, (i.e. CalTrain Baby Bullet trains), does not take
into account the possibility of above ground High Speed Rail (a reasonably foreseeable
project) and the volumes of train traffic that anticipates, and does not take into account
the impact of noise bouncing off SCTV the proposed over 50 foot high buildings that will
adversely impact existing single family residences. The entire noise impact analysis is
focused on the impact of the proposed housing and not existing single family residences
in the GESC neighborhood. Even with those omissions the vibration levels identified if
the project occurs (again without High Speed Rail included) are abnormally high and
estimated at 80 vdb which is unacceptable residents inside their homes or backyards. As
far as we can find this development would be precedent setting in terms of noise impacts
to existing single family residences compared to any similar development on the
Peninsula or Bay Area. If there are acoustical studies that have been done as points of
comparison elsewhere those noise impacts analysis should be assessed in the context of
the proposed project and it’s impact on existing east side single family residences in the
EIR.

16.8

Drainage impacts are a major concern. During the week of 1/18-22/10 flooding occurred
at both Holly and Harbor under the CalTrain tracks. Fairfield Street already has drainage
issues during significant storm events. How the addition of new impervious surface or
the displacement of water from underground construction will further contribute to
existing flooding impacts needs to be evaluated.

16.9

The SCTV project proposes lowering the parking threshold to 1.5 cars per housing unit
instead of 2 spaces, especially for 2 and 3 bedroom units. Paid parking at the CalTrain
lot and retail parking south of Holly will cause more parking to be forced in the
neighborhood. GESC would prefer that the 2 parking spaces be required for applicable
units and that no exception be given to the developer due to reasonably foreseeable
impacts of increased parking in the GESC neighborhood. However, if the parking
threshold is lowered the developer should be required to permanently fund permit parking
and enforcement for the next 99 years in the GESC neighborhood.

16.10

Public utilities infrastructure (i.e. police, fire and schools) are already overly strained due
to existing budget constraints and the proposed project will put further impacts on these
services during the 99 year duration of the project. Why has the impact not been further
acknowledged, or addressed? Paying one time mitigation fees does not ameliorate the
impact over a period of 99 years during which SamTrans has leased the land to Legacy
for this use.

16.11
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16.12

16.13

Any parks fee generated by the project should be identified to benefit Laureola Park the
closest park to the project. The City Park Master Plan has already identified a number of
improvements necessary, and 600 new residents will need to be served. A nexus between
impact and mitigation/benefit needs to be established. We do not want to see a repeat of
$1,000,000 from the Palo Alto Medical Foundation going to benefit west side
neighborhoods and no benefits for east side residents.
The crossing of Holly and Old County Road needs to be improved for improved
pedestrian bicycle safety. These improvements were omitted from the Holly/101
overpass project, and need to be addressed as required mitigations for the SCTV project
to deal with increased pedestrian usage of shops and parks as the Holly Street Shopper
located on either side of Old County Road at Holly and Laureola Parks are the closest to
the proposed housing. This will better integrate east side and west side, which are
divided north, south, east and west by a poor intersection for pedestrian and bicycle use
and safety that is already a concern will become more impacted by the proposed
development.

16.14

Landscaping along Old County Road should be four levels including two east of berm
(i.e. including trees along both sides of Old County Road), instead of two that are
identified in EIR.

16.15

The Cumulative Impact Analysis chapter is flawed and needs to be revised to consider
the cumulative impacts of noise, height and mass, visual impact, parking, traffic, public
infrastructure, drainage, and property values as described above on the existing adjacent
single family residences of the Greater East San Carlos neighborhood.

16.16

Redevelopment Funds raised by approval of SCTV need to have a clear nexus to
improvements in the Greater East San Carlos neighborhood based on impacts identified
in the EIR. We’d like to see exactly how the dollars will be used for construction of
necessary improvements which include improving the Holly/Old County Road
intersection bike lanes, undergrounded utilizes and trees along Old County Road, and
drainage improvements.
I look forward to reviewing the responses to comments raised on the SCTV Draft EIR.
Sincerely,
Sam Herzberg
996 Sylvan Drive
San Carlos, CA 94070
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16.

Sam Herzberg (letter dated February 1, 2010)

16.1

The commentor states that the height of the proposed project is a major issue for the
community and conflicts with Urban Design Guidelines for the Train Corridor (Resolution
2003-79) and the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan in terms of height and massing.
Resolution 2003-79 does not establish building height standards; however, Appendix B,
Building Height and Massing, of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines allows the
development of buildings up to 50 feet in height to the bottom of the cornice or parapet wall
and an additional 4 feet in height associated with a parapet wall, cornice or sloping roof at the
project site.
Revisions to the analysis provided in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR have been
made and are included in Section 6 of this document to further support the less than
significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds. As illustrated in new Figures 3.38(a) through 3.3-8(f) contained in Section 6, Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with
a maximum height of approximately 49 feet at the roof midpoint, Building 7 would be two
stories with a maximum height of approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8
would be three stories with a maximum height of approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint.
Additional height associated with the roof of proposed buildings would not exceed four feet.
Accordingly, the height of proposed project is permitted by the Downtown Urban Design
guidelines which established maximum building heights for the project site and no significant
impacts would occur as a result of the proposed building heights.
Furthermore, given the number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative
that modifies the height, massing, and location of the proposed project, a new Revised
Massing Alternative has been developed and considered in this Responses to Comments
document. Please see Master Response 5 for an analysis of a Reduced Massing Alternative.
Additionally, the commentor states the GESC community has expressed concerns and asked
that the project not be implemented to avoid height and mass incongruity, shadowing,
vibration and noise in the GESC community. All comments will be considered by the
Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project.
However, it should be acknowledged that project compliance with applicable design
guidelines and policies would ensure that the proposed project would not result in height and
mass incongruity, as discussed in text revisions to Section 3.3, found in Section 6 of this
document. Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of shadows cast by the
proposed project. As explained in Master Response 2, shadows would not be cast upon
residents or other light sensitive uses during a substantial portion (greater than 50 percent) of
the main daylight hours (9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the fall, winter, and spring seasons,
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. [daylight savings time] during the summer season) and, thus, the
functionality of uses that depend upon light for their operation were not considered to be
significantly reduced. At no other time of the year would shadows resulting from the
proposed project extend onto homes for any portion of the day. No public shadow sensitive
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uses such as parks or schools would be cast in shadow as a result of the proposed project.
Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.6, beginning on Draft EIR page 3.6-11, the proposed
project would result in less than significant noise and vibration impacts.
16.2

The commentor states concern for noise bounce back into the GESC neighborhoods from
train noise and construction of the proposed project and is concerned with the impacts of the
High Speed Train (HST) project. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with
the proposed project buildings is discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Master Response 3 for a discussion on reflection noise. As noted on page 3.1-5 in the
Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a
discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout the environmental
topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR.
Please also refer to Master Response 4 for information regarding cumulative impacts,
including noise and vibration, with the HST project. It is important to note that Master
Response 4 only discusses the conceptual plans for the HST project (since more detailed
drawings are not yet available) and how the effects from these plans could cumulate with the
proposed project to result in potential impacts. The Master Response does not analyze the
impacts that the HST project alone could directly have on the community. The impacts of
HST project on the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and
appropriately mitigated in the environmental documents being prepared for the HST project
by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA), the state and federal leads for that project.

16.3

The commentor suggests that another alternative be considered. CEQA Guidelines (Section
15126) requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. While CEQA does
require a range of alternatives be considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of
alternatives that should be considered in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No
Project Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR.
However, given the number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that
modifies the height, massing, and location of the proposed project, a new Revised Massing
Alternative has been considered in this Responses to Comments document. Please see
Master Response 5 for an analysis of a Reduced Massing Alternative.

16.4

The commentor suggests Wheeler Plaza should be considered as an alternative location for
the proposed project. Alternatives locations were considered on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR in
the Alternatives section. A primary objective of the proposed project is to provide quality
transit-oriented development adjacent to the Caltrain Station and Downtown San Carlos.
Although the two locations suggested by the commentor are in close proximity to public
transportation hubs, The Wheeler Plaza properties are owned by other entities and/or are not
available for development, and therefore are not feasible.
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Wheeler Plaza is the site of a separate project that is currently proposed by the City of San
Carlos, the successor to the Redevelopment Agency. The Draft EIR for the Wheeler Plaza
Project was released on November 23, 2011 with a 60-day public comment period. This
project would include 9,855 sf of commercial space, 139 residential units, 4,500 sf of
restaurant space, and a 7,000 sf public plaza. Since a project is already proposed at this site,
the San Carlos Transit Village could not be accommodated here and this is not a viable
alternative location.
16.5

The commentor requests that shadow simulations are provided hourly during the winter
solstice to identify the full extent of shadow impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion regarding shadow impacts. As explained in Master Response 2, shadows would
not be cast upon residents or other light sensitive uses during a substantial portion (greater
than 50 percent) of the main daylight hours (9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. during the fall, winter, and
spring seasons, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. [daylight savings time] during the summer season)
and, thus, the functionality of uses that depend upon light for their operation were not
considered to be significantly reduced. At no other time of the year would shadows resulting
from the proposed project extend onto homes for any portion of the day. No public shadow
sensitive uses such as parks or schools would be cast in shadow as a result of the proposed
project. In addition, revised Figures 3.3-15 through 3.3-18, provided in Section 6 of the Final
EIR, illustrates shadows cast by proposed buildings during the autumn and spring equinox
and summer and winter solstice at the hours of 10:00 a.m., noon, 3:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m. and
5:00 p.m. This analysis discloses the full extent of shadows created by the proposed project.
The commentor also states that the loss of sunlight would degrade the quality of life, property
values, and decrease the use of solar panels, which conflicts with the goals of the City’s
Climate Change chapter of the General Plan. Quality of life is not a physical environmental
issue and is therefore not a topic covered by CEQA. Accordingly, this topic was not
discussed in the EIR and no further discussion of this topic is required. However, CEQA
topics that influence quality of life such as visual quality (Section 3.3), traffic (Section 3.4)
air quality (Section 3.5), noise (Section 3.6), and public safety (Section 3.3) have been
addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that with implementation of
recommended mitigation measures, as warranted, the proposed project would result in a lessthan-significant impact related to the CEQA topics referenced. Impacts to quality of life due
to the proposed project may be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in
weighing the merits of the proposed project.
Similarly, property value is not a topic covered by CEQA. As explained on Draft EIR page
1-3, in accordance with Public Resource Code, Section 21060.5, fiscal impacts of the
proposed project, such as potential changes in property value, are not discussed in this CEQA
document. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on physical
environmental impacts rather than social or economic issues except where social or economic
issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues from the proposed
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project will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the
merits of the proposed project.
As described above, a limited number of residences would be cast in shadow for two hours or
less daily for a portion of the year. As such, the proposed project would not limit residences’
exposure to sunlight such that the functionality of uses that depend upon light for their
operation including rooftop solar panels on homes in the GESC neighborhoods would be
significantly reduced.
Accordingly, no additional discussion of quality of life, property values, and decrease the use
of solar panels is required in the EIR. However, as stated above, these issues may be
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the merits of the
proposed project.
16.6

The commentor requests that HST project be included as a foreseeable impact on the
proposed project. Please refer to Response 16.2, above, and Master Response 4 for further
analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.

16.7

The commentor states that the HST project options should be included in the proposed
project analysis. Please refer to Response 16.2, above, and Master Response 4 for further
analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project. As stated in Master Response 4, the
proposed project would not contribute to any significant cumulative impact with the HST
and, thus, no mitigation measure is warranted. It is important to note that Master Response 4
only discusses the conceptual plans for the HST project (since more detailed drawings are not
yet available) and how the effects from these plans could cumulate with the proposed project
to result in potential impacts. The Master Response does not analyze the impacts that the
HST project alone could directly have on the community. The impacts of HST project on the
proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated
in the environmental documents being prepared for the HST project by the Authority and the
FRA, the state and federal leads for that project.

16.8

The commentor requests a horn free zone, questions the validity of noise measurements and
analysis in the EIR, states that bounce back noise was not addressed, and that existing
vibration levels are estimated at 80 VdB. Requiring the City to implement a horn free zone
adjacent to the GESC neighborhoods is not in the purview of this analysis, but could be
considered and implemented by the City independent of the proposed project. The
measurements reported in the Draft EIR are valid for establishing the existing noise
environment relative to train operations. There has not been a substantial change in Caltrain
operations since the 2006 measurements; therefore, there would not be a substantial increase
in noise levels from the time the measurements were conducted. Reflection noise due to
Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed on page 3.619 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information regarding
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reflection noise. In addition, please refer to Response 16.2 and Master Response 4 for
information regarding cumulative impacts, including noise and vibration, with the HST.
16.9

The commentor expresses concern regarding drainage and flooding issues at Holly Street,
Harbor Street, and Fairfield Drive from increase in impervious surfaces. Harbor Street is
located approximately 0.60 miles northwest of the project site. Fairfield Drive is located
approximately 0.2 miles east of the project site and is separated from the project site by
residential uses. Holly Street, an arterial street that divides the project site, is located within
the project area. According to the San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street
intersection is not an area noted for flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains
experiences the same temporary build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding is
only known to occur when there is a failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in
clearing excessive flows from the area storm drains.1
As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4, according to the 1979 Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Harbor Street and Holly
Street are located in Zone C.2 FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a
flood having a one percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also known as “base flood”
or “100-year flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this
magnitude as a special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was determined to be outside
the 100-year and 500-year floodplain; thus, outside of areas that are considered special flood
hazard zones for CEQA purposes. Fairfield Drive is located in Zone A4.3 Zone A4 is an area
located in a 100-year Special Flood Hazard Area; however, no base flood elevation (BFE) has
been determined.4 However, the southern portion of the project site, south of Olive Street,
was located within a FEMA Zone AE which is within a 100-year floodplain boundary. Since
the publication of the Draft EIR FEMA has prepared an update to the 1979 FIRM for the City
of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and
FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised flood zone
boundaries.5 According to the LOMR, the project site is no longer in a special flood hazard
zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.10-2,
FEMA Flood Zone Map, has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5 (please refer to
Section 6 of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text on page 3.10-4 of the

1

2

3
4
5
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City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
FEMA, FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=1&userType=G&panelIDs=0603270001C
&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
Ibid.
Ibid.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in Response 14.6 and in
Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
As discussed on pages 3.10-28 through 3.10-32 of the Draft EIR, development of the
proposed project would increase impervious surface by approximately 32.5 percent. As
shown on page 3.10-35 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.10-3, Estimated Peak Flow Rates,
implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase peak flow rates from the
project site by about 24 percent.
Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges
to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). As discussed on
pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would require all new
drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities would be designed
to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards. In addition, a
Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project
and would be required per National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and
C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay
Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP). A drainage study would
ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention features would
be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with all applicable
regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities would have
adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, the proposed project would not result
in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity so as to lead to a significant
flooding impact.
16.10

The commentor asks about the adequacy of the proposed parking supply, the potential for
parking spillover into the adjacent neighborhoods, and a permit parking program. Based on
recent studies of transit-oriented development projects, the 1.6 parking spaces per unit
proposed by the proposed project would be sufficient to meet the anticipated parking demand
and is not anticipated to result in spillover parking demand in the GESC neighborhood.
Please refer to response 11.22 and Master Response 1 for information regarding the adequacy
of parking, the potential for spillover parking, and permit parking.

16.11

The commentor requests that fiscal impacts on public utilities and infrastructure should be
analyzed. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed
project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR
is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues
and community benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council
and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process. Although the proposed
project would require additional police, fire, and school services, under CEQA, this is not
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considered a physical environmental impact as it would not be to the degree that would result
in the construction of new facilities, as discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, in the Draft
EIR.
As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was
prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s effects on the City’s fiscal
environment upon full project operations. 6 Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR
and the passage of Assembly Bill X1 26, which dissolves all redevelopment agencies in
California, the City has updated the FIA. The updated FIA determined that the proposed
project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.7
16.12

The commentor suggests that park mitigation fees should pay for park improvements within
Laureola Park. Impacts from the proposed project on existing parks are discussed on pages
3.13-8 through 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As stated, development of the proposed project
would result in an increased demand for parks and recreation services, which could have the
potential to accelerate deterioration of these facilities. However, potential increased use of
nearby parks would not trigger the need for new park facilities and, therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.
Although park impacts are not considered significant under CEQA, park in-lieu fees would
be required to offset the deterioration of the recreational facilities within the City. Park inlieu fees, as suggested by the commentor, are discussed on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As
stated, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required, under San Carlos
Municipal Code Section 17.32.030, to pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.
In addition, the Park Facility Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (Municipal
Code Section 3.34) imposes a parkland development fee on new residential developments.
As such, the proposed project would be subject to in-lieu fees and the park development fee,
which would help reduce impacts to parks, including Laureola Park. Furthermore, the City
has recently implemented park improvements at Laureola Park. These improvements include
a complete renovation of both the tot play area at the park in addition to the play area for ages
5 to 12, and the addition of a new splash pad water feature. The new structure has a nature
look and feel, with more climbing pieces, swings, slides, and imaginative play features than
the earlier equipment.8

6

7

8

4-98

CB Richard Ellis (CBRE), San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy Partners,
March 2009. Information pertaining to the FIA can be found at: www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
projects/san_carlos_transit_village/project_overview/fiscal_analysis.ap
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
City of San Carlos, Parks and Recreation, Parks & Facilities, Park Information, “Laureola Park,” website:
http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/pr/parks_n_facilities/park_information/laureola_park/default.asp, accessed
March 29, 2011.
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16.13

The commentor states that the crossing of Holly Street and Old County Road needs to be
improved for pedestrian and bicycle safety, and these improvements need to be addressed as
required mitigations for the proposed project. Mitigation measures are required to be
implemented when a proposed project is shown to have a significant environmental impact.
The proposed project is not expected to have significant impacts at any of the study
intersections. Two intersections were identified to be adversely affected under cumulative
conditions, with the proposed project contributing to this impact. A TDM plan that would
reduce potential project traffic by at least 20 percent, meeting the City’s goal and reducing
the potential cumulative project impact to less than significant, was developed for the
proposed project. The proposed measure is identified as mitigation measure TR-2.1 in the
Draft EIR. Additionally, the City of San Carlos is pursuing pedestrian and bicycle
improvements along Old County Road independent of the proposed project. These
improvements will make it easier to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road in the
vicinity of the Caltrain Station. Further information regarding these improvements is
available from the City of San Carlos Public Works Department.

16.14

The commentor suggests that the landscaping along Old County Road should be four levels
instead of two, as identified in the Draft EIR. Under CEQA, analysis of physical
environmental impacts is limited to design elements included as part of a proposed project.
Section 2, Project Description, describes the landscaping plan that is addressed in this
analysis. As indicated, the proposed landscaping plan was developed after the GESC
Association expressed a desire to explore planting additional trees in various off-site
locations to screen the proposed project from view from the east side of Old County Road.
The Joint Powers Board9 (JPB) agreed to consider the possibility of adding additional
landscaping to both sides of the railroad tracks on the embankment, providing that such
landscaping would not, in any way, impact Caltrain operations. This review took six months,
and Caltrain and the JPB confirmed through a test demonstration of two mock “story-trees”
that trees could be planted outside of the line of sight for the signal system. The project
developer incorporated a combination of tall trees and lower shrub planting along the eastern
berm that faces the GESC neighborhood into the proposed landscaping plan. The GESC
Association also suggested trees along the eastern edge of Old County Road; however, trees
in this location are outside the project limits and may conflict with existing easements and
public infrastructure. Any additions and/or refinements to the proposed landscaping may be
considered by the City during the plan review process.

16.15

The commentor states that the Cumulative Impact Analysis chapter is flawed. The Draft EIR
discusses and analyzes cumulative impacts pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA
Guidelines. As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in

9

The Joint Powers Board is the governing body for the Caltrain Peninsula commuter rail transit service between
San Francisco, San Jose, and Gilroy.
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part from the project evaluated in the EIR. The Draft EIR for the proposed project examines
the effects of the proposed project in combination with existing, pending, and foreseeable
projects.
The cumulative impacts are broadly discussed in Section 3.1, Introduction to Environmental
Analysis, and Section 4 of the Draft EIR, Other CEQA Considerations. As stated in these
sections, cumulative impacts and the proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative
impacts are specifically addressed in the analysis of each environmental topic (Sections 3.2
through 3.15) of the Draft EIR. These sections indicate if the cumulative effects of the
proposed project plus other known, pending, and foreseeable projects are less than significant
or potentially significant. These sections also identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce
the proposed project’s contribution to potentially significant cumulative impacts. This
Responses to Comments document expands the Draft EIR discussion of cumulative impacts
regarding the HST project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the
cumulative impacts with the HST project.
The commentor lists particular cumulative topics that should be discussed. Each of these
topics is discussed in the Draft EIR in their respective sections. These topics include noise
(Impacts NO-7 and NO-9); height, mass, and visual impacts (Impact VQ-5); parking (Impact
TR-5); public infrastructure (Impacts UT-7, UT-8, UT-9, UT-10, UT-11, and UT-12); and
drainage (Impacts HY-8 and UT-11). Please refer to these impact discussions in the Draft
EIR for more detail.
The commentor also states that the document should discuss the impacts to property values in
the Greater East San Carlos neighborhoods. As discussed above in Response 16.12, above,
fiscal and financial impacts are not considered CEQA issues. Therefore, this comment does
not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed project’s compliance with
CEQA. Nevertheless, the City recognizes that the proposed project has the potential to affect
the City’s fiscal environment. Thus, as noted in Response 16.11, a fiscal impact analysis was
required of the project sponsor and information is available on the City’s website regarding
the fiscal effects of the proposed project. Furthermore, a Mineta Transportation Institute case
study of suburban transit oriented developments (TOD), like the proposed project, has shown
that TOD developments either had no impact or had a positive impact on the surrounding
single-family home sale prices.10 Independent of the environmental analysis, fiscal issues
from the San Carlos Transit Village project may be considered by the City Council and the
Planning Commission in weighing the merits of the proposed project.
16.16

10

The commentor is concerned about allocation of redevelopment funds raised by the approval
of the San Carlos Transit Village project. As a separate but companion document to the EIR,
a FIA was prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s impact on the City’s

Mineta Transportation Institute, MTI Report 08-01: Effect of Suburban Transit Oriented Developments on
Residential Property Values, June 2009.
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fiscal environment upon full project operations.11 Since the proposed project would be
located in the San Carlos Redevelopment Area, the FIA considered the impacts of the
proposed project on both the City’s General Fund. Subsequent to the publication of the Draft
EIR and the passage of Assembly Bill X1 26, which dissolves all redevelopment agencies in
California, the City has updated the FIA. The updated FIA determined that the proposed
project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.12 CBRE
Consulting performed this fiscal impact analysis on behalf of Legacy Partners, the project
developer. Information regarding the FIA is available on the City’s website.

11

12

CB Richard Ellis (CBRE), San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy Partners,
March 2009. Information pertaining to the FIA can be found at: www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
projects/san_carlos_transit_village/project_overview/fiscal_analysis.ap
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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Letter 17
SANCARLOSTRANSITVILLAGEDRAFTEIRRESPONSE

To:

Al Savay
Community Development Director City of San Carlos Planning Department
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070-3085

From: Tim Hilborn
1052 Sylvan Dr.
San Carlos, CA 94070
Date: 1/31/2010
*Please note that my comments are in bold italics.
Land Use Height/Massing/Visual Quality
From VQ-3 (3.1-4): “CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) states that an EIR’s analysis of
cumulative impacts should be based on either a list of past, present, and probable future projects
producing related impacts or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document. This Draft EIR relies on the list method of cumulative impact
analysis. A list of probable (or reasonably foreseeable) projects is provided in Table 3.1-1
(cumulative projects list).
x

17.1

If the SCTV EIR is using the railroad berm as an existing impact then why isn’t it
included as part of the cumulative impacts? Please clarify as to what impact the berm
actually is. Don’t past projects also count as cumulative impacts?

From VQ-3. (3-20). Degradation of Site and Surrounding Visual Character. The proposed project
would not substantially degrade existing character or quality on site, at sensitive viewer locations,
or along scenic roadways. For the purposes of this analysis, a substantial degradation of the
existing visual character or quality of the site would occur if the proposed project would
introduce a new visible element that would be inconsistent with the overall quality, scale, and
character of the surrounding development. This analysis also considers the proposed project’s
consistency with the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the design guidelines
contained in Resolution 2003-79. Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with the maximum
height of approximately 49 feet.

From Resolution NO 2003-79: 4.844 Incorporate the City’s "Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines" in building design as outlined in the report dated August 6, 2001. “The Urban Design
Guidelines specifically mention avoiding a “wall” type of development along the railroad.
From Downtown Urban Design Guidelines 06 August 2001 pg. 60
SITE-SPECIFIC GUIDELINES:
Required: • Buildings designed and located to mitigate impact on the view of the hills for
residents on the east side of tracks.
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• Buildings designed and located to minimize noise reflection from trains.
• Apply architectural techniques (such as stepped building stories and varying heights) to
break up massing and bulk of building.
x

17.2

The VQ-3 (3-20) section of the SCTV EIR is in complete contradiction to the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. These guidelines were specifically created to
address developments such as the SCTV. Please clarify as to why there is no distinct
height variation in buildings 1-6 as stated as a requirement in the Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines. Furthermore please include examples other than “view corridors”
and vegetation/tree buffers of mitigations for the impact on the views of Pulgas Ridge,
again as required in the above Site-Specific guidelines. Furthermore I am requesting
the above-mentioned Site-Specific Guidelines are to be included in the SCTV Draft
EIR.

From VQ 3 (3.3-22) In light of the above discussions, while the proposed project would
substantially increase on-site building height and bulk, the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact on onsite visual character or quality because: (1) the proposed project
would be consistent with the City’s development goals and vision for the site, as articulated in the
City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2030 General Plan, and Resolution 2003-79;
From Resolution NO 2003-79: 4.844 Incorporate the City’s "Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines" in building design as outlined in the report dated August 6, 2001.
4.849 Project architecture should incorporate varying heights that are sensitive to the scale and
massing of east side residential areas, and accommodate and preserve significant views.
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines 06 August 2001 pg. 60
SITE-SPECIFIC GUIDELINES:
Required: • Buildings designed and located to mitigate impact on the view of the hills for
residents on the east side of tracks.
• Buildings designed and located to minimize noise reflection from trains.
• Apply architectural techniques (such as stepped building stories and varying heights) to break
up massing and bulk of building.
x

17.3

The VQ-3 (3-22) section of the SCTV EIR is not consistent to Resolution NO 2003-79
and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. These guidelines were specifically
created to address developments such as the SCTV. Please clarify as to how this section
of the EIR could show any close parallel the above-mentioned Site-Specific Guidelines.
Furthermore I am requesting that the above-mentioned Site-Specific Guidelines are
included in the SCTV Draft EIR.

Shadows VQ-3 (3.3-3) Shadows- Shadows at 10:00 a.m., noon, and 3:00 p.m. are provided. As
shown in the figures, the greatest resulting shadow lengths would occur during the afternoon of
the winter solstice. At this time of the year, shadows from the proposed project would be cast on
single family residential parcels north of Holly Street, along Old County Road. No shadows
would be cast on these residential properties at other times of the year. It should be noted that
mature trees are extant on most of these properties and currently cast shadows within the
properties.
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17.4

x

Please clarify as to why the Shadow model stops at 3PM when there is another two
hours of sunlight is left. I am requesting a model in the SCTV EIR that illustrates the
impact of these shadows until 5PM.

VQ-5 Cumulative Visual Impacts. Cumulative impacts on visual quality would be less than
significant. (3.3-6) The HSR project would incorporate additional train tracks within the Caltrain
right-of-way, at the same grade as the existing tracks. The Caltrain Electrification project would
incorporate overhead electrification structures along the elevated Caltrain tracks, which would
adversely affect visual conditions and exacerbate the visual barrier caused by the existing Caltrain
tracks.
x

17.5

Although HSR has presented San Carlos with “conceptual alignments”, the current
High Speed Rail Draft EIR has no definite plan of where the tracks will be located.
Until there is a definitive plan, it is premature for the SCTV EIR to ASSUME and
include this as a cumulative impact. Am I to understand that the EIR is allowing this
unknown impact to serve as a reason GESC residents should not care about the visual
quality of the proposed development and its impacts? Regardless of where the tracks
will end up, it is apparent that HSR construction will have a huge impact on our
existing neighborhood and the proposed development. I have not found anywhere in
the EIR that addresses this issue. If the EIR is assuming that the tracks will be above
ground then it must also assume and address the impacts of that construction
including demolition, staging areas, impact to traffic etc. I am requesting that the
SCTV EIR remove HSR as a cumulative impact on VQ until we know definitively
where the tracks will be located. I am further requesting that the SCTV EIR include
any foreseen impacts due to future HSR construction including impacts from tunnel,
elevated and trench options.

Consistency of Proposed Project with Applicable Policies in the General Plan
From Table 3.2-2 (3.2-10) Policy LU-7.4 Respect the visual prominence of important City
landmarks,
Gateways, and destinations. Policy LU-8.2 Ensure that new development is sensitive to the
character of
adjacent structures and immediate neighborhood. NO CONFLICT
RATIONALE: As discussed further in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, the proposed design would
incorporate
elements of the Historic Depot, which are also reflected in the gateway to Downtown San
Carlos. Also, the proposed project would not obstruct significant views of the hillsides of the
Pulgas Ridge.
x

17.6

4-104

If this is the case then why doesn’t the EIR have any color photo montages of the
proposed buildings around the Historic Depot? I am requesting that the EIR include a
color photo montage so the public can get a better idea of the impact this development
will have on the Depot and what specific visual elements will be incorporated. The EIR
VQ (3.3-11) referring to GESC states “Residences in these areas would be sensitive to
substantial obstruction of hillside views.” This is in complete contradiction to the EIR
Rationale stated above. Please clarify if these views are indeed considered significant,
substantial and are truly obstructed.
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Policy LU-8.11 Discourage abrupt changes in building scale. A gradual transition
between low-rise to mid-rise buildings should be achieved by using low-rise
building at the edge of the project site. Consider the relationship of buildings to
the street, to one another and to adjacent structures and land uses, especially single family
residential. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT CONFLICT
RATIONALE: The proposed structures would reach up to 49 feet tall and would be substantially
taller that surrounding development. However, because the intensified development on the project
site is consistent with goals of Resolution 2003-79 and the General Plan for the El Camino Real
corridor, because the proposed structures would be buffered from residences to the east by the
existing elevated Caltrain tracks, and because the proposed structures would not obstruct
significant hillside views (see Section 3.3,Visual Quality), then impacts would be less
than significant.
x

17.7

Again this rationale is in complete contradiction to other statements in the EIR: The
EIR VQ (3.3-11) referring to the GESC neighborhood states “Residences in these
areas would be sensitive to substantial obstruction of hillside views.” The main
argument of Visual Quality impact due to the proposed project is based on the existing
raised berm. The SCTV EIR does not address the history and significance of how and
why the berm came to its existing state. In 1994 the city declared the views from the
residential neighborhood on the east of the berm looking west to be significant and
special. That particular EIR for the berm found three exceptions in spite of the
mitigation measures. The environmental impact cannot be rendered insignificant: a)
displacement of certain businesses along the east side of El Camino, primarily north of
Holly Street; b) increase in noise during construction; and c) the creation of a
significant visual and physical barrier and the loss of several prominent views,
including those of the eastern façade of the Depot”.
Doesn’t the above statement prove that the loss of prominent views is an environmental
impact that cannot be rendered insignificant and if so, should by all means be included
for discussion in the current SCTV EIR?
Furthermore, this was designed as a compact berm at the additional cost of 20-30
million dollars in order to keep the height down for no other reason than to preserve
the views from the east side according to Mike Garvey’s comments during a High speed
rail tour, who was the former City Manager. In doing so it preserved the views of the
hills preferentially over the view of the historically significant Depot from the east. Will
this money spent to mitigate the above-mentioned impact now be wasted by this
oversight in the current SCTV EIR?
I am requesting that this section of the 1994 EIR for grade separation be included for
discussion in the current SCTV EIR as the significance of the mitigation to preserve
the views of the Pulgas Ridge for the GESC neighborhoods were and are deemed
extremely significant even with the existing berm.

Policy LU-9.5 Require buffering, screening, setbacks or other measures for new and expended
multi-family residential and/or commercial/ industrial development adjacent to single family
residential neighborhoods to minimize impacts and compatibility conflicts. NO CONFLICT
RATIONALE: The project site is separated from nearby residential neighborhoods by the
elevated Caltrain tracks, Old County road and El Camino Real. Nonetheless, the project
developer has proposed as part of the project an enhanced landscape plan in response to
neighborhood concerns (see Section 2, Project Description). The landscape plans help buffer
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existinng views of th
he elevated trracks.
x

17.8

Again thiss rationale is in complete contradiction
c
n to other stattements in thee EIR: The
EIR VQ (3.3-11)
(
referrring to GESC
C neighborhooods states “R
Residences in
n these areas
would be sensitive
s
to su
ubstantial obsstruction of hillside
h
views..” The main argument off
Visual Qu
uality impact due
d to the prooposed projecct is based on
n the existingg raised berm,,
ignoring th
he fact that th
he City declaared that the loss
l
of promin
inent views is an
environmeental impact that
t
cannot be
b rendered in
nsignificant. Furthermoree the
“Proposed
d Enhanced Landscape
L
Pllan” which iss considered the
t major mittigation for
VQ in thiss EIR is nowh
here to be fou
und. Also my understandin
ng that this laandscape plaan
was to buff
ffer the VQ an
nd sound of the
t buildingss and trains and
a not “existting views off
the elevateed tracks” as stated in the above-mentiioned rationaale. Thereforee I am
requesting
g that photo montages
m
of this
t Proposedd Enhanced Landscape
L
Pllan be
included in
n the EIR at various stagees of growth. The city prom
mised a simillar landscapee
plan to bufffer our neigghborhoods from
fr
the raiseed berm over 16 years ago.. Needless to
say we can
n all see that the current laandscaping on
o the berm has
h no impacct on train
noise into our neighborrhoods whatssoever.
The Ration
nale stated abbove is in com
mplete contraadiction to nu
umerous stateements in thee
Land Use section of thee General Plaan. From Secction 3, page 60 of Land Use:
U

Comm
mercial/Residential Interrfaces
“A keey goal of the Land Use Ellement is to ennsure that new
w developmennt is designedd to be
sensittive to adjacen
nt uses, particcularly residential neighboorhoods. One way to achievve this goal iss
to dessign the sides of new buildding projects that
t front residential neighbborhoods to be
b compatiblee
with the
t scale and character of existing
e
well--established neighborhood
n
s. The illustraation below
showss how a conceeptual downtoown mixed-use project couuld be designed to be comppatible with an
a
adjaceent single-fam
mily neighborrhood. In this example, retaail uses, uppeer level resideential flats andd
the majority
m
of the building masss are frontingg the downtow
wn street. Thee portion of thhe building
adjaceent to single family
f
homess on the resideential street feeatures lowerr density, loweer heights andd
archittectural detaills that are more residential in character.
Portioons of the building frontingg single-familly homes couuld also featurre row house style units
with stoops
s
and ind
dividual entriies fronting thhe residential street.
Viewss
San Carlos
C
has varried topographhy which rangges from landd at sea level to
t the hilly western
w
portionn
of thee city with eleevations up too 900 feet. Thee hillsides and ridgelines that
t comprise the city’s
diversse landscape provide
p
a richh array of scennic resources and afford nuumerous vanttage points
from which
w
scenic vistas can bee enjoyed.”

Illustrrative examplle of infill mixxed-use development senssitive to adjacent residentiaal
neighhborhoods
x

17.9
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especially to address the impacts of the proposed development. At no time was this part
of the General Plan considered by the developer after numerous requests by the GESC
residents. I am requesting that this specific section of the General plan be included for
discussion in SCTV EIR as it holds some of the most important aspects regarding the
issue of height and visual quality.

17.9
cont.

PUBLIC SEVICE
Policy CSS-8.4 Evaluate through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process how
new development impacts schools, as the quality of San Carlos schools is a primary asset of the
City. NO CONFLICT
RATIONALE:
PS-3 (3.13-8) The 280 new residential units are projected to generate eight to nine new
elementary and middle school students (K-8) to the SCSD. According to the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR, there is a remaining kindergarten through eighth grade capacity for 340
students. As such, the demand from the proposed project would be accommodated by existing
facilities. According to the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR, the Sequoia Union High School
District has a remaining capacity of 170 students. Applying the Sequoia Union High School
District’s student generation rate of 0.357 for every household the proposed project would
generate about 100 students, which would be within the remaining capacity of this high school
district.
x

17.10

Unfortunately this rationale is based on extremely limited information. Eight to nine
new elementary students in a proposed development of almost 700 people? Keeping in
mind that San Carlos is well know for it’s schools and is an extremely desirable
location for families due to the high quality schools, it would be very important to look
at the other similar developments on the peninsula and the numbers of K-12 aged kids
residing in them. Unfortunately the San Carlos General Plan’s section on public
services and student/school capacity is not consistent with its own existing conditions
briefing book which states the K-8 capacity is for only 75 students total. The San
Carlos School District is currently examining boundary changes in regard to capacity
issues. Adding 100 students into one school is extremely significant. That requires at
least 3 new FTE teachers. It will also require more facility recourses as well. From
Draft 2030 General Plan Project Impacts : “Using the SUHSD student generation rate
of .357 students for every household, the Draft 2030 General Plan would potentially
add about 513 new students to the Project Area by 2030.” This translates to the SCTV
adding 20% of these projected students. Is this really NO CONFLICT? I am
requesting that the SCTV EIR describe and clarify what these “projections” were
based on and what other studies have been done in the SCTV EIR to retain an
accurate number of K-12 aged children living in medium/high density developments
along the peninsula. Furthermore I am requesting specific studies for the number of
K-12 age children living in the following peninsula developments: The Crossings,
Mountain Veiw, CA. Franklin Street Apartments, Redwood City, CA. City Center
Plaza, Redwood City, CA. The Hacienda, San Carlos, CA as these developments and
their populations will help illustrate the impact of the proposed development in regard
to school population.
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ALTERNATIVES
Section 5 (5-2) The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the building height that would
otherwise be constructed under the proposed project. Under the proposed project, Buildings 1
through 6 would be four stories in height (49 feet tall), Building 7 would be two stories in height,
and Building 8 would be three stories in height. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative,
Buildings 1 through 3 and a portion of Building 4 would be reduced from four stories to three
stories in height. Building 6 would be four-stories straight across. Buildings 5, 7, and 8 would
remain the same as under the proposed project.
x

17.11

If this alternative is even being considered in the EIR, then why have the
representatives from Legacy Partners at every meeting with GESC completely
disregarded this alternative as financially infeasible due to the loss of 40 residential
units. In this section the EIR needs to provide how this alternative was reached and
how it is either consistent or not with the developer’s financial goals. Also the EIR
needs to state the actual footage of the 3 story alternative as the developer could create
them at 50 feet.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
x

Although the SCTV EIR does not address specific financial implications of the
proposed development I am including my concerns in this response as they do have a
direct correlation to all impacts discussed here.

CITY OF SAN CARLOS
Deficits
From SAN CARLOS TRANSIT VILLAGEFISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS dated March 2009:
Net Annual General Fund Deficit from SCTV impact in Fiscal Year 2012-13: $290,077 in 2008
dollars due to increased needs for Fire, Police and other public services.
x

If this is indeed accurate than the city will be out of compliance with the following
CEQUA guidelines Section 15126.2(d)): Induced growth is considered a significant
impact only if it affects (directly or indirectly) the ability of agencies to provide needed
public services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth, in some other
way, significantly affects the environment.
It will also not align with the General Plan Policies as well. From 2030 General Plan:
ACTION LU-5.3 Review impact fees for new development to ensure that fees are
appropriate to contribute to the cost of providing public facilities and services. The
financial analysis does not examine the cumulative impacts on these services and
funding into the future. Please provide detailed cumulative impacts on all public
services so the we will have a better idea of what the General Fund deficit will truly be
in 10 years, 15 years and when RDA funding sunsets.

17.12

The only feasible way around this is to borrow against RDA funds putting the city
further into debt. Please provide specific plans that will show how the city is within the
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17.12
cont.

above-mentioned guidelines from CEQUA and General Plan 2030 without the need to
borrow against RDA funds.

Revenue Enhancements
Net Annual RDA + housing funds: $783,840 less general fund deficit. Total Annual Adjusted
City Revenue: $493,763 in RDA Funds.
x

17.13

RDA Funds are highly restricted. It is difficult if not impossible and costly to redirect
them for general fund purposes. If they are to be used for general fund purposes the
have to be used in the redevelopment area only. Furthermore the tax increment
increase over 5 years will only yield 57K. RDA funding is due to sunset in 2033 if not
before. San Carlos RDA funds can and will probably be raided by the state and what is
taken will likely not be repaid. I am requesting that the financial analysis include
specific outlines regarding how the city’s General Fund will be supplemented by RDA
funds and the costs this process will incur. Again this needs to include a timeline of 5
years, 10 years and when RDA funds sunset so the city will be in compliance with both
CEQUA and General Plan guidelines.

$920K & $830K in one time funds for SC parks and schools respectively.
x

17.14

The city needs to specify what parks these funds will go to? With this impact coming to
GESC a reasonable mitigation would be a 2nd park somewhere in North GESC? Please
provide the process and rationale if this is not an option. The 830K for San Carlos
schools will most likely end up in the Sequoia HSD of which the EIR states the
proposed development will add 100 students to. The EIR states that the SCTV will only
have about 6 to 8 K-8 age students most of whom according to the developer will be
well under high school age. Other TOD’s on the peninsula are comprised mostly of
families. Why and how would SCTV be different especially with the well-known quality
of San Carlos schools. If this is true, many more students will be put into our already
overcrowded schools. Please refer to my above-mentioned concerns regarding impacts
on Public Services in this EIR response.

LEGACY PARTNERS
Income
Annual NOI from the residential component 280 unit SCTV apartments: $5,713,535
Costs
Value of Residential Component: $107,802,547
x

17.15

My concerns about the financial analysis stem from the argument of the developer to
not accept any alternative to height/unit reduction due to profit loss. The financial
impact report does not consider the developer’s assets in relation to investors, grants,
public aid or other sources of income for the building cost of the SCTV development. If
the developer is going to leverage financial reasons for not mitigating height/unit
alternatives due to financial loss, then I am requesting all financial information be
produced as to the actual costs to the developer, and all related investors, grantors etc.
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Furthermore I am requesting projected overall total cost and per unit cost in relation to
how this development will be funded. This needs to include a profit/loss report with
projections for the development at both three and four stories (240 to 280 units
respectively).

17.15
cont.

SAM TRANS
x

17.16

Nowhere in the SCTV EIR or Fiscal Analysis is SamTrans mentioned. As a public
agency what specific financial role are the playing? Please provide a detailed report
including how much money SamTrans will receive in lease monies and other income
from the proposed development. This needs to include projections of how this money
will be spent being that this is a public agency.

SUMMARY
x

17.17

4-110

Although the draft EIR attempts to resolve conflicts and major impacts with some
limited mitigations, it falls short of a complete document that address the needs and
issues of San Carlos and all of its residents. I would hope that in light of the responses
the city receives in regard to this EIR, that it will seriously and realistically consider all
the requests and concerns addressed here and in subsequent responses.
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17.

Tim Hilborn (letter dated January 31, 2010)

17.1

The commentor requests that the existing Caltrain berm should be considered in the
cumulative impact analysis as a past project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15355(b) define a
cumulative impact as “… the change in environment which results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable
foreseeable probable future projects.” In accordance with this definition, the projects listed
on pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR include projects within the City that are future
projects, rather than projects that were already constructed and operational when the Notice
of Preparation was released.
The Caltrain berm is considered in the Draft EIR for the proposed project, but as an existing
condition since it has been constructed and serves to define the present setting. Past projects
that have already been constructed and are in operation are typically acknowledged as part of
the existing environmental baseline and not evaluated as contributing to new impacts along
with those from a project under review. As long as existing projects, like the Caltrain berm,
are operational during the release of the NOP, then the EIR considers them as an existing
condition.

17.2

The commentor states that the proposed project contradicts the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines and inquires as why there is no distinct variation in the heights of the Buildings 1
through 6 as required by these guidelines. Refer to Master Response 2 for revisions made to
the analysis provided in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR, to better address and
demonstrate the project’s consistency with the Downtown Urban Design guidelines,
including the Site-Specific Design Guidelines. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR has been
provided in Section 6 of this document. As shown in Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f),
proposed buildings would be spaced out across the project site, the height of buildings would
vary, building stories would be stepped back, and building elevations would be articulated, as
required by Sections 4.848 and 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79, Site Specific Guidelines, and
City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan) Policy LU-8.10, Accordingly,
architectural techniques identified in the Site-Specific Design Guidelines have been
incorporated into project design and the proposed project would not contradict applicable
height limits established by the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.
The commentor also requests that additional mitigation is provided for impacts on the views
of the Pulgas Ridge as required by the Site-Specific Guidelines of the Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines, and requests that the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines are provided
in the EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 for further detail. As revised in Section 6 of
this document, the EIR determined that views of the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge or Belmont
Hill do not constitute a scenic vistas and the proposed project would result in a less-thansignificant impact to scenic vistas. Additionally, the EIR determined that the provision of
view corridors between buildings and compliance with all applicable design guidelines and
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policies would ensure that the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to visual character and quality.
The provision of view corridors would reduce the impact due to the loss of views by allowing
for the continued availability of channelized views of the hillsides from vantage points on
Old County Road and east-west roads at vantage points in close proximity to Old County
Road. This would be consistent with the intent of Appendix D, Site Specific Guidelines, of
the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, which requires that buildings be designed and
located to mitigate impact on the views of hills for residents on the east side of the Caltrain
tracks. In addition, the Design Guidelines requires that buildings be separate with space
between to maintain light and view corridors and to avoid the solid wall effect for either side
of the track. The Downtown Urban Design Guidelines is available on the City’s website at
www.cityofsancarlos.org,1 or can be obtained from the City’s Planning Department.
17.3

This commentor states the proposed project is not consistent with Resolution 2003-79 or the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, referring specifically to the heights of the Building 1
through 6. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines. In addition, Section 6 includes revisions to the analysis provided in Section 3.3,
Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR, to better address and demonstrate the project’s consistency
with Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, including the
applicable site-specific guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. The provision
of view corridors between buildings would preserve views of the hillsides from vantage
points in the GESC neighborhoods, compliant with Section 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79 and
the Site Specific Guidelines. Architectural techniques including stepped building stories,
varying heights, and articulation of building elevations. These features are illustrated in
Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f) (included in Section 6 of this document), and have been
incorporated into the proposed project, compliant with Section 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79
and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. Compliance with all applicable policies and
design guidelines related to building height and massing would be ensured through design
review of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making body, as required General
Plan Policy LU-8.20. The design review process will occur after certification of the Final
EIR.

17.4

The commentor questions why shadow simulations were only provided until 3:00 p.m. and
requests that the shadow simulations be revised to also include 5:00 p.m. In response to this
comment, revised Figures 3.3-15 through 3.3-18 have been added to Section 3.3, Visual
Quality, provided in Section 6 of this document, to illustrate shadows cast by proposed
buildings during the autumn and spring equinox and summer and winter solstice at the hours
of 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of shadows resulting
from the proposed project.

1

City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2001, website: http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/
pdf/vsc-designguidelines090302.pdf, accessed on February 2, 2012.
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17.5

The commentor requests that the EIR remove the High Speed Train (HST) project as a
cumulative impact on visual quality. The commentor also requests that the EIR include any
foreseen impacts due to future HST construction including impacts from the different
alignment options. The HST project will continue to be analyzed as a cumulative impact in
this EIR. As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in
part from the project evaluated in the EIR. The Draft EIR for the proposed project examines
the effects of the proposed project in combination with existing, pending, and foreseeable
projects. Although the future of the HST project is currently uncertain, it is still considered a
foreseeable project and, therefore, needs to be included in the cumulative analysis for the
proposed project. However, construction of the proposed project and the HST will not
overlap. Construction of the proposed project would potentially occur in late 2013 to mid
2015, while the HST is not expected to occur until 2022. In addition, staging will not occur
on Old County Road.
As discussed in Master Response 4, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority)
prepared an Alternatives Analysis Report to determine the vertical alignment options within
the Caltrain corridor. This report concluded that the aerial viaduct is the only viable option
for the portion of the right-of-way that is adjacent to the project site. In addition, the
Alternatives Analysis generally identifies the anticipated height and width of the corridor.
This documentation provides sufficient information to consider in the cumulative analysis for
the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for a more detailed description of the
HST project and its cumulative impacts in combination with the proposed project.

17.6

The commentor requests that a color photo montage of the proposed project be provided in
the EIR to illustrate how the project will complement the Historic Depot and incorporate
visual elements of the Historic Depot. The proposed project was reviewed by the South Bay
Historical Railroad Society, who was in charge of reviewing the Historic Depot for the State,
and found that no impacts would occur to the depot. A visual simulation of the proposed
project, as seen looking west at the Historic Depot from the intersection of El Camino Real
and San Carlos Avenue, has been provided as Figure 3.3-9(a) in Section 6 of this document.
This figure illustrates the visual elements of the Historic Depot described on Draft EIR page
3.3-25 that have been incorporated into the proposed project in order to complement the
Historic Depot, as required by General Plan policies, Resolution 2003-79, and the Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines. Refer also to new Figure 3.3-8(f) in Section 6, which illustrates
visual elements of Buildings 7 and 8 that would be located on either side of Historic Depot.
Additionally, the comment requests clarification if views of the hillsides from the GESC
neighborhoods are considered significant, substantial, and are truly obstructed. Refer to
Master Response 2 for explanations of the less–than-significant impacts related to scenic
vistas and visual quality and character.
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The commentor is correct that the EIR identifies residences in the GESC neighborhoods as
being sensitive to the substantial obstruction of hillside views. However, as revised in Section
3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR and provided in Section 6 of this document, it has been
determined that although the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides of the
Pulgas Ridge or Belmont Hill from certain vantage points in GESC neighborhoods, these
views do not constitute a scenic vista for reasons described in the revised text. Additionally,
the revised EIR determined that the proposed project’s compliance with applicable design
guidelines and policies, such as the inclusion of view corridors between buildings to allow for
channelized views of the hillsides from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, would
prevent the substantial obstruction of views. The loss of views from vantage points on Old
County Road and east-west roads in close proximity of Old County Road would not degrade
the visual character or quality of these neighborhoods. Compliance with all applicable
policies and design guidelines related to building height and massing would be ensured
through design review of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making body, as
required by General Plan Policy LU-8.20.
17.7

The commentor requests that the EIR includes a discussion of the Holly Street Grade
Separation Project EIR. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the findings of the
Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR related to the loss of views from the GESC
neighborhoods and how impact findings of the past project relates to the currently proposed
project. In addition, please refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions to Section 3.3,
Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR.

17.8

The commentor states that the City declared that the loss of prominent views is an
environmental impact that cannot be rendered insignificant and that the enhanced landscape
plan cannot be found in the EIR. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of views and a
discussion of the Holly Street Grade Separation EIR and the landscape plans. The complete
set of landscape plans are provided in the Project Description of the DEIR. In addition,
Section 6 of this document includes revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the
Draft EIR to better support the findings that the proposed project would result in less-thansignificant impact related to scenic vistas and visual quality and character.
The commentor requests that photo montages of the enhanced landscape plan at various
stages of growth be provided in the EIR. A discussion of the proposed landscaping plan is
provided beginning on Draft EIR page 2-20. In addition, the proposed landscaping plan is
depicted in Figures 2-6a through 6h on pages 2-23 through 2-37 of the Draft EIR. In order to
better define and illustrate the landscaping plan, as requested, a legend of the type and size of
trees, irrigation plans and maintenance plans has been provided as new Figure 2-6, which is
included in Section 6 of this document. The accompanying Draft EIR text, on the top of page
2-21, has been revised, as included in Section 6.
A discussion of the four layers of landscaping requested in the NOP comment letter
submitted by the GESC Association is provided beginning on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR.

4-114

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

Although the community had requested four layers of landscaping, additional landscaping
beyond what has been identified in the proposed landscaping plan is not required as part of
the proposed project and is not applicable to the CEQA analysis. Analysis of physical
environmental impacts under CEQA is limited to design elements included in a proposed
project’s scope. However, additions to the proposed landscaping may be considered by the
City during consideration of project approval. Furthermore, the City is proceeding with a plan
to add additional landscaping with the implementation of the East Side Connect Project. On
July 28, 2010, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission awarded a $2,220,810
Transportation for Livable Communities Grant (TLC) for improvements to Old County Road
and East San Carlos Avenue. The project is supplemented by an existing bikeway grant for
$83,500 from the Transportation Development Act, Article 3, allowing for completion of
Class II bike lanes on Old County Road from Redwood City to Bransten Road. A segment of
the project on Old County Road from Terminal Way to Riverton Drive includes the
undergrounding of overhead utilities funded with the City’s Rule 20A credits from PG&E.
The project accomplishes improved sidewalks, addition of street trees and landscaping,
bicycle lane/route improvements, safety improvements at intersections, undergrounding of
utilities on Old County Road adjacent to residential neighborhoods, improved access into
Laureola Park, improved access at the train depot and at the Arroyo undercrossing, one
landscaped median and an improved signal at East San Carlos/Old County Road
17.9

The commentor states that the EIR did not acknowledge the Commercial/Residential
Interfaces goals and strategies of the City’s General Plan and requests that this be included
in the EIR. The section of the General Plan referred to by the commentor is provided as
follows:
A key goal of the Land Use Element is to ensure that new development is designed to
be sensitive to adjacent uses, particularly residential neighborhoods. One way to
achieve this goal is to design the sides of new building projects that front residential
neighborhoods to be compatible with the scale and character of existing wellestablished neighborhoods. The illustration below shows how a conceptual
downtown mixed-use project could be designed to be compatible with an adjacent
single-family neighborhood. In this example, retail uses, upper level residential flats
and the majority of the building mass are fronting the Downtown street. The portion
of the building adjacent to single-family homes on the residential street features
lower density, lower heights and architectural details that are more residential in
character.
Portions of the building fronting single-family homes could also feature row house
style units with stoops and individual entries fronting the residential street.
Although the proposed project is described as a residential mixed-use project, Buildings 1
through 5 would be exclusively residential. As shown in Figure 2-2 on page 2-9 of the Draft
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EIR, only Buildings 1 through 4 would be located across Old County Road and the elevated
Caltrain berm from residential uses. Proposed buildings would be setback from residential
uses across Old County Road at approximately 125 feet. No other residential uses are located
in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Accordingly, the construction of exclusively
residential buildings across from residential uses would not constitute a
commercial/residential interface.
Nonetheless, strategies identified in the Commercial/Residential Interfaces section of the
General Plan were incorporated into project design, such as architectural details that are
residential in character, as illustrated in new Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f) provided in
Section 6 of this document. Additionally, as illustrated in new Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.38(f), the frontage of each building would be located along El Camino Real and each building
would vary in height and articulation. Further, as shown in Figures 2-6(g) and 2-6(h) on
pages 2-35 and 2-37 of the Draft EIR, proposed landscaping to be located between the
elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road would serve to buffer and shield the proposed
uses from the existing residential neighborhood.
17.10

The commentor questions the student generation rate in the Draft EIR and whether the
proposed project would have an impact on the school districts. The impacts from the
proposed project on local schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the
Sequoia Union High School District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR
under Impact PS-3. The Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos
2030 General Plan EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update in 2012 to this report, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School
District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.2 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD,

2

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
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elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students
and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.3 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.4 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,5 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.

3
4

5

Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
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Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
17.11

The commentor would like to know why the Reduced Intensity Alternative is being considered
in the EIR when the developer has declared it financially infeasible and would like for the
EIR to state how the alternative was reached and how it is either consistent or not with the
developer’s financial goals. An EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is to make
the public and decision makers aware of the environmental consequences of a project. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental
effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are
known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Under CEQA, alternatives to a project are
considered when they would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The primary
motivation in developing the Reduced Intensity Alternative was to reduce the impacts
identified for the proposed project. As explained in the Alternatives section starting on page
5-4, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives and
would lessen the impacts of the proposed project.
A 2007 court case (Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside) sheds light on the inclusion
of alternatives that might be considered financially infeasible by the project sponsor. A
Superior Court decision prohibiting Apple Computer CEO Steve Jobs from demolishing an
historic mansion in Woodside was upheld by an appellate court. The court rejected the Town
of Woodside’s conclusion that repairing or adding onto the house were economically
infeasible project alternatives to demolition and replacement. “As noted by the trial court, the
feasibility of the alternatives must be evaluated within the context of the proposed project,”
Justice Stuart Pollak wrote for the First District Court of Appeal. “‘The fact that an
alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the
alternative is financially infeasible,’” Pollak continued, citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors, (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181. “‘What is required is evidence
that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical
to proceed with the project.’”

17.12

4-118

The commentor states that the proposed project would be out of compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126(d) and 2030 General Plan policy LU-5.3 (as identified in the
comment letter) and would like an explanation of how the City would be in compliance with
these policies without the need to borrow against the RDA funds. The commentor states that
the proposed project would be out of compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d),
which requires an EIR to consider the growth-inducing impacts of a proposed project, and
General Plan Action LU-5.3, which requires the review of impact fees for new development
to ensure that fees are appropriate to contribute to the cost of providing public facilities and
services. It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d) regarding growth
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inducement does not require a project to comply with this provision. It simply requests that
an EIR disclose potential growth inducement effects of a proposed project.
The commentor provides an excerpt from the San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact
Analysis (FIA) which states that the net annual general fund deficit from the San Carlos
Transit Village project would increase due to an increased need for Fire, Police, and other
public agencies. As stated in Section 3.14, Public Services, two public services within the
City are underserved: the San Carlos Fire District (SCFD) and parks. However, pursuant to
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a proposed project would only have a significant
impact if it would trigger the need for new, altered, or expanded governmental facilities that
could in turn result in environmental impacts. Existing conditions that may currently be
underserved are not meant to be corrected during the CEQA process, although a proposed
project could further exacerbate these effects.
As stated on page 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR, and as updated with the Final EIR, under Impact
PS-2 (Fire Protection Demand), current staffing and equipment levels are adequate at this
time for the SCFD’s service area needs for fire protection services. Although SCFD has
indicated that staffing and equipment levels are adequate, this is an existing condition and the
proposed project’s demand is not expected to substantially increase the demand for fire
services to the extent that new fire facilities would need to be constructed. As such, the
impact with respect to CEQA would be less than significant. The Belmont-San Carlos Fire
Department service contract expired October 12, 2011, at which point the Redwood City Fire
Department took over. In addition, on October 31, 2010 the San Mateo County Sheriff’s
Office assumed law enforcement responsibilities for the City of San Carlos. All of the full
time personnel previously working as San Carlos Police employees were given comparable
positions with the sheriff’s Office. However, as stated on page 3.13-10 of the Draft EIR,
since the demand from cumulative growth under the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
could be accommodated within the existing facilities for police and fire service, no new
facilities would be required and cumulative impacts related to police and fire services would
be less than significant.
However, as discussed on pages 3.13-8 through 3.13-9 under Impact PS-4 (Parks and
Recreation Demand), the proposed project would exacerbate the existing park deficiency.
Nonetheless, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required to pay a park
and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fee under Municipal Code 17.32.030. These fees
would fully mitigate the potential deterioration impacts and the exacerbation of the parkland
deficiency, resulting in a less-than-significant impact to parks.
Although the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to public services
pursuant to CEQA, the project sponsor would still be required to pay fees to help mitigate the
costs of providing additional services to the project site. For example, the project sponsor
would be required to pay school impact fees enabled by SB 50. Other fees for fire and police
services would also be required. As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal
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Impact Analysis (FIA) was prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s
effects on the City’s fiscal environment upon full project operations. 6 Subsequent to the
publication of the Draft EIR and the passage of Assembly Bill X1 26, which dissolves all
redevelopment agencies in California, the City has updated the FIA. The updated FIA
determined that the proposed project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a
positive fiscal effect.7
The cumulative analysis in the Public Services section, starting on page 3.13-10, provides
detailed cumulative analysis of impacts to all public services in the City of San Carlos. As
explained on pages 3.13-10 through 3.13-13, the proposed project would result in less-thansignificant cumulative impacts to fire, police, and school facilities. The proposed project
would exacerbate the existing park deficiency; however, as stated above, the residential
aspect of the proposed project would be required to pay a park and recreation land dedication
or in-lieu fee under Municipal Code 17.32.030. Per Section 3.34.080 of the Municipal Code,
all proceeds from the fees, penalty, and interest collected under this regulation shall be paid
into a special fund of the City, which shall be used only for the acquisition, development,
renovation and replacement of parks and recreational areas and their development, including
equipment for recreational purposes. As such, these fees would fully mitigate the potential
cumulative deterioration impacts and exacerbation of the City’s parkland deficiency, resulting
in a less-than-significant impact to parks. Compliance with Municipal Code 17.32.030 would
ensure the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan policy LU-5.3.
It is important to note that the fiscal burdens of a project are not analyzed under CEQA. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental
effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are
known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community benefits from
the proposed project will be considered by the City Council and the Planning Commission
during the decision-making process. Please see Response 17.5 for a discussion on impacts
from the proposed project on local schools.
17.13

The commentor is requesting that the FIA include specific outlines regarding how the City’s
General Fund will be supplemented by RDA funds and the costs this process will incur. As
stated above under Response 17.12, the fiscal burdens of a project are not analyzed under
CEQA. Fiscal issues and community benefits from the proposed project will be considered
by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.

17.14

The commentor would like the City to specify what park would financially benefit from the
proposed project and questions the generation of only six to eight school-aged children with
implementation of the proposed project. At this time, it is unknown which parks and

6

7

CB Richard Ellis (CBRE), San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy Partners,
March 2009. Information pertaining to the FIA can be found at: www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
projects/san_carlos_transit_village/project_overview/fiscal_analysis.ap
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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recreational facilities would receive tax revenues that would be generated by the proposed
project. Tax revenues collected by the City from the proposed project go into the City’s
General Fund and are used to fund park and recreation operations and maintenance
throughout the City. Park in-lieu fees are discussed on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As
stated, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required, under San Carlos
Municipal Code Section 17.32.030, to pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.
In addition, the Park Facility Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (Municipal
Code Section 3.34) imposes a parkland development fee on new residential developments.
As such, the proposed project would be subject to in-lieu fees and the park development fee,
which would help reduce impacts to parks, including Laureola Park.
However, as explained in Responses 17.12 and 17.13, CEQA examines physical
environmental effects. Fiscal matters associated with the proposed project will be considered
by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the discussions on the project’s
merits.
Please see Response 17.5 for a discussion on impacts from the proposed project on local
schools.
17.15

The commentor is concerned about financial analysis report and is asking for additional
analysis. As stated above in the previous responses, the financial burdens of a project are not
analyzed under CEQA. Such issues can be addressed to the Planning Commission and the
City Council in their deliberations on the proposed project’s merits.

17.16

The commentor is questioning what financial role SamTrans is playing in the proposed
project and asks for a report detailing the financial benefits that SamTrans would earn from
the proposed project. As described on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, SamTrans is the property
owner of the project site. Under the proposed project, SamTrans will grant Legacy Partners
Residential LLC, Inc. (Legacy Partners) a long-term ground lease for 6.24 acres of the 10.53acre site. Legacy Partners would develop and own/lease the proposed mixed-use and transitoriented development. SamTrans would operate the remaining 4.29 acres with the SamTrans
Transit Center.
The financial benefits of a project are not analyzed under CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social
or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable
physical impacts. Fiscal issues and financial benefits from the proposed project will be
considered by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making
process.

17.17

The commentor states the EIR does not address the needs and issues of San Carlos and all of
its residents and hopes that all EIR comments will be addressed in subsequent responses. An
EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision makers
aware of the environmental consequences of a project. As the lead agency, the City of San
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Carlos will review this report and weigh its contents against economic, social, neighborhood,
and other considerations to determine whether the proposed project should be approved as
proposed, approved with conditions, or disapproved. The Draft EIR was distributed for a 47day review and comment period from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this
time, readers were invited to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document. In
addition, a public hearing was held on February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos
Planning Commission to obtain additional comments from the community. Comment letters
submitted during the Draft EIR review period are addressed in this Responses to Comments
document.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of this Final EIR was
delayed in order to incorporate recent information regarding the HST project. Master
Response 4 includes a cumulative analysis of the HST project and incorporates three
documents that have been released since the Draft EIR for the proposed project. The
Alternatives Analysis Report, as last amended in December 2010, describes the HST
alignment adjacent to the project site. The California High-Speed Rail Program Draft 2012
Business Plan was released in November 2011, which outlines the projected construction
schedule of the HST project. In addition, the Partially Revised Draft Program EIR for the
HST project was released in January 2012 to address concerns in the November 2011 Town
of Atherton litigation. These three recent documents were used in Master Response 4 to
determine cumulative impacts of the HST project and the proposed project.
Once this Responses to Comments document is complete, the Planning Commission will be
able to review all written and verbal comments submitted during the Draft EIR review period
and the responses to those comments. At that time, the Planning Commission could make
recommendations regarding the proposed project and its alternatives to City Council. After
consideration of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will make
certain findings regarding the conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public comments
were adequately addressed. As such, before certifying the environmental document as legally
adequate, all comments submitted by agencies, organizations, and the public will be
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council. The project design would be
reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council only after certification of the Final
EIR.
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Letter 18
To: Al Savay

2/2/2010
3:15PM

From: Tim Hilborn
1052 Sylvan Dr.
San Carlos, CA
Addendum to SCTV EIR
ALTERNATIVES
The SCTV EIR only provides two alternatives. The reduced density alternative only
provides for a reduction of 40 units from 280-240.
18.1

I am requesting that more alternatives are included in the EIR incorporating the
construction of the residential units (all or part) south of Holly Street while either parking
or mixed use as an alternative north of Holly Street. Also other areas in the San Carlos
other than the direct railroad corridor such as Wheeler Plaza should also be considered as
alternatives to this proposed development.
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18.

Tim Hilborn (letter dated February 2, 2010)

18.1

The commentor requests that the EIR evaluate more alternatives. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. While CEQA does require a
range of alternatives be considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of alternatives that
should be considered in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No Project
Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR.
Given the number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies
the height, massing, and location of the proposed project, a new Revised Massing Alternative
has been developed and evaluated in this Responses to Comments document. Please see
Master Response 5 for an analysis of the Reduced Massing Alternative.
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Letter 19
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:52PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:transitvillage
From: Richard Iriye [mailto:richardi52@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 10:07 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: transit village
I am writing as a concerned citizen of San Carlos. The many impacts the proposed development will have on the
Greater East side is alarming to me. It seems clear that no one who is behind all the planning and pushing for
this project lives on the ease side. It seems unfair that the groups making these decisions will not have to live
with the consequences, and yet many families will be adversely affected if the existing plans go forward.

19.1

Besides all the issues that continue to be raised with the finished product (traffic, heights of buildings, noise, etc.)
I'm concerned with all the noise and traffic in the building process. For the past few days there has been really
loud pounding that is starting by at least 7:30. That is way too early for construction to begin which makes me
very disturbed thinking about the length of time to build the Transit Village, not to mention the loud noise and
traffic issues that will occur if the project happens.

19.2

Also, it's troublesome to know that the new multilevel building that was built on El Camino seems to be sitting
vacant and yet (you) want to continue building these huge buildings. It seems wrong that more construction
should happen and waste all these resources when buildings are sitting almost empty.
I would hope that all the Greater East San Carlos concerns would be taken into account as if it would affect you
personally.
Thank you,
Beth Iriye
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19.

Beth Iriye (letter dated February 1, 2010)

19.1

The commentor states a concern for an increase in traffic and noise due to project
construction and that 7:30 a.m. is too early to start construction. The Draft EIR discusses
proposed project construction noise and vibration impacts from page 3.16-11 to page 3.16-14.
The City’s noise ordinance governs the allowable hours for the generation of construction
noise. Section 9.30.070 of the Municipal Codeexempts construction noise during the hours
of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the weekdays from noise regulations, amended effective
December 28, 2011. Short-term construction activities would be conducted during the
exempt hours and Greater Eastern San Carlos (GESC) neighborhood residents would not be
directly exposed to proposed project construction noise due to the intervening berm. The
existing berm would reduce construction noise levels at GESC neighborhood residents by
approximately 8 dBA. The increase in traffic during construction would be incremental and
short term and the anticipated addition of construction worker traffic would not result in an
impact. As stated on page 7-5 of the 2009 Caltrans TENS manual, traffic volumes in the area
would have to double before traffic noise levels increase 3 dBA over existing conditions. A
doubling of existing traffic volumes on project area roadways due to the addition of
construction worker traffic during construction is not anticipated for the proposed project.

19.2

The commentor is concerned with the proposed project being considered for construction
when there is a vacant building that was recently constructed on El Camino Real. An EIR is
initiated when a project is proposed. The timing of the project application is a determination
made by the project sponsor based on many factors, such as market conditions and the length
of the entitlement process. The Draft EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under
CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the
proposed project. Since this comment pertains to the project viability and feasibility, rather
than the adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, no further response is
necessary.
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Letter 20
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:51PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:SCTVenvironmentalimpactreport

From: Asha Lata [mailto:alata76@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 6:36 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: SCTV environmental impact report

Asha Lata
315 Old County Road
San Carlos, California 94070
650-631-7891
Alata76@gmail.com
Monday, February 01, 2010
Al Savay, Community Development Director
City of San Carlos
Planning Department
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070-3085
Re: 54-Foot SCTV TowerWall Over Old County Road

Mr. SavayI am writing with great anger and frustration regarding the EIR and future proposed plans
affecting the GESC area. There is nothing that us Eastern San Carlos residents gain from
this, and YOU KNOW THIS!
Here are just some of the issues that we face with the proposed plan. I completely object to
this proposal an honestly can’t even believe it is on the “table” for consideration:
Visual Qualities – Loss of Views and lack of privacy

20.1

Height of Buildings – They are over 50 feet high in many sections, highest point is right in
front of my house
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Page 2 of 2

20.2

Traffic and Parking Impacts – Caltrain parking is moved south by the project. This impacts
traffic and parking for our neighborhood significantly.

20.3

Public Amenities – where are they? Bike path, Skate Park, commuter shuttle
improvements, etc..

20.4

Connectivity from East to West sides – where is it?

20.5

Noise – No data on increased train noise. We all know how badly the berm affected noise
levels and since we are literally in front of the train tracks, we are impacted the most.

20.6

Drainage/Flooding – Holly Street crossing floods, no mention of this

20.7

Financial Impacts – Schools, Police, Fire, Parks are all facing drastic cuts and the developer
is claiming only 6 to 8 kids will attend our local schools that are already so impacted that
district rezoning is needed and on what basis are these claims made on?

I deserve and demand further data and justifications on the above issues.
As well, there needs to be more clarification on the above issues.

20.8

Why is there no demonstratable data on the impact this will have on my PROPERTY
VALUE, my number one asset, my proposed ruined view of the mountains, sun, increased
traffic, lack of parking, etc. Instead this should offer us benefits, mitigations, and impact
reductions. Not the other way around.
You have the power to make this right. I like to think and entrust that the people we vote in
will do just that. Please be that person and do whatever you can to save this city. We need
you to stand up for your community…
Sincerely,
Asha Lata
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20.

Asha Lata (letter dated February 1, 2010)

20.1

The commentor states that the loss of views and the height of proposed buildings are issues
with the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Section 6 for revisions
made to the Draft EIR to better support the conclusion that the proposed project would result
in a less-than-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic vistas
and the visual quality and character of the surrounding area. The revised analysis
acknowledges that the proposed project would result in the loss of views of the hillsides or
Belmont Hill from the Greater East San Carlos (GESC) neighborhoods. A discussion of the
height of proposed buildings, which would not exceed the maximum height permitted on the
project site, as established by the existing C-S zoning district and by the Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines, is also provided in Master Response 2 and the revisions to Section 3.3.

20.2

The commentor states that moving the parking for the Caltrain Station to the south will
impact traffic and parking in the surrounding neighborhood. The relocation of the Caltrain
parking lot would involve, for some, a longer travel distance and time to access public
transportation. However, given the overall travel time for Caltrain commuters to their
ultimate destination, the extra time it would take to find parking and walk from the parking
lot to the platform is not expected to be a big enough “penalty” to divert commuters to
driving instead of riding Caltrain.1
Nevertheless, as discussed in the portion of Master Response 1 regarding parking, the
relocation of the Caltrain parking lot may result in an increase in Caltrain commuter parking
in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. To remedy any resulting parking infringement
on the residential neighborhoods, a parking program could be developed to limit commuter
parking on residential streets. The details of the program, including the costs of the program,
its administration and enforcement, and penalties to discourage non-residential parkers,
would have to be discussed with the City of San Carlos. Please refer to Master Response 1
for further discussion on parking in the neighborhoods surrounding the Caltrain Station.

20.3

The commentor questions if the proposed project will provide public amenities. The proposed
project would provide a new public pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft
EIR. The historic Train Depot building will remain as it is today and will be the centerpiece
of the new plaza. The City’s vision for the new plaza is to create a lively destination where a
wide array of public events and activities can take place. The plaza will include design
elements such as a public art, sitting areas, landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian
accent paving and landscaping, which will create an inviting new public space.
The proposed project would also provide a new Transit Center at the south end of the site.
The Transit Center will provide the same number of parking spots as currently exist (226

1

Brian Canepa and Kevin Shively, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, memorandum to Brian Fitzpatrick,
SamTrans, June 1, 2009. This memorandum is available upon request at the City of San Carlos Planning
Department. See Section 1, Introduction, for contact information.
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spaces) and will include dedicated areas for shuttles, busses and taxis. It will also include a
kiss and ride area that can be used to accommodate valet parking during non-peak transit
hours. While shuttles will continue to operate on the east side of the station, the creation of
dedicated spots within the new San Carlos Transit Center will accommodate any new
shuttles, thus reducing the potential future impact of shuttles on the east side.
An EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision
makers aware of the environmental consequences of a project. As the lead agency, the City
of San Carlos will review this report and weigh its contents against economic, social,
neighborhood, and other considerations to determine whether the proposed project should be
approved as proposed, approved with conditions, or disapproved. The comment concerns the
merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the
proposed project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus
of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues,
except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.
Community benefits, such as public amenities, from the proposed project will be considered
by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.
20.4

The commentor questions the connectivity between East and West San Carlos. No new
pedestrian or vehicular connections between east and west San Carlos would be provided as
part of the proposed project due to the presence of the Caltrain tracks; however, as stated in
the Project Description, page 2-20, of the Draft EIR, enhanced paving would be provided as a
part of the proposed project and would help tie together the neighborhood east of the site to
the proposed project and downtown. Additionally, in conjunction with the proposed project,
but as a separate project, the City seeks to construct a series of roadway changes that would
make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project site. These roadway
changes are referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements. The San Carlos Avenue
Improvements would, in combination with the proposed project, improve pedestrian
connections between the GESC neighborhoods and Downtown San Carlos. Further, the
proposed project would include retail and jobs opportunities, as well as a community
gathering place in the form of the proposed pedestrian plaza. These areas would be within
walking distance from the GESC neighborhoods and accessible via the East San Carlos
Avenue pedestrian undercrossing. As such, the proposed project would promote connections
between east and west San Carlos. Please refer to Response 11.30 for additional information.
There are several improvements proposed for the proposed project that, once implemented,
will improve pedestrian and bicycle access to the San Carlos Caltrain Station and the project
site at crossing locations along El Camino Real. For example, the project will relocate
vehicular access to the Caltrain Station from San Carlos Avenue to Cherry Street, thereby
moving all bus, automobile, shuttle and taxi access to Cherry Street and making the San
Carlos Avenue entrance a pedestrian and bicycle only access point. At the same time, it is
anticipated that the El Camino Crossing at San Carlos Avenue will be upgraded to allow
pedestrian and bicycles to cross at both the north and south sides of the intersection.
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Pedestrians current cross at only the south side of the intersection. This intersection will be
repaved to make the street crossing more apparent to automobiles and thereby safer. These
improvements will provide a direct connection with the existing El Camino Real and Old
County Road bike routes and the planned bicycle facilities along San Carlos Avenue.
In addition to these improvements, there are several transportation network improvements,
referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements, which would be built in conjunction
with the proposed project. These improvements, which include widening sidewalks and
extending bike lanes on San Carlos Avenue, are discussed in detail in Section 3.4,
Transportation, and in the Traffic Study, Appendix C, of the Draft EIR. The San Carlos
Avenue Improvements were proposed by the City independent of the proposed project, but
would be constructed as part of the development. The City also has plans to improve and/or
provide bicycle routes on Old County Road south of the Caltrain Station and extend bicycle
lanes on San Carlos Avenue to El Camino Real.
20.5

The commentor states that there is no data on increased train noise. An increase in Caltrain
operational noise is discussed on page 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not directly have an effect on the number of trains operated on the existing
tracks; thus, the proposed project would not cause an increase in train operations. Measured
train noise levels are discussed in Appendix G of the Draft EIR and a substantial increase in
the number of Caltrain operations is not expected in the future. The potential for the
proposed project to cause an increase in existing Caltrain noise levels in the GESC
neighborhoods due to proposed building reflections is examined in Master Response 3.

20.6

The commentor is concerned with flooding at Holly Street. Holly Street is an arterial street
that divides the project site into two separate areas. As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4,
according to the 1979 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM), Holly Street is located in Zone C.2 FIRMs identify areas that are subject
to inundation during a flood having a one percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also
known as “base flood” or “100-year flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk
from a flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was
determined to be outside the 100-year and 500-year flood plain; thus, outside of areas that are
considered special flood hazard zones for CEQA purposes. However, the southern portion of
the project site, south of Olive Street, was located within a FEMA Zone AE which was within
a 100-year flood plain boundary. Since the publication of the Draft EIR, FEMA has prepared
an update to the 1979 FIRM for the City of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA
issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the

2

FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&userType=G&panelIDs=060327
0001C&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
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City of San Carlos with revised flood zone boundaries.3 According to the LOMR, the project
site is no longer in a special flood hazard zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.10-2,
FEMA Special Flood Hazard Zone Map, has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5
(please refer to Section 6 of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text on
page 3.10-4 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in
Response 14.6 and in Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges
to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). According to the
San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an area noted for
flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains, experiences the same temporary
build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding only is known to occur when there is a
failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in clearing excessive flows from the
area storm drains.4
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology
and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with
all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities
would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity
to induce flooding to the existing conditions including Holly Street.
20.7

3

4

The commentor questions the generation of only six to eight school-aged children with
implementation of the proposed project. The impacts from the proposed project on local
schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the Sequoia Union High School
District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR under Impact PS-3. The
Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR.

FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
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Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update to this report in 2012, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School
District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.5 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD
elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students
and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.6 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
5

6

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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0.09 students per household.7 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,8 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
20.8

7

8

9

The commentor is concerned about the proposed project’s impact on property value. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental
effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are
known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Therefore, this comment does not pertain to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed project’s compliance with CEQA.
Nevertheless, the City recognizes that the proposed project has the potential to affect the
City’s fiscal environment. Thus, a separate fiscal impact analysis has been prepared to
furnish additional insights about the proposed project and information is available on the
City’s website regarding the fiscal effects of the proposed project. Furthermore, a Mineta
Transportation Institute case study of suburban transit oriented developments (TOD), like the
proposed project, has shown that TOD developments either had no impact or had a positive
impact on the surrounding single-family home sale prices.9 Independent of the environmental
analysis, fiscal issues from the San Carlos Transit Village project may be considered by the
City Council and the Planning Commission in weighing the merits of the proposed project.

BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
Mineta Transportation Institute, MTI Report 08-01: Effect of Suburban Transit Oriented Developments on
Residential Property Values, June 2009.
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21.

Asha Lata (letter dated February 2, 2010)

21.1

The commentor states that the EIR is more concerned about the proposed project than
current land use. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose the significant physical
environmental effects of the proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize the
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. As summarized in
Table S-2, the proposed project would result in no impacts and less-than-significant impacts
(with or without mitigation) based on the analysis performed for the Draft EIR. No
significant and unavoidable impacts were identified.
The commentor also states that the proposed project would obstruct views from the
commentor’s home on Old County road and would result in a loss of privacy. Refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion of views. In addition, refer to Section 6 of this document
for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR to better support the
findings that although the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides or Belmont
Hill from vantage points within Greater East San Carlos (GESC) neighborhoods, impacts to
scenic vistas and visual quality and character would be less than significant.
Privacy is not a topic covered by CEQA. As explained on Draft EIR page 1-3, CEQA was
enacted to identify significant effects on the environment, referring to the physical conditions
such as land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic
significance (Public Resource Code, Section 21060.5). Loss of privacy is not a physical
environmental issue. Therefore, this topic is not discussed in this CEQA document. Loss of
privacy due to the proposed project will be considered by the Planning Commission and City
Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project. Accordingly, no additional
discussion of privacy is required in the EIR.

21.2

The commentor states that project is not compatible with the existing neighborhoods and the
proposed project would result in greater separation between the east and west side of San
Carlos. Proposed land uses that consist of multi-family residential, office, and commercial
uses would be compatible with the existing uses in the east side neighborhoods, which
include single-family residential and commercial uses in the vicinity of the project site.
Proposed buildings located directly across Old County Road and the Caltrain tracks from the
existing residential neighborhood would be exclusively residential. As such, proposed uses
would be compatible with existing residential uses in the GESC neighborhoods.
Although the height and mass of the proposed project would be substantial compared to
development in the GESC neighborhoods, as described in revised Section 3.3, Visual Quality,
provided in Section 6 of this document, proposed development would be setback from
existing development by roadways and the elevated Caltrain tracks. In addition, buildings
would be spaced out across the project site and would feature varied heights and articulation
intended to reduce the mass and bulk of development, in compliance with City’s General
Plan, Resolution 2007-39, and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. Additionally, the
proposed project would include landscaping between the elevated Caltrain tracks and Old
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County, which would buffer and shield views of the project site from the existing residential
neighborhood. As such, the proposed project would not be visually incompatible with the
existing residential neighborhood.
Additionally, the commentor feels that the City does not care about the east side residents
and continues to not provide answers. Refer to Section 6 of this document for text changes to
Impact LU-1 regarding separation between the east and west side of San Carlos. No new
pedestrian or vehicular connections between east and west San Carlos would be provided as
part of the proposed project due to the presence of the Caltrain tracks. However, in
conjunction with the proposed project, but as a separate project, the City seeks to construct a
series of roadway changes that would make pedestrian and bicycle circulation easier and safer
in the vicinity of the project site. These roadway changes are referred to as the San Carlos
Avenue Improvements. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would, in combination with
the proposed project, improve pedestrian connections between the GESC neighborhoods and
Downtown San Carlos. Further, the proposed project would include retail and jobs
opportunities, as well as a community gathering place in the form of the proposed pedestrian
plaza. These areas would be within walking distance from the GESC neighborhoods and
accessible via the East San Carlos Avenue pedestrian undercrossing. As such, the proposed
project would promote connections between east and west San Carlos. All comments will be
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in weighing the merits of the
proposed project.
21.3

The comment requests that shadow simulations should be prepared for every hour until
sunset to better portray actual shadowing. In response to this comment, revised Figures 3.315 through 3.3-18, in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, have been provided in Section 6 of this
document to illustrate shadows cast by proposed buildings during the autumn and spring
equinox and summer and winter solstice at the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. In addition,
please refer to Master Response 2 regarding shadows cast by the proposed project.
However, additional shadow simulations prior to 3:00 p.m. have not been provided.

21.4

The commentor states that noise needs to be re-studied because noise from passing trains is
already interrupting conversations and the proposed project will make it worse. Caltrain
noise is part of the existing background conditions. Neither the project sponsor nor the City
can impose mitigation to curb Caltrain noise or High Speed Train (HST) noise. The
community’s desire to reduce existing noise levels due to Caltrain operations is
understandable; however, CEQA is not intended to correct existing conditions, only changed
conditions that result from a proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 3 for an
evaluation of how the proposed project would reflect existing and future Caltrain noise back
towards the residential areas to the east. Based on the additional analyses presented in Master
Response 3, the proposed project would not make speech interruption worse for existing
receptors in the GESC neighborhoods. The proposed project would not cause an increase in
train activity, would not use reflective surfaces on the building facades, and would not
introduce new substantial noise sources.
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21.5

The commentor questions how solar panels on residences will be affected when sunlight
would be blocked by the project. The commentor also questions if the City of San Carlos is
adapting the Climate Change Chapter of the General Plan and how the project fits into the
General Plan. As discussed in Maser Response 2 and illustrated in revised Figures 3.3-15
through 3.3-18 provided in Section 6 of this document, a limited number of residences would
be cast in shadow for two hours or less daily for a portion of the year. As such, the proposed
project would not limit residences’ exposure to sunlight such that the functionality of uses
that depend upon light for their operation including rooftop solar panels on homes in the
GESC neighborhoods would be significantly reduced. Accordingly, the proposed project
would not conflict with the City’s General Plan, Environmental Management Element or
Climate Action Plan. With regard to how the project fits into the General Plan, the proposed
project has been designed in compliance with policies of the City’s General Plan which
would be ensured through design review and approval, as required by as required General
Plan Policy LU-8.20.

21.6

The commentor requests that Old County Road not be used as a staging area during
construction of the proposed project and the HST. There are no current plans to use Old
County Road as a staging area for the proposed project and, thus, this possibility was not
discussed in the Draft EIR. Should Old County Road be considered for construction staging
in the future, this proposal and the effects on local circulation and safety would need to be
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department.
The San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR does not analyze the direct impacts of the HST
project on the community. Instead, the impacts of the HST project will be addressed and
appropriately mitigated in the environmental document being prepared for the HST project.
At this time, construction staging options for the HST project are unknown. Staging
locations would likely be determined later in the HST project process and are not analyzed in
this document. Nonetheless, since construction of the HST project and the proposed project
would not overlap, the potential staging areas in the vicinity of the project site would not
conflict. Commentors with concerns about the HST construction-related activities and
impacts are encouraged to participate in that project’s outreach process and meetings. In
addition, please see Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the
potential HST project.

21.7

The comment states that no landscaping would be provided on the east side of the project,
north of Holly and questions how the project would not be creating a wall structure in front
of homes. As described on Draft EIR page 3.3-22 and illustrated by Figure 2-6a through 6h
of the Draft EIR, trees would be planted along the east side of each building and within the
pedestrian pathway/emergency access lane. Existing landscaping along the perimeter wall
would be maintained, accounting for one layer of landscaping. Additionally, offsite
landscaping would be provided between the project site and the Caltrain tracks and between
the Caltrain tracks and Old County, along the Railroad Corridor extending south of the
project site to the San Carlos/Redwood City border between the Caltrain tracks and El
Camino Real, and along the east side of El Camino Real in front of the project site.
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The provision of off-site landscaping between the Caltrain tracks and Old County Road
would serve to shield views of the proposed project. Refer to Master Response 2 and the
revisions in Section 6 for a description of the proposed architecture. Based on this revised
analysis, the proposed project would not appear as a solid wall as seen from the GESC
neighborhoods, but rather would appear as a residential development with extensive
landscaping.
Additionally, the commentor suggests that there are several issues in conflict with the City’s
General Plan throughout the EIR that need to be addressed. This comment does not identify
specific conflicts between the proposed project and the City’s General Plan that can be
addressed or resolved in this response. Refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions to the
analysis provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, which have been made to better address
and demonstrate the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan policies related to
building height and massing, and compatibility with existing land uses. These revisions also
include a discussion of why the proposed project would not be visually incompatible with the
existing residential neighborhoods. Compliance with site planning, architecture, signing, and
landscaping criteria would be ensured through design review and approval of the proposed
project by the appropriate decision making body, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20.
21.8

The commentor believes that the project site is on an unstable land and requests further
clarification of the safety of the land compared to Bair Island and earthquakes. Bair Island
borders the waterfront on lands that are likely underlain by Bay Muds and, thus, highly
susceptible to liquefaction and settlement. The proposed project is inland from the Bay and
underlain by different geologic deposits. As discussed on pages 3.9-6 to 3.9-7 of the Draft
EIR, the project site in an area of Quaternary slopewash, ravine fill, and colluvial deposits,
which are unconsolidated to moderately consolidated deposits of sand, silt, clay, and rock
fragments accumulated by slow downslope movement of weathered rock debris and soil. The
type of soil on Bair Island is very different and the associated geo-seismic hazards are not
comparable to the project site. The City’s General Plan EIR contains a series of geologic and
seismic hazard maps indicating different zones of expansive soils Figure 4.5-2), liquefaction
risks (Figure 4.5-5), and landslide susceptibility (Figure 4.5-6). In each case, Bair Island is
characterized by greater susceptibility to geotechnical hazards.1
As discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.9-10 to 3.9-11, the State regulations protecting humanoccupied structures from geo-seismic hazards are contained in California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building Code [CBC]). These regulations apply
to public buildings and a large percentage of private buildings in the State. Local codes are
permitted to be more stringent than the 2010 CBC, but at a minimum, are required to meet all
State standards and enforce the regulations of the 2010 CBC beginning January 1, 2011.
Section 15.04.04 of the City of San Carlos Municipal Code provides for the adoption of the
CBC and identifies specific City-approved amendments to the CBC, as allowed under State
law. In San Carlos, buildings and their associated infrastructure are required to conform with

1

City of San Carlos, Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, October 2009, Section 4.5, Geology, Soils and Seismicity.
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the City Building Code in order to reduce the exposure to potentially damaging seismic
vibrations through seismic-resistant design.
As stated on page 3.9-6 of the Draft EIR, before construction of the proposed project, the City
Building Code requires a site-specific soils report (the design-level geotechnical report) that
identifies any potential unsuitable soil conditions and contains appropriate recommendations
for foundation type and design criteria. The recommendations made in the soil report for
ground preparation and earth work are required to be incorporated in the construction design.
The design-level geotechnical report would consider the height of the proposed project and
would contain appropriate recommendations for foundation type and design criteria for such
structures to be constructed on the proposed project site. In view of the requirements to
comply with the City Building Code, including the CBC Seismic Design Criteria, and the
design recommendations of the proposed project’s geotechnical report, impacts related to
seismically induced groundshaking would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
As discussed on page 3.9-14 to 3.9-15 of the Draft EIR, although ground rupture is not
considered to be a concern at the project site, the site would most likely be subject to at least
one moderate to severe earthquake and associated seismic groundshaking during the life of
the project, as well as periodic slight to moderate earthquakes. The Design Basis Earthquake
(DBE) for the project is estimated to be an M 7.9 earthquake on the San Andreas fault,
creating peak ground accelerations of approximately 0.63g.2 Because the project site is in
relatively close proximity to the San Andreas Fault, the City Building Code requires seismic
design to withstand a peak ground acceleration (PGA) of 1.06g. If the City’s Geologist has
additional recommendations for the proposed project, the City has the option to impose those
as conditions of project approval.
Much of California is in a highly active seismic region and adherence to the City’s Municipal
Code would ensure the maximum practicable protection available for structures on the project
site. Project design is required to include the application of 2010 CBC seismic standards. The
applicable code requirements include seismic-resistant earthwork and construction design
criteria, based on the site-specific recommendations of the project’s California-registered
geotechnical and structural engineers. The proposed project would be required to meet
stringent building regulations and a higher level of seismic safety and reinforcement. In
addition, the City has an Emergency Operations Plan which is the basis of the community’s
civil preparedness.
21.9

2

The commentor is concerned that the developers will not reduce the height of the proposed
project and that the EIR only has two alternatives. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126)
requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. While CEQA does require a range of
alternatives be considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of alternatives that should

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
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be considered in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No Project Alternative and
a Reduced Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The Reduced Intensity
Alternative considers lower building heights. Given the number of comments on the Draft
EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies the height, massing, and location of the
proposed project, a new Revised Massing Alternative has been developed and evaluated in
this Responses to Comments document which lowers the height and massing of the buildings
facing east toward the GESC neighborhood. Please refer to Master Response 5 for analysis
of this alternative. Furthermore, for a discussion on building heights and the impact to the
GESC neighborhood, please refer to Master Response 2.
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22.

Laura M. (letter dated January 28, 2010)

22.1

The commentor questions the student generation rate in the Draft EIR and whether the
proposed project would have an impact on the school districts. The impacts from the
proposed project on local schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the
Sequoia Union High School District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR
under Impact PS-3. The Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos
2030 General Plan EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update in 2012 to this report, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School
District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.1 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD,
elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students
and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.2 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.

1

2

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.3 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,4 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
22.2

3

4

The commentor requests more information about which park facilities would financially
benefit from the proposed project. At this time, it is unknown which parks and recreational
facilities would receive tax revenues that would be generated by the proposed project. Tax
revenues collected by the City from the proposed project go into the City’s General Fund and
are used to fund park and recreation operations and maintenance throughout the City. Park
in-lieu fees are discussed on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As stated, the residential aspect of
the proposed project would be required, under San Carlos Municipal Code Section 17.32.030,
to pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees. In addition, the Park Facility
Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (Municipal Code Section 3.34) imposes a
parkland development fee on new residential developments. As such, the proposed project

BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
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would be subject to in-lieu fees and the park development fee, which would help reduce
impacts to parks, including Laureola Park.
However, this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed
project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR
is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues
and community benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council
during the decision-making process. As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a
Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed
project’s effects on the City’s fiscal environment upon full project operations.5 The updated
FIA determined that the proposed project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979,
a positive fiscal effect.

5

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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Letter 23
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:54PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:SCTVenvironmentalimpactreportissues

-----Original Message----From: Jerome Mack [mailto:jerome_mack@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2010 9:25 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: SCTV environmental impact report issues

23.1
23.2
23.3
23.4

Dear Mr. Savay,
My name is Jerome Mack. I am a homeowner and resident of the City of
San Carlos, 1000 Sylvan Drive. I am writing you today to express my
concerns about the high speed rail project and the transit village.
From what I understand, the buildings will be over 50 feet in many
sections. I am not looking forward to the additional noise this will
reflect to my neighborhood. I am concerned about losing my view of the
skyline, additional traffic, reduced parking, etc... Have we taken into
consideration improving the bike paths and other public amenities. How
are we improving the Holly and Harbor Street intersections for flooding.
I know that I am not the only one concerned with these issues and I hope
we can be heard and our opinions taken into consideration.
Sincerely,
Jerome Mack
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23.

Jerome Mack (letter dated January 30, 2010)

23.1

The commentor states that he is not looking forward to additional noise that the proposed
project will reflect back onto their community. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations
interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR.
Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information regarding reflection noise.

23.2

The commentor expresses concerns about losing his view of the skyline. Please refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion about changes to existing views. In addition, refer to
Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better
support the findings that although the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides
or Belmont Hill from vantage points within the Greater East San Carlos (GESC)
neighborhoods, impacts to scenic vistas, and visual quality would be less than significant.
The commentor is also concerned with additional traffic and reduced parking. Please refer to
Master Response 1 regarding traffic and parking.

23.3

The commentor questions whether the proposed project has considered improving bike paths
and other public amenities. There are several improvements proposed for the proposed
project that, once implemented, would improve pedestrian and bicycle access to the San
Carlos Caltrain Station and the project site at crossing locations along El Camino Real. For
example, the project will relocate vehicular access to the Caltrain Station from San Carlos
Avenue to Cherry Street, thereby moving all bus, automobile, shuttle and taxi access to
Cherry Street and making the San Carlos Avenue entrance a pedestrian and bicycle only
access point. At the same time, it is anticipated that the El Camino Crossing at San Carlos
Avenue will be upgraded to allow pedestrian and bicycles to cross at both the north and south
sides of the intersection. Pedestrians current cross at only the south side of the intersection.
This intersection will be repaved to make the street crossing more apparent to automobiles
and thereby safer. These improvements will provide a direct connection with the existing El
Camino Real and Old County Road bike routes and the planned bicycle facilities along San
Carlos Avenue.
In addition to these improvements, there are several transportation network improvements,
referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements, which would be built in conjunction
with the proposed project. These improvements, which include widening sidewalks and
extending bike lanes on San Carlos Avenue, are discussed in detail in Section 3.4,
Transportation, and in the Traffic Study, Appendix C, of the Draft EIR. The San Carlos
Avenue Improvements were proposed by the City independent of the proposed project, but
would be constructed as part of the development. The City also has plans to improve and/or
provide bicycle routes on Old County Road south of the Caltrain Station and extend bicycle
lanes on San Carlos Avenue to El Camino Real.

4-148

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

In addition to the bicycle improvements, the proposed project would provide a new public
pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR. The historic Train Depot
building will remain as it is today and will be the centerpiece of the new plaza. The City’s
vision for the new plaza is to create a lively destination where a wide array of public events
and activities can take place. The plaza will include design elements such as a public art,
sitting areas, landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian accent paving and landscaping,
which will create an attractive and inviting new public space.
The proposed project would also provide a new Transit Center at the south end of the site.
The Transit Center will provide the same number of parking spots as currently exist (226
spaces) and will include dedicated areas for shuttles, busses and taxis. It will also include a
kiss and ride area that can be used to accommodate valet parking during non-peak transit
hours. While shuttles will continue to operate on the east side of the station, the creation of
dedicated spots within the new San Carlos Transit Center will accommodate any new
shuttles, thus reducing the potential future impact of shuttles on the east side.
The City Council and the Planning Commission will consider community benefits, such as
those described above during the decision-making process.
23.4

The commentor is concerned with flooding at Holly Street and Harbor Street. Harbor Street is
located approximately 0.60 miles northwest of the project site. Fairfield Drive is located
approximately 0.2 miles east of the project site and is separated from the project site by
residential uses. Holly Street, an arterial street that divides the project site, is located within
the project area. According to the San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street
intersection is not an area noted for flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains
experiences the same temporary build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding is
only known to occur when there is a failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in
clearing excessive flows from the area storm drains.1
As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4, according to the 1979 Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Harbor Street and Holly Street are located
in Zone C.2 FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one
percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year
flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a
special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was determined to be outside the 100-year
and 500-year floodplain; thus, outside of areas that are considered special flood hazard zones
for CEQA purposes. Fairfield Drive is located in Zone A4.3 Zone A4 is an area located in a

 
1

2

3

City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=1&userType=G&panelIDs=0603270001C
&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
Ibid.
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100-year Special Flood Hazard Area; however, no base flood elevation (BFE) has been
determined.4 However, the southern portion of the project site, south of Olive Street, was
located within a FEMA Zone AE which is within a 100-year floodplain boundary. Since the
publication of the Draft EIR, FEMA has prepared an update to the 1979 FIRM for the City of
San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and
FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised flood zone
boundaries.5 According to the LOMR, the project site is no longer in a special flood hazard
zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.10-2,
FEMA Flood Zone Map, has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5 (please refer to
Section 6 of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text on page 3.10-4 of the
Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in Response 14.6 and
Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
As discussed on pages 3.10-28 through 3.10-32 of the Draft EIR, development of the
proposed project would increase impervious surface by approximately 32.5 percent. As
shown on page 3.10-35 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.10-3, Estimated Peak Flow Rates,
implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase peak flow rates from the
project site by about 24 percent.
Stormwater runoff from the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system
that typically discharges to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas
Creek). As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new
drainage facilities would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos
drainage design standards. In addition, a Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage
Plan are required for the proposed project and would be required per National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and C.3 provisions of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board San Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit
(MRP). A drainage study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater
conveyance and detention feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff
rates. Compliance with all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site
stormwater drainage facilities would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As
such, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow
rate and/or flood-flow capacity to induce flooding to the existing conditions.

 
4
5

Ibid.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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Letter 24
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:49PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:CommentstotheSCTVDraftEIR;toxicwaste

From: Paul Magginetti [mailto:pdmaggine@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 12:42 PM
To: Al Savay; Robert Weil; Barb Patterson
Cc: Matt Grocott; Sam Herzberg
Subject: Comments to the SCTV Draft EIR; toxic waste
Hi Al,

24.1

24.2

Thank you for all of your hard work and the opportunity to comment on this project. I would like
to expand on my verbal comments from last night to be sure they are addressed in the EIR. It
was unclear to me from your presentation who will own the land at the site. Is this a transfer of
property from the public to private hands? More to the point, who will own the toxic waste at the
site? The EIR stated that the groundwater at the site is contaminated with toxic
waste. It also infers that "undiscovered" waste may exist. I find this an
understatement. After more than a century of using this and the adjacent property to
run a railroad, the contamination left behind poses a hazard to any potential residents
and the surrounding community. These toxic wastes, left untreated, will end up in the
creeks and the Bay by runoff or pumped there from the groundwater by City owned
pumps. Please include an analysis in the EIR of the toxic compounds present, their locations
and their concentrations. How will the current or new owners identify these known and
"undiscovered" wastes? Will these toxic wastes be removed from the property before building?
If not, will children and women of child bearing age restricted from living there? How will these
toxic wastes be prevented from migrating to the surrounding community? What are the
standards that a public agency (CalTrain and SamTrans) is held to from a toxic waste spill? How
will the contaminated soil excavated from the site be disposed of? Now is the time to be sure
this waste is cleaned up so the City and the community are not left holding the bag. This would
set a very bad precedent and pass a toxic legacy to future generations
Another area I would like addressed is the evaluation of biota at the site. The report goes into
great length as to what species are not present, but is vague about what species are there. I
know from experience that there are always flora and fauna that occupy a habitat, any habitat.
The report states that an on site visit was made in March of 2008, but the data and report by
the inspector is dated from January of the previous year. Why is this? If done in January, the
middle of winter, there is little likelihood of being able to observe the fauna there. The report
appears to have been what we refer in my industry as "dry labbiing it". Please verify that this is
not the case. I request that another inspection occur in the spring so we know just what we
have. I have no problem displacing with extreme prejudice rats, skunks and pigeons, but the
report given looks like they just went through the motions. Even an amature naturalist could do
a more thorough job. I suggest having volunteers from Redwood High School participate
to make this a learing opportunity for the community.
Thank you again for your continued honest service,
Paul Magginetti

Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-151

file://\\sfofs01\Projects\Projects - All Employees\500+\532 San Carlos Transit Village\DEI... 3/11/2010

24.

Paul Magginetti (letter dated February 2, 2010)

24.1

The commentor is concerned with existing groundwater contamination and unknown
contamination from adjacent railroad operations and requests information on the type of
toxic waste present on site, the location of the contamination, identification process, removal
process, and impacts to children and women of child bearing age. A Phase I Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA) evaluation for the proposed project was prepared by Erler &
Kalinowski, Inc. (EKI) on April 10, 2006. As discussed on page 3.10-3 of the Draft EIR, the
site’s Phase I ESA activities and components include a review of: applicable information
regarding the physical setting of the subject property; available historical information
regarding development and use of the subject property and surrounding are; the results of a
search of regulatory agency databases that identified reported chemical use and release sites
at the subject property and surrounding areas; publicly available records for the subject
property and adjoining properties at the County of San Mateo Health Services Agency
(CSMHSA), South County Fire Authority (SCFA), and City of San Carlos Building
Department (SCBD); and a site reconnaissance of the subject property on March 9, 2006.
As discussed on page 3.10-8 of the Draft EIR, a Phase I ESA found that historic land uses on
the project site have resulted in soil and groundwater contamination with primarily total
petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd) and total petroleum hydrocarbons as gas (TPHg).
The Phase I ESA noted that concentrations ranged from “not detected” to 2,700 micrograms
per liter (ug/L) TPHd and “not detected” to 14,000 ug/L TPHg.1 Groundwater evaluated at
one site also measured 340 ug/L of Methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE), and one site
measured 340 ug/L of benzene.2 Although the known contaminated sites have received
closure notices from the San Mateo County Health Services Agency (SMCHSA), both soil
and groundwater contamination remain and some of the closed sites require SMCHSA
notification prior to any redevelopment. Additionally, given historic land use, the Phase I
ESA indicated that unidentified contamination with TPH, MTBE, and benzene is suspected
within many areas of the project site and underlying groundwater. Furthermore, as discussed
on pages 3.11-3 to 3.11-5 of the Draft EIR, potential on-site hazardous materials includes
asbestos, lead arsenate, heavy metal, gasoline, and herbicides/agricultural chemicals that
could have resulted from past uses, including railroad operations.

Since the publication of the Draft EIR, a Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by West
Environmental Services & Technology in March 2010, which provides a more detailed
investigation of the existing contamination at the project site. The SMP details procedures
and protocols to be implemented during the proposed project’s development activities to
address residual petroleum hydrocarbon and VOCs in soil, soil gas, and groundwater. The
 
1

2

Erler & Kalinowski, Inc. (EKI), 2006, Memorandum: Preliminary Findings of Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment and General Recommendations for Further Investigations; Property Located East of El Camino
Real, Between Cherry Street and Oak Street in San Carlos, California, Prepared for Legacy Partners
Residential, LLC, April 10, 2009.
Ibid.
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SMP includes a description of the site; a summary of investigations; a Conceptual Site Model
(CSM); an evaluation of site conditions; and soil and groundwater management protocols to
be used during site development activities. The SMP provides information on excavation,
handling, and disposal of the soil from the project site. In order to update the information
provided in the Draft EIR, the following text edits have been made to the Section 3.11,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Furthermore, the SMP has been added to the Draft EIR as
Appendix N.
The Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.11-5, starting at the second full paragraph after the
bullets, is revised as follows:
Site Management Plan
A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by West Environmental Services &
Technology in March 2010 on behalf of the San Mateo County Transit District, the
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and Legacy Partners Residential, LLC. The SMP
was reviewed under the oversight of the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board (CRWQCB) San Francisco Bay Region Resolution No. 92-49. The SMP details
procedures and protocols to be implemented in order to address the residual petroleum
hydrocarbon and the volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil, soil gas, and
groundwater at the project site. The SMP includes a description of the site; a summary of
investigations; a Conceptual Site Model (CSM); an evaluation of project site conditions;
and soil and groundwater management protocols to be used during project development
activities. In addition, the SMP provides information on excavation, handling, and
disposal of the soil from the project site.
According to the SMP, residual petroleum hydrocarbons and VOCs are present in the
project site soil and groundwater due to the previous on-site and/or off-site uses. The
following provides the findings of the laboratory analysis of soil samples, soil gas
samples and groundwater samples from the project site:
•

The laboratory analysis of the soil samples revealed that the chemicals from
the project site are not present in soil above health-based screening levels and
only diesel (TPHd) and xylenes remain in the soil above groundwater
protection screening levels. The following are the findings of the SMP:
o

Lead was reported up to 45 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) on the
northern portion of the project site and up to 16.5 mg/kg on the
southern portion of the project site. This is below the California
Environmental Protection Agency’s current residential California
Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) of 80 mg/kg.

o

Arsenic was reported up to 2.85 mg/kg on the northern portion of the
project site and up to 3.79 mg/kg on the southern portion of the
project site.
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•

•

o

Benzene was reported ranging from 1.49 milligrams per kilogram
(ȝg/kg) to 1.52 ȝg/kg on the project site which is below the Regional
Board groundwater protection environmental screening level (ESL)
of 44 ȝg/kg.

o

Toluene and ethyl benzene were reported up to 270 ȝg/kg and 1,400
ȝg/kg respectively on the project site, which are below their
respective Regional Board groundwater protection ESLs of 2,900
ȝg/kg and 3,300 ȝg/kg.

o

Gasoline (TPHg) were detected on the northern portion of the project
site between 340 mg/kg and 1,600 mg/kg, which is above the
Regional Board’s groundwater protection ESL of 83 mg/kg.

o

Xylenes were reported up to 15,000 ȝg/kg on the project site which
is above the Regional Board groundwater protection ESL of 2,300
ȝg/kg.

The laboratory analysis of the soil gas samples revealed that chemicals are
not present at the project site at concentrations above screening levels for
protection of indoor air for commercial workers at ground level based on the
comparative analysis between the soil gas sample analytical results and the
applicable screening levels, the soil. The results of the laboratory analysis are
the following:
o

Trichloroethene (TCE) and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) were
reported up to 68.7 micrograms per cubic meter (ȝg/m3) and up to
26.2 ȝg/m3 on the project site, which are below their respective
commercial indoor air protection CHHSLs for future buildings of
4,400 ȝg/m3 and 120,000 ȝg/m3.

o

Benzene was reported up to 36.0 ȝg/m3 on the project site, which is
below its commercial indoor air protection CHHSL for future
buildings of 280 ȝg/m3.

o

Toluene was not reported samples up to 36.0 ȝg/m3 on the project
site, which is below its commercial indoor air protection CHHSL for
future buildings of 890,000 ȝg/m3.

o

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was reported up to 1,410 ȝg/m3 on the
project site, which are below the commercial indoor air protection
CHHSL for future buildings of 1,600 ȝg/m3.

The following are the findings of the laboratory analysis of the groundwater
samples collected from the project site:
o
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Benzene was reported up to 0.64 micrograms per liter (ȝg/l) in the
groundwater samples collected from monitoring wells at the project
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site which is below its maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 1.0
ȝg/l.
o

Isopropyl benzene, n-propyl benzene, tert-butyl benzene, sec-butyl
benzene, and n-butyl benzene were reported in the groundwater
sample collected at the concentrations of 48.8 ȝg/l, 163 ȝg/l, 13.2
ȝg/l, 1.17 ȝg/l and 27.4 ȝg/l respectively on the project site, which
are below their respective California notification levels of 770 ȝg/l,
260 ȝg/l, 260 ȝg/l, 260 ȝg/l, and 260 ȝg/l.

o

Laboratory analysis of the groundwater samples collected on the
southern portion of the project site did not reveal DCE, benzene,
ethyl benzene or other petroleum-related VOCs above their
respective water quality objectives. However, on the northern portion
of the project site, DCE was reported up to 2.29 ȝg/l, which is below
its MCL of 6.0 ȝg/l; Ethyl benzene was reported up to 14.3 ȝg/l,
which is below its taste and odor threshold of 29 ȝg/l; and Petroleum
hydrocarbons was detected with TPHd of up to 207 mg/l and TPHg
of up to 28.5 mg/l, which is above the taste and odor threshold of
0.100 mg/l.

o

PCE and TCE were found up to 33.6 ȝg/l and up to 6.23 ȝg/l on the
project site, which is above their MCL of 5.0 ȝg/l. PCE and TCE
have been detected to be migrating to the project site in the
groundwater from upgradient offsite sources.

In summary, the SMP determined that based on the current and anticipated uses the soil
or soil gas conditions found at the project site would not represent a threat to human
health. However, with the excavation of approximately 25,000 cubic yards of soil
anticipated during project construction, future construction workers have the potential to
be exposed to soil containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above their groundwater
protection screening levels. As such, the SMP outlines soil management procedures to
address health and safety of contractors during work; provide for proper handling and
disposition of the excavated soil; and reduce the potential for ongoing contributions of
petroleum hydrocarbons to groundwater. In addition to contaminated soil, groundwater
containing TPHd, TPHg, and VOCs above applicable water quality standards may be
encountered during construction activities. Should contaminated groundwater be
encountered during excavation, the removal, treatment, and disposal of the extracted
groundwater in accordance with applicable requirements would be necessary. A copy of
the SMP is included as Appendix N.
The Draft EIR, Impact HM-3, page 3.11-15, starting at the third paragraph, is revised as
follows:
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In addition, the SMP investigation determined that the soil or soil gas conditions at the
project site would not represent a threat to human health; except to the future construction
workers during the project construction. The SMP investigations indicated that during
construction activities soil containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above their groundwater
protection screening levels would be encountered. However, considering the closure of
these contamination contributing sites by the San Mateo County Health Services Agency
(SMCHSA), it does not appear that active remedial measures are necessary to address the
residual petroleum hydrocarbons. Nevertheless, due to the extent of excavation that
would be conducted for the proposed project, soil containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes
above applicable screening levels would need to be removed. In addition, groundwater
containing TPHd, TPHg, VOCs above applicable water quality standards may be
encountered during construction activities.
Any groundwater or soil contamination at the project site would require remediation prior to
the construction of the proposed project per local, State, and federal regulations. As
discussed on page 3.11-15 of the Draft EIR, adherence to all local, State, and federal
regulations and implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-3.1 would ensure that
contaminated soils containing hazardous materials would be remediated prior to construction
of the proposed project. Appropriate agencies shall be notified and, if needed, a Site Health
and Safety Plan that meets Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements shall
be prepared and in place prior to commencement of work in any contaminated area.
The Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure HM-3.1, page 3.11-15 is revised as follows:
HM-3.1
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Prepare and Implement Phase II Assessment and Risk Management
Plan. In the event that previously unknown or unidentified soil and/or
groundwater contamination that could present a threat to human health or
the environment is encountered during construction on the project site,
construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the contamination
shall cease immediately. A qualified environmental specialist (e.g., a
licensed Professional Geologist [PG], a licensed Professional Engineer
[PE] or similarly qualified individual) shall conduct an investigation to
identify and to determine the level of soil and/or groundwater
contamination. If contamination is encountered, a Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted and a Risk
Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented that (1) identifies
the contaminants of concern and the potential risk each contaminant
would pose to human health and the environment during construction
and post-development and (2) describes measures to be taken to protect
workers, and the public from exposure to potential site hazards. Such
measures could include a range of options, including, but not limited to,
physical site controls during construction, remediation, long-term
monitoring, post-development maintenance or access limitations, or
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some combination thereof. Depending on the nature of contamination, if
any, appropriate agencies shall be notified (e.g., Belmont-San Carlos Fire
Department). If needed, a Site Health and Safety Plan that meets
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements shall be
prepared and in place prior to commencement of work in any
contaminated area.
In addition, the Draft EIR text was revised on page 3.11-18 to include a new mitigation
measure, as follows:
HM-3.2

Implement the Site Management Plan. The Site Management Plan
prepared for the proposed project shall be implemented in order to
properly control and manage any exposures to the contaminated soil and
groundwater. As required, all construction personnel shall adhere to the
soil and groundwater management protocols of the Site Management
Plan.

Incorporation of Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 would ensure that the SMP would be
implemented and adhered to by the construction personnel for identified contamination at the
project site. The SMP provides soil and groundwater management protocols which include
but are not limited to contractor qualification, site control, excavation procedures, soil
handing, soil disposal, import material characterization, control of construction water, and
construction dewatering discharge for the proposed project. These measures would ensure the
protection of construction workers as well as children, women, and surrounding communities.
Specifically, the protocol for disposing of contaminated soil would include the following:
•

The sample data generated during the 2009 investigations will be used to characterize
and pre-profile the excavated soil for disposal at appropriate disposal facilities. Soil
containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above their applicable screening levels will be
transported offsite for disposal to an appropriate Class II or III waste management
unit. In the event that previously uncharacterized materials are observed in soil
during the excavation activities, samples will be collected and analyzed. If additional
soil is characterized as hazardous waste (e.g., listed or contains chemical
concentrations above levels permitted for disposal at a Class II waste management
unit), the soil will be transported offsite for disposal at an appropriately permitted
Class I waste management unit.

•

While it is not anticipated that excavated soil will be stockpiled, in the case where
stockpiling is required, the following procedures will be used. The soil stockpiles will
not exceed 500 cubic yards each, with a total volume of less than 2,000 cubic yards,
and will not be greater than 10 feet in height. The soil stockpiles will be covered with
plastic sheeting to control emissions. Stockpiled areas will also be bermed to prevent
storm water erosion and/or runoff. Uncovered stockpiles will be watered pursuant to
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dust control requirements to minimize airborne particulate emissions. The berms
surrounding the stockpiled area will be inspected and maintained when the stockpiles
are uncovered and water is applied for dust control. Any portions of the stockpile not
being actively worked on during a given day will remain covered with plastic
sheeting. Plastic sheeting will be held in place by tires, concrete or other appropriate
weighted material. Excavations, stockpiles and inactive work areas will be inspected
regularly to assess the potential for dust and odor generation. Stockpiles will be
inspected daily for proper cover as required by BAAQMD Rule 8 Regulation 40.
•

The excavated soil will be direct loaded for offsite disposal. Non-hazardous soils will
be transported offsite using licensed transporters and appropriate bills of lading.
Hazardous wastes will be manifested offsite on Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifests
in accordance with regulatory requirements. It is expected that the excavated soil will
be segregated and disposed at Class II and/or Class III waste management facilities.
Appropriately, designated and licensed trucks will be used to convey the soil from
the Site to the disposal facilities. A log sheet will be maintained that documents the
date, time, estimated volume, waste/material, trucking company, driver, and vehicles
used for the trip. The log will also document the decontamination procedures of the
trucks. Log sheets will be kept at the Site. In addition, copies of bills-of-lading,
analytical results representing the load, hazardous waste manifests (as appropriate),
route maps and directions, emergency instructions and contacts will be carried with
each load leaving the Site.

Transportation or disposal of any hazards or hazardous materials would be required to
comply with existing law and regulations. As discussed on pages 3.11-12 to 3.11-13 of the
Draft EIR, the transport of hazardous materials is required to comply with the U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Office of Hazardous Materials Safety, as described
in Title 40, 42, 45, and 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, and implemented by Title 17,
19, and 27 of the CCR. In addition, the disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by local,
State, and federal regulations as identified on pages 3.11-5 to 3.11-9 of the Draft EIR.
Compliance with existing laws and regulations would ensure transportation of and disposal of
any hazards or hazardous materials would be less than significant.
24.2

The commentor is concerned over when the biological site surveys occurred. The
information presented in Section 3.8, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR is based on site
visits by a PBS&J biologist on March 26, 2008, and searches of the California Department of
Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB),3 the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species List,4 and California Native Plant Society’s Electronic

 
3

4

California Department of Fish and Game, RareFind (Commercial Version) – California Natural Diversity
Database, version 3.1.0, August 30, 2009 update, USGS San Mateo 7.5-minute quadrangle.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Program: Species List, Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, March 2008.
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Inventory database (CNPS).5 In addition, the section relies on information contained in the
Legacy Caltrain Biotic Evaluation (biological technical report for the project site), prepared
by Live Oak Associates, Inc., in January 2007, and the Completed Tree Inventory Report, San
Carlos Transit Village (arborist report for the project site), prepared by Horticultural
Associates, in March 2008.
While the biological report was prepared in January 2007 by Live Oak Associates, Inc., the
site survey in March 2008 by a PBS&J biologist, along with the database and inventory
searches, updated the previous 2007 reconnaissance. As presented in Table 3.8-1, SpecialStatus Species Potentially Occurring within the Vicinity of the San Carlos Transit Village,
page 3.8-3 of the Draft EIR, there are 41 sensitive plant and wildlife species, and two
sensitive habitats reported in the proposed project vicinity and none of these species or
habitats are present within the project site. Given that two site visits and two database
searches were performed for the proposed project and that the project site is located in an
urbanized area within the City of San Carlos, the project site is not expected to support any
biological species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status regulated in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG and/or the USFWS. As such,
additional site visits are unwarranted and the biological resources reporting in the EIR is
adequate.

 
5

California Native Plant Society, Inventory of rare and endangered plants of California (v6-05a 1-09-05), Rare
Plant Scientific Advisory Committee, David P. Tibor, convening ed. California Native Plant Society,
Sacramento, March 2008.
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Letter 25

Paul Magginetti
1023 Springfield Drive
San Carlos, CA 94070

March 11, 2010
Al Savay, Community Development Director
City of San Carlos
Planning Department
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070-3085
Dear Al Savay and members of the Planning Commission:
I am writing to express my concern regarding the incomplete nature of the San Carlos Transit Village
Draft EIR. Many of the conclusions have the appearance of opinion unsupported by the evidence.
Significant impacts are not mentioned and mitigation measures are not considered. Please address
the specific areas listed below:

25.1
25.2

25.3

1. Project Overview. Eminent related projects are not included. Why is this?
2. Project Location. No mention is made of Harbor Boulevard as a regional access to the project site.
Why was this access omitted? This street can and should be used to reduce impacts on other
arterial streets.
3. Project Objectives. The objectives stated are crucial to the context in which the impacts are
evaluated. Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. has stated that profits from this project will be
used to offset costs of the San Carlos Avenue Improvements project. Why is this objective not
stated in the EIR? Why are these two projects not evaluated as a single project, since they are so
inextricably linked? This project puts SamTrans in the Real Estate business. Is this also an
objective? This is not what SamTrans was created for. Please find out if this is an objective for
SamTrans and CalTrain. This sets a tremendous precedent.
i.

How exactly will this project benefit the community? This objective is not adequately
described. Why are the public gathering places referred to not part of the plan? Please
describe these benefits in more detail in the objectives so we can verify what is
promised.

ii.

The objective of increasing ridership can be achieved without including housing of such
high density. The planned public and private spaces that would achieve this objective
are not included. There is no credible evidence that ridership will increase at all. Why
do the facts in this report not support this objective? Please provide evidence that this
project will do more than profit the developer through the use of public land.

iii.

The housing created is still very auto-dependent. In fact, the data in the report shows
that very significant traffic and parking problems will be created. How exactly will this
housing not depend on automobiles? How can this be a goal, but a viable alternative
with lower density and reduced parking is rejected as unfeasible? The real reason for
rejecting this alternative is financial and as such the conclusion should be removed from
this EIR report.

iv.

Why does the City of San Carlos not document that the San Carlos Avenue
Improvements project is one of the objectives? If not an objective, why does the
developer insist that it constrains this project?

25.4

25.5

25.6

25.7

4. Existing Setting
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25.8

i.

Holly Street is incorrectly described as a four-lane arterial street. Please correct this
error.

25.9

ii.

Where are the mature trees along Holly Street and along the Caltrain tracks located?
Are these within the project site? If not, what do they have to do with the project?
Which heritage trees are planned for removal?

5. Proposed Development
i.

Entitlements: Why is rezoning of the entire Railroad Corridor necessary for this project,
especially if no new development is forseen? How will this rezoning impact other
projects? Specifically, how will this rezoning impact the High Speed Rail project? Please
explain how this rezoning does not conflict with the High Speed Rail project. What are the
environmental implications in the EIR for the 2030 General Plan that this plan is described
as having in common? By what logic does this coincidence render these effects
insignificant?

ii.

Development Program and Site Plan: The plan describes the eight buildings set in a row
with a maximum height of 49 feet. The actual plans do not reflect this description. Why is
this? For example, the maximum building height in the plans is 53 feet, not 49 feet. The
maximum depth of the parking garages will be 10.5 feet below ground level, below the
water table. With ocean levels predicted to rise, how will these garages and building
foundations remain safe to use? Please revise the EIR to accurately match the submitted
plan and revise impacts accordingly.

iii.

Will the swimming pool be include in the public amenities? If not, how does this
component support the plan objectives? How are the impacts on energy and water
resources justified? Is this wasteful use of resources included in the impact calculations?
Is there a spa and sauna too? Can I get fries with that?

iv.

Why are seven driveways needed for vehicle access to a project represented to be not
depend on automobiles? This will have an excessive impact on traffic along El Camino
and elsewhere. Why were fewer driveways not considered?

v.

Increased impervious surface will increase the likelihood of underpass flooding, garages
will serve as underwater dams changing groundwater flow and the buildings themselves
will funnel afternoon winds down Old County Road. Winds passing over the buildings will
cause turbulent winds in their wake to the East. Why were these impacts not considered?
How does this project propose to mitigate these impacts? Why is this project even
considered within a special flood hazard area and high water table?

vi.

Thirty months of construction is extremely long. Why will this take so long? How will this
project affect the length of time needed for High Speed Rail construction? Please
research linking this project with High Speed Rail so engineering can happen concurrently
and overall impact of construction disruption can be minimized.

vii.

Why is no approval needed from SamTrans and the Joint Powers Board? These are
publicly held lands being used for private use and profit. How is it that public approval and
oversight rules do not apply?

25.10

25.11

25.12

25.13

25.14

25.15

25.16

25.17

6. Impacts: The conclusions reached are based largely on data that is subjective, outdated and onesided. It resembles a book report more than it does an analysis based on accurate fact.
Conclusions reached conflict with each other using findings of insubstantial adverse change that
are biased to favor the developer.
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i.

LU-1: This project does divide an existing community. The resulting increased traffic and
population density will make getting from East to West San Carlos untenable and
undesirable, effectively permanently dividing the two parts of the city and depriving East
side residents of access to goods and services. The mitigating measures in the
Transportation element, though inadequate, point to this flaw in logic and common sense.
Lower project density should be studied as well as increasing goods and services
business opportunities and improved pedestrian access to bring the city together, not split
it in half.

ii.

LU-1: This project does divide an existing community. The resulting increased traffic and
population density will make getting from East to West San Carlos untenable and
undesirable, effectively permanently dividing the two parts of the city and depriving East
side residents of access to goods and services. The mitigating measures in the
Transportation element, though inadequate, point to this flaw in logic and common sense.
Lower project density should be studied as well as increasing goods and services
business opportunities and improved pedestrian access to bring the city together, not split
it permanently in half. Are these all of the mitigating measures proposed?

iii.

LU-2: This project does conflict with the General Plan, among them the Climate Action
Plan. The greenhouse gases produced do not account for the increasing idling cars stuck
in traffic. A resulting net loss in train ridership could make this problem worse. Have the
preparers of this report considered the new General Plan? It is not evident in the data
presented in this draft. A more thorough comparison by another party should be
considered.

iv.

LU-6: Mitigations for conflict with the Climate Action Plan are inadequate. Lower project
density should be implemented, such as in the Alternative Plan. Have energy offset
subsidies to surrounding communities been considered as a mitigation measure?
Inclusion of a swimming pool and fountains are a wasteful use of water. Consider water
recycling and gray water use subsidies to surrounding communities as mitigation
measures.

v.

LU-8.11, LU-9.9: This project does create an abrupt change to the single family dwellings
to the West and East. Why is the actual plan of these buildings higher than stated in the
EIR? Please correct the EIR and repeat the evaluation using the correct numbers. The
proposed structures will obstruct significant hillside views and Bay views to surrounding
communities. Please explain the logic for concluding this impact is not significant.

vi.

VQ-1 and VQ-3: The conclusion of no impact on views to sensitive viewers is subjective,
conflicts with past city policy and community opinion. Has this element been compared to
the language from Ballot measure for the berm the public voted on? If not, please explain
why. If the impact on view is subjective, then seek more community input. If not, then
please provide objective data demonstrating the impact on view and a consistent city
policy on where the threshold of significance lies.

vii.

VQ-5: This project accumulated with the planned High Speed Rail and San Carlos
Avenue Improvements projects will have tremendous visual impacts. The pre-existence of
this project will impact the logistics and timing of these other projects, creating years of
visual blight much worse than currently envisioned. How will these cumulative effects be
mitigated? These projects should be engineered, planned and carried out concurrently to
minimize visual impacts.

viii.

TR-1 to TR-6: This is the most flawed part of the EIR, with too many errors to detail here.
The data presented in this report indicates 2800 trips/day from more than 700
automobiles. This data is undercounted by the wishful assumption that many who reside
here will use mass transit. This assumption is demonstrably false by the low ridership

25.18

25.19

25.20

25.21

25.22

25.23

25.24

25.25
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levels from the 60 year old Transit Village to the East and by surrounding communities, all
within easy walking distance to train and bus lines. How do the developer and CalTrans
plan to make these assumptions a reality? Subsidized transit passes should be made to
the surrounding community to mitigate the impacts on traffic. Parking permits should be
required in surrounding communities to minimize impact from spill over parking. Fewer
driveways should be considered to minimize impact on traffic and improve pedestrian
safety along El Camino Real. The cumulative impacts along with the San Carlos Avenue
Improvements project will funnel traffic to Holly Street. These projects should be
considered one as, according to the developer, this project will help fund the San Carlos
Avenue Improvements project. Design changes to route traffic to underutilized Harbor
Boulevard should be consider instead of funneling traffic through the heart of a residential
area.

25.25
Con't

ix.

AQ-3, AQ-4 and AQ-8: The underestimation of traffic use also underestimates the air
emissions produced. No accounting is made of emissions from barbecues, fireplaces,
landscape maintenance etc. Why does the data not reflect the effect that will be felt most
by those downwind East of the project? Changes must be made to the draft to account
for these factors. This element does comply with the Climate Action Plan component of
the General Plan.

x.

NO-1 to NO-8: The data used here is four years out of date, does not include freight
trains, does not include times when residents are most likely to be home and only
measures trains at low speed. Building faces and Summer air inversion layers will focus
noise on the community to the East. Cumulative impacts with the planned High Speed
Rail project are not considered. Trains from the High Speed Rail project are predicted to
be in excess of 90 dB with proportionaltely high shaking and much higher train frequency.
The condominiums at 1001 El Camino facing the train are not selling for precisely this
reason. Why do these conclusions use old data and the same theoretical model that
predicted that noise from the berm would be insignificant. This conclusion is demonstrably
false, as anybody accompanying the GESC neighborhood walkthroughs can testify to.
Effects on project residents and the surrounding community will be excessive. New data
must be collected using simulated buildings faces and trains at speed to empirically collect
data that supports the conclusion. Communities all along the Peninsula can benefit from
this information as we plan for High Speed Rail.

xi.

BR-2, BR-4 and BR-5: The report merely lists, incompletely, the potential for flora and
fauna in habitats dissimilar to the one existing on the property. For example, no mention is
made of such fauna as Slender Salamanders that exist at the site or flora such as
Milkweed important to many insect species. The date of the surveys conducted by Live
Oak Associates, Inc. was actually done in January 2007, the dead of winter, not in March
of 2008 as stated in the report. Hardly the time of year likely to observe wildlife. Over the
years that this land has been “unused”, native and invasive species both have filled the
ecological niche this land provides. Why does this element infer that species not observed
proves a negative? I have seen no tigers there either, but that doesn’t mean one isn’t
there. What species do occupy the land? What invasive and known pest species are
there? What measures will be taken to mitigate the effects of displacing or killing these
species and habitat? Will pest species such as pigeons, rats and skunks be trapped and
disposed of, or will they simply be chased into surrounding neighborhoods. Consider use
of native plant landscaping to replace habitat lost and mitigate deficits in complying with
the Climate Action Plan at the same time. Please describe how this project will not result
in a sterile unsustainable human monoculture.

xii.

HY-1: The groundwater is known to be contaminated. What are the contaminants and
what are their levels? Measure them, don’t cite outdated and irrelevant reports. You can’t
run a railroad over land for over 100 years and not have contamination of all types,
perhaps including radioactive contamination. The nearby Delta Star site can never be

25.26

25.27

25.28

25.29
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used for residential use due to PCB contamination. Was the land at the site used to
transport these PCBs? Point sources of past contamination at this and the adjacent
CalTrain site must be identified and cleaned up before allowing residential use. For a
public agency (here there are several involved) to do otherwise sets a shameful example
and puts people at unnecessary risk. These sources, by runoff, groundwater flow or by
pumping by all eventually end up in the creeks and the Bay. How will discharge from
swimming pool be safely disposed of?

25.29
Con't

xiii.

HY-2: Will dewatering during construction stress or kill surrounding trees? How will you
determine this?

xiv.

HY-4: Where is the proposed drainage map? The garages in the plan will be below the
water table. As ocean levels rise, the water table will rise with it. How will the buildings
below the water table be prevented from flooding, especially during heavy rains? Will the
contaminated groundwater be pumped to keep the garages dry and be treated before
being dumped into the creeks? If not, how will these subterranean dams affect
groundwater flow?
Why not make a negative into two positives?
Collect the
groundwater and rainwater in ground catchment systems, treat it and use it to water the
landscaping. The surrounding contaminated soil will be remediated as a result (see HY1).

25.32

xv.

HY-5: See HY-1.

25.33

xvi.

HY-8: Flooding experienced at the undercrossings will be worsened by runoff from the
project during heavy storms. How will this be mitigated?

25.34

xvii.

HM-1, HM-2 and HM-3: The soil itself is a hazardous material. How will this be disposed
of? Where is the the Phase I ESA report?

25.35

xviii.

HM-3.1: How will you know if unidentified sources of contamination are encountered?
How can you know if an observable effect exists if you don’t look for it?

xix.

HM-4, HM-8 and HM-10: Will children or women of childbearing age live here? If so,
won’t they be exposed to toxins from the site and the train? A potential toxic spill from the
train creates a special safety hazard. What is the Emergency Response Plan in response
to such a spill?

xx.

PH-1 to PH-5: How will you ensure that the increased population and residents-perhousing ratio are accurate? How can you prevent more than one person from using a
bedroom? Explain the logic leading to the conclusion that a 280 apartment complex will
not lead to substantial growth and that the infrastructure is not currently underserved.

xxi.

PS-1 to PS-7: What is the plan to accommodate another 672 people + visitors +
employees with our already inadequate resources?
What areas and services are
underserved? What is the plan to address these underserved areas as required in the
General Plan? How will the project help mitigate these effects? Where are the figures to
support these conclusions? More active components such as solar roofing are needed to
mitigate this, if not at the project itself then in the form of subsidies to the surrounding
community.

xxii.

UT-1 to UT-12: With no standard for determining significance, how can a conclusion of no
significance be justified? With utility services already impacted and infrastructure
maintenance behind schedule and over budget, how does this project propose to help
mitigate these effects? How are Luxury Apartments consistent with helping to maintain
these services? Hasn’t anybody heard of the Malthusian Theory on Population?

25.30

25.31

25.36

25.37

25.38

25.39
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z Page 6
xxiii.

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES: How are these changes
justified under Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines? Additional non-renewable
resources will be consumed and people will be exposed to toxic waste originally derived
from non-renewable resources. Please explain, what is the end that justifies this means?
How will you justify this LEGACY?

xxiv.

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS: Under the definition given, this project is growth
inducing; the opposite conclusion to that found in PS-1 to PS-7. Which is true? How is
this growth justified on a limited land mass with dwindling resources? Using this logic,
how can the residents-per-housing ratio remain at 2.4 residents per household?

xxv.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE: Am I correct in
interpreting that the only reason to reject the Reduced Intensity Alternative is because
there won’t be enough parking? Please explain how that is significant to a project with a
stated goal of housing that is not auto-dependent? This is an environmentally superior
alternative. Who rejected this alternative and why?

25.40

25.41

25.42

25.43

March 11, 2010

I consider this project to be an important legacy for the city and the region, setting many precedents for
local government, CalTrain and SamTrans. Please keep this project in mind with the context of the
High Speed Rail and the San Carlos Avenue Improvements projects, as these have serious cumulative
impacts that are not addressed in this EIR. I would like to thank members of the City staff for their time
and patience in providing this opportunity to comment on the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR. I
hope the Planning Commission and the City Council will give these comments the same careful time
and consideration. I thank you in advance for your fair public service to the community.

Sincerely,

Paul Magginetti
1023 Springfield drive
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25.

Paul Magginetti (letter dated March 11, 2010)

25.1

The commentor states that related projects were not included in the analysis of the Draft EIR.
A list of probable and/or reasonably foreseeable projects is provided in Table 3.1-1
(cumulative projects list) on pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR. The list of projects
includes relevant projects for which applications had been submitted to the City as of the date
that environmental review of the San Carlos Transit Village project (proposed project)
commenced. In addition, projects were included in the list for which applications had not
been submitted, but for which a demonstrable level of interest has been expressed by project
proponents. Aside from the other foreseeable development projects in Table 3.1-1, the
cumulative scenario also includes the Caltrain Electrification project and the proposed High
Speed Train (HST) project, which is discussed in greater detail in Master Response 4 of this
document. As described in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not
contribute to significant cumulative impacts with implementation of the required mitigation
measures.

25.2

The commentor is concerned that the Project Location section in the Project Description
does not identify Harbor Boulevard as an arterial that provides regional access to the project
site. While Harbor Boulevard is not listed as an arterial that provides regional access in the
Project Description, it is identified on page 3.4-4 of the Draft EIR as a freeway segment that
provides regional access to the project site.
To clarify that Harbor Boulevard can provide regional access to the project site, the following
text has been revised in the Project Description.
Draft EIR text on page 2-2, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
Regional access to the project site and the larger Railroad Corridor is from El Camino
Real and US 101 via Harbor Boulevard, Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, and Whipple
Avenue exits.

25.3
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The commentor asserts that Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. (project sponsor) has
stated that profits from the project will be used to offset costs of the San Carlos Improvements
project and questions why this is not included as an Objective in the Draft EIR. Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124, objectives are included in an EIR to present the goals of the
project, including if possible the underlying purpose of the project, and to help the lead
agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate. The funding of potential future
required entitlement conditions of the proposed project relating to public improvements was
not identified by either the City or the project sponsor as a reason for undertaking the
proposed project. If either entity wishes to make this a project objective, that preference can
be expressed during the upcoming hearings before the Planning Commission and the City
Council. The inclusion of this objective would not affect or alter the conclusions presented in
the Draft EIR.
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25.4

The commentor questions how the proposed project will benefit the community. An EIR is an
informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision makers aware of
the environmental consequences of a project. As the lead agency, the City of San Carlos will
review this report and weigh its contents against economic, social, neighborhood, and other
considerations to determine whether the proposed project should be approved as proposed,
approved with conditions, or disapproved. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of
the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except
where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.
Community benefits, such as public amenities, from the proposed project will be considered
by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process. As
described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, the City and the project sponsor have identified
amenities such as a new public pedestrian plaza, new paving treatments crossing El Camino
Road and Old County Road, and enhanced landscaping along the Caltrain tracks right of way
that are part of the proposed project. A more detailed description of these amenities is
provided on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR. As described on this page, the pedestrian plaza
would feature a fountain, public art, sitting areas, and landscaped planters. In addition, the
proposed project would create new shuttle and bus stop locations, enhance pedestrian and
bicycle access to the project site, and provide a new transit facility.

25.5

The commentor questions why the analysis in the Draft EIR does not support the objective of
increasing transit ridership through the creation of a series of planned public and private
spaces. The commentor’s statement that the objective of increased transit ridership can be
accomplished without including housing with such high density is acknowledged. As stated
above in Response 25.3, objectives are included in an EIR to present the goals of the
proposed project and to help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate. According to the transportation analysis in the Draft EIR page 3.4-39, the proposed
project would increase Caltrain ridership by 185 daily trips and SamTrans ridership by 17
daily trips. An automobile trip reduction factor is generally applied to projects located in
close proximity to a major transit facility, assuming that some of the project generated trips
could be made by public transportation. Other project characteristics, such as a mix of uses
(residential and non-residential uses combined) and the project’s proximity to other retail
uses, also would contribute to reducing vehicular project trips. Thus, the estimated project
trip generation was reduced by 22.5 percent, as prescribed by the TDM plan developed by
Nelson/Nygaard1 to account for the location of the proposed project, in close proximity to
major public transportation and retail, and the mixed-use character of the project. In addition,
Mitigation Measure TR-5.1, page 3.4-47, would require a TDM Program which would
include measures to encourage increased resident and employee ridership on Caltrain and
SamTrans. When considering this program, the resulting increase in ridership would be 255
daily trips for Caltrain and 28 daily trips for SamTrans.

1

Brian Canepa and Kevin Shively, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, memorandum to Brian Fitzpatrick,
SamTrans, June 1, 2009. This memorandum is available upon request at the City of San Carlos Planning
Department.
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In addition to increased transit ridership, the proposed project would provide community
amenities such as a public gathering plaza, public art, water features, sitting areas and
landscaped planters as well as improved streetscape amenities along El Camino Real. The
existing driveway and plaza area located immediately in front of the Historic Depot would be
closed to vehicular traffic to create a pedestrian-only walkway and redeveloped as a
pedestrian plaza, to compliment the proposed Transit Village. New paving treatments would
be applied at the intersection of El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue, just west of the new
plaza, and across Old County Road, east of the Caltrain Station. The enhanced paving would
feature various types of pedestrian concrete, stone pilaster, and metal railings, which would
accent the pedestrian amenities.
25.6

The commentor believes that the proposed project is still very auto-dependent, which is not
consistent with the project developers objectives. Furthermore, he questions how a viable
alternative with lower density and reduced parking is rejected as unfeasible when it supports
the objective of creating housing that is not auto-dependent. A primary objective of the
proposed project is to provide quality transit-oriented development adjacent to the Caltrain
Station and Downtown San Carlos. Studies by UC Berkeley, and others, have confirmed that
people who live near a Caltrain station generally use transit in a much greater percentage than
people who do not live near a station. Thus, residents of the proposed project would not need
to depend on automobiles as much as those who live further from a Caltrain station.
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, objectives are included in an EIR to help the lead
agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate and typically include the
underlying purpose of the project. Alternatives considered in the Draft EIR are included in
the Alternatives section, beginning on page 5-1. The Draft EIR considers a No Project
Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative as feasible alternatives and rejects an
alternative that considers the increased density of buildings 5 and 6 and reduced heights of
buildings 1 through 4 as infeasible because there was insufficient room to provide enough
parking to accommodate the proposed uses and square footage.
As noted above under Response 25.4, an EIR is an informational document, whose purpose is
to make the public and decision makers aware of the environmental consequences of a
project. As the lead agency, the City of San Carlos will review this report, including the
Alternatives section to determine if it is a legally adequate document. Furthermore, given the
number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies the height,
massing, and location of the proposed project, a Revised Massing Alternative has been
developed and is considered in this Responses to Comments document. This alternative is
presented and analyzed in Master Response 5.

25.7
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The commentor questions why the San Carlos Avenue Improvement project is not included as
an objective of this project. Please refer to Response 25.3, for a discussion of project
objectives in general and the San Carlos Avenue Improvement Project in particular.
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25.8

The commentor states that Holly Street is incorrectly described as a four-lane arterial street.
Holly Street is a two-lane roadway west of Industrial Road; however, it does become a fourlane roadway between Old County Road and El Camino Real. The following text has been
added to the Project Description, to clarify this.
Draft EIR text on page 2-4, first paragraph, fourth sentence, is revised as follows:
Holly Street, a four-lane arterial street between Old County Road and El Camino Real,
divides the project site in two and bounds the Caltrain Station to the north.

25.9

The commentor would like to know where the mature trees along Holly Street and the
Caltrain tracks are located, if they are located on the project site, and which heritage trees
are planned for removal. A map depicting the location of the mature trees on Holly Street
and along the Caltrain tracks is presented in the San Carlos Transit Village (SCTV) Tree
Survey prepared by Horticultural Associates and included as Appendix B of the Draft EIR.
The trees are mostly adjacent to the Caltrain tracks, within the project site, and on both sides
of Holly Street west of the Caltrain tracks. All the trees described in the report and in the
Draft EIR are within the boundaries of the project site. The report also lists the heritage trees
that are planned for removal. As listed in the table and shown on the map in the report,
heritage trees 66, 67, 72, 100, 103, 105, 107, 109, and 112 are along El Camino Real south of
Holly Street, 116 to 119 are directly south of the train depot, 121 to 125 are directly north of
the train depot, and 197 to 198 are north of Holly Street in the area where Building 1 would
be built. For further information on the SCTV Tree Survey, please see Appendix B of the
Draft EIR.

25.10

The commentor is concerned with the implications of rezoning the Railroad Corridor, how
the rezoning will impact the High Speed Train, and questions what environmental
implications the EIR for the 2030 General Plan and the proposed project have in common.
The City-proposed rezoning of the project site (comprising the southern portion of the
Railroad Corridor) from C-S to P-C would be consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the City of
San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan), and Chapter 18.104 of the San Carlos
Municipal Code.
The project’s effect on the HST project is not evaluated in the San Carlos Transit Village
EIR, because CEQA requires an examination of a project’s consequences on the existing
physical environment. The HST project is being proposed by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration and is envisioned to operate as much as
possible within the existing Caltrain right-of-way. If the proposed project is approved, it
would likely be constructed before the HST project would become operational, according to
the phased implementation presented in the Draft 2012 Business Plan for the train project
(see Master Response 4). Given that the HST project is not part of the environmental
baseline against which impacts are measured, the Draft EIR correctly considers this project as
part of the future cumulative scenario. The HST is a separate project and will be analyzed at
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a project level in the future by the California High-Speed Rail Authority. At that time, HST
will be analyzed for its consistency with the zoning along this section of the corridor. Please
refer to Master Response 4 for a more detailed description of the HST project and its
cumulative impacts in combination with the proposed project.
Environmental implications that could arise from potential increased development under the
City-proposed rezoning have been addressed in the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
EIR (General Plan EIR). As explained in the General Plan EIR, implementation of the 2030
there are no significant impacts identified in this EIR for the rezoning of the Railroad
Corridor. Thus, there would be a less than significant impact from the rezoning.
25.11

The commentor believes that there is a height discrepancy between what is stated in the text
and what is shown in the site plans of the proposed project and is concerned with
underground garages with the expected rise in sea levels. Refer to Master Response 2 (and
Section 6 of this document) for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft
EIR for clarification about the height of the proposed development. As illustrated in new
Figures 3.3-8A through 3.3-8F, and described on revised EIR page 3.3-21 included in Section
6, Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with a maximum height of approximately 49
feet at the roof midpoint, Building 7 would be two stories with a maximum height of
approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8 would be three stories with a
maximum height of approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint. Additional height associated
with the roof of proposed buildings would not exceed four feet. These proposed building
heights are compliant with Appendix B of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines,2 which
allows for development to be a maximum of 50 feet in height to bottom of cornice/parapet
wall, with an additional 4 feet in height associated with a parapet, wall, cornice, or sloping
roof.
Based on research conducted by scientists at the U.S. Geological Survey, a sea level rise of
16 to 55 inches over the next century will affect the shoreline of the Bay and Delta and
increase the risk of levee failures. The Bay Conservation Development Commission has
developed a Sea Level Rise Scenario Map depicting the lands around the Bay most
vulnerable to sea level rise. According to the map, portions of the shoreline area of San
Carlos would be subject to sea level rise; however, the project area is not within an area
vulnerable to sea level rise3 and the proposed underground parking garages would not be at
risk.

25.12

2

3

The commentor is questioning whether the swimming pool would be a public amenity and
how it supports the plan’s objectives. The swimming pool is an amenity offered by the
developer to the residents of the proposed project and, therefore, is not regarded as a public

City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2001, website: http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/
pdf/vsc-designguidelines090302.pdf, accessed on February 2, 2012.
Association of Bay Area Governments, “Shoreline Areas Vulnerable to Sea Level Rise in the San Francisco
Bay Region,” website: http://gis.abag.ca.gov/Website/SeaLevelRise/ accessed January 25, 2012.
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amenity. There are other features of the proposed project that are proposed as public
amenities; please refer to Response 25.4, above.
25.13

The commentor would like to know why seven driveways are needed and states that this will
have impacts on traffic along El Camino Real. Based on the size of the proposed project, the
proposed number of driveways would adequately serve the project. According to Hexagon
Transportation Consultants, Inc., responsible for the City-sponsored traffic analysis of the
proposed project as well as the EIR analysis, reducing the number of driveways could result
in longer queues along El Camino Real, because each driveway would need to serve more
traffic. Also, fewer driveways could affect emergency response time to some parts of the
project site.

25.14

The commentor is concerned with the underground garages interfering with the groundwater
flow. The proposed project would include subterranean garages that would be constructed
beneath residential structures, as well as surface parking lots. As discussed on pages 3.10-34
to 3.10-35 of the Draft EIR, due to the proposed project’s proximity to the Lower Bay, the
water table at the project site is shallow and permanent. Groundwater levels at the site
generally range from 7.5 to 8.5 feet below ground surface (bgs), but may be seasonally closer
to the surface. The presence of groundwater should be expected with the proposed depth of
the structures for the proposed project. As discussed on pages 3.10-2 of the Draft EIR, the
project vicinity slopes gently eastward towards the Bay at an average grade of less than one
percent.4 Groundwater would flow either along the underground garages and then eastward
or just flow under the bottom of the garages. The garages would not act as a barrier to the
groundwater flow.
In addition, as discussed on page 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR, if construction of the proposed
project requires substantial groundwater dewatering, an individual waste discharge
requirement (WDR)/ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or
waiver of a WDR may be required.5 The individual WDR/NPDES permit would require a
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) characterizing the potential quantity of discharge water
and pollutants in discharge water. The permit conditions would contain effluent limitations
and discharge quantity limitations to be protective of water quality. If the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) deems that the dewatering water is of
sufficient quality and quantity to not cause or contribute to water quality degradation, a
waiver may be granted.

4

5

United States Geological Survey, San Mateo Quadrangle, California, 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic), 1946,
photo revised 1956.
Some construction dewatering is not prohibited under the Construction General Permit, provided that it is not
relied upon to clean up failed or inadequate construction or post-construction BMPs designed to keep materials
onsite. These Construction General Permit authorized nonstorm water discharges shall: (1) be infeasible to
eliminate; (2) comply with BMPs as described in the SWPPP; and (3) not cause or contribute to a violation of
water quality standards.
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As discussed on pages 3.10-35 to 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, no creeks are located in or
immediately adjacent to the project site that would be altered by the proposed project. The
nearest creek to the project site is Pulgas Creek, which is contained within an engineered
channel at the southern boundary of the project site and continues in an engineered channel to
discharge to Steinberger Slough. The proposed project would not alter this structure. The
proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including alteration of the course of a stream or a river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding.
According to the San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an
area noted for flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains experiences the same
temporary build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding is only known to occur
when there is a failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in clearing excessive
flows from the area storm drains.6 As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the
Draft EIR, the proposed project would require all new drainage facilities as part of the project
design. The new drainage facilities would be designed to be in compliance with the City of
San Carlos drainage design standards. In addition, in order to comply with the NPDES and
the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco
Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology and
Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage study
would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention feature
would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates and timing to existing
conditions levels. The garages would be located outside of the 100-year flood zones and
compliance with all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater
drainage facilities would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not
anticipated that the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or
flood-flow capacity to induce flooding to the existing conditions resulting from garages.
The commentor questions why wind impacts were not analyzed in the EIR. The rates of
increase of wind strength with unit increase in height above ground level are usually an issue
for buildings above 100 feet with the consideration of existing surroundings. Another
contributing factor to wind impact could be presence of mountains near the project site that
could produce a higher wind gusts to impact the project by causing more wind speed for a
project area.
As previously stated, wind impacts are generally associated with high rise buildings and
buildings with a height of at least 100 feet and above. However, the proposed project
maximum height at the mid-roof point is approximately 49 feet and is well below 100 feet.
There are no mountains near by the proposed project that could produce higher wind gusts
that would impact the proposed project or the project building height. Therefore, since wind
6

City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
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would not be a factor that could cause significant impact to the proposed project, this topic is
not discussed in the Draft EIR.
25.15

The commentor would like to know why project construction would take as long as 30
months, how this timeline will affect the length of time needed for the High Speed Train
construction, and would like for construction of these two projects to happen concurrently so
overall construction impacts are minimized. Construction of the proposed project is expected
to take place over approximately 30 months. A project of this size is typically conducted in
phases. It is the project sponsor which has control over the duration of construction.
The Draft EIR does explain that construction of the proposed project and the HST project has
the potential to overlap. However, as discussed in Master Response 4, on April 2, 2012 the
California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) released their Draft Revised 2012 Business
Plan which states that construction of Phase 1 of the HST project would not begin until 2022.
Construction of the proposed project is tentatively scheduled to start approximately 14
months after the EIR is approved. The duration of construction is projected to be about 30
months. Assuming that construction would start in late 2013, construction would be
completed in mid 2015. Therefore, no overlap in construction is anticipated. For further
information on the construction schedule of the HST Project, and how it relates to the
proposed project, please refer to Master Response 4.

25.16

The commentor would like to know why approval is not needed from SamTrans and the Joint
Powers Board. As stated on page S-1 of the Draft EIR, SamTrans and the Peninsula Corridor
Joint Powers Board (JPB) are owners of the project site. However, land owners do not have
any land use authority or discretionary approval power for development on their property.
All land use authority in the City of San Carlos vests with the City itself.
SamTrans has been authorized by the JPB to enter into a long-term lease on behalf of JPB,
subject to JPB’s final approval of any changes to the parking configuration at the San Carlos
Station. Currently, Legacy and SamTrans have entered into an option agreement under
which, if the option is exercised, SamTrans and Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. will
enter into a long-term ground lease for 6.24 acres of the 10.53-acre site. If the project is
approved by the City, and the option exercised, Legacy Partners would develop and own the
proposed mixed-use and transit-oriented development on property they will lease from
SamTrans and JPB. SamTrans and JPB would operate the remaining 4.29 acres as the San
Carlos Transit Center. However, no formal land use approval would be required from
SamTrans or JPB, as no such authority vests with SamTrans or JPB.

25.17

The commentor states that the EIR impact conclusions are based on data that is subjective,
outdated, and one-sided. The reports and data that support the Draft EIR were prepared
specifically for this project by qualified environmental professionals. Each report is listed,
dated, and, where appropriate, included as an appendix of the Draft EIR. The reports, data,
and analyses were reviewed by the City prior to the release of the Draft EIR to ensure that the
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information was correct and the assessment objective. According to the City staff, the Draft
EIR meets the requirements set forth under CEQA and properly provides disclosure of
potential environmental impacts of the project.
25.18

The comment states the proposed project would divide an existing community due to
increased traffic and population density. The division of the east and west side of San Carlos
is an existing condition created by the elevated Caltrain tracks. It has been determined that
the proposed project would not further exacerbate the division between the community,
regardless of project generated traffic and population growth. In addition, proposed project
traffic and population growth would result in less-than-significant impacts based on the
analysis provided in Sections 3.4 and 3.12, respectively, of the Draft EIR.
The commentor also requests that a lower density project be considered that reduces density
and increases business opportunities. Refer to Master Response 5 for the assessment of the
new Revised Massing Alternative to the proposed project that would reconfigure and reduce
the density of proposed buildings. In regards to business opportunities, in November 2007 the
City commissioned Rosenow Spevacek Group Inc. (RSG) to prepare a retail analysis to
evaluate the retail component of the proposed project and determine if the proposed retail
space represents the maximum potential for the project site. 7 In preparing the analysis RSG
staff interviewed retail brokers and developers who focus on the Peninsula Market, reviewed
retail lease rates and trends, evaluated the site’s physical conditions and configuration, and
reviewed other transit oriented developments to identify their retail space configuration. The
report concluded that because of the site’s location and configuration, the proposed project’s
retail allocation is the most feasible retail option for this development. Furthermore, the
proposed project would provide links to San Carlos Avenue and the west side of El Camino
Real and has the potential to stir investor and retail developer interest in seeking investment
opportunities involving adjacent properties.

25.19

This comment is identical to Comment 25.18, above, except for the conclusion statement,
which asks if the mitigation measures in the Transportation section are all the mitigation
measures proposed. Refer to Response 25.18 regarding the division of the existing
community as a result of the proposed project. Draft EIR Table S-2 includes a summary of all
impacts of the proposed project and mitigation measures identified in the EIR to reduce to
impacts, including transportation mitigation measures. All of the mitigation measures
proposed address the identified project impacts.

25.20

The commentor states that the proposed project conflicts with the General Plan, the Climate
Action Plan because the greenhouse gases produced do not account for the increasing idling
cars stuck in traffic, and questions if the preparers of the Draft EIR considered the 2030
General Plan. The project’s consistency with the General Plan is discussed in Section 3.2,
Land Use and Planning. As discussed on page 3.2-9 of the section, the proposed project

7

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., Retail Analysis – Caltrain Transit Village, November 16, 2007.
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would not conflict with the General Plan policies provided that mitigation measures
recommended in the EIR are adopted. Table 3.2-2, pages 3.2-10 through 3.2-19, lists the
General Plan policies and the proposed project’s consistency with these policies.
Furthermore, it should be noted that preparation and release of the Draft EIR was delayed in
order to incorporate the final General Plan released in October 2009. As such, the General
Plan is considered throughout the Draft EIR document.
The proposed project would not conflict with the City of San Carlos Climate Action Plan
(CAP) goals for, and measures related to, reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
associated with transportation and land use. As stated on page 3.2-22, the proposed project
would be consistent with the CAP’s goals for reducing transportation emissions sources since
the proposed project is an infill, transit-oriented development, and includes design features
that promote pedestrian, transit, and bicycle access to the site. Furthermore, as stated in the
Air Quality section, page 3.5-22, the proposed project’s main contribution to GHGs is carbon
dioxide, primarily in the form of vehicle exhaust and in the consumption of natural gas for
heating. Carbon dioxide emissions from vehicles were calculated using URBEMIS 2007
assumptions which account for vehicle exhaust from increased traffic. As shown in Table
3.3-7, page 3.5-27 of the Draft EIR, emissions from the proposed project would be 6.0
MT/SP/year (without mitigation), which is below the City’s per capita threshold of 7.22
MT/year. Therefore, the proposed project would be in compliance with the City’s CAP.
25.21

The commentor states that the mitigations for conflict with the CAP are inadequate, a lower
density alternative should be implemented, and would like the consideration of water
recycling and gray water use subsidies for the surrounding communities as mitigation
measures. The commentor’s opinion on the mitigation measures for Impact LU-6 is
acknowledged. The discussion in Impact LU-6 is based on the analysis found under Impact
AQ-8, page 3.5-25 of the Draft EIR. As explained in Impact AQ-8, the CAP includes goals
and reduction measures related to reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated with energy,
transportation and land use, and solid waste sources. The proposed project would be
consistent with the CAP’s goals for reducing transportation emissions sources since the
project is an infill, transit-oriented development, and includes pedestrian, transit, and bicycle
access to the site; however, non- transportation goals for energy, water, and waste reduction
efficiency would not be met without mitigation measures. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures AQ-8.1 through AQ-8.4 would reduce GHG emissions associated with the
proposed project by requiring energy saving measures, water conservation measures,
recycling programs, and construction-period measures. As shown in Table 3.5-7 on page 3.527 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of the mitigation measures, the proposed project’s
emission would be reduced from 6 MT/SP/year to 5.68 MT/SP/year. Thus, emissions would
be below the per capita threshold from the CAP, and the proposed project would be in
compliance with the San Carlos CAP goals. Furthermore, because the City’s CAP was
certified under CEQA in the 2030 General Plan EIR, it is a qualified GHG Reduction
Strategy per Bay Area Air Quality Management District Standards. Mitigation Measures AQ8.1 through AQ-8.4 would therefore be sufficient to mitigate this potential impact.
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Mitigation measures that include energy subsidies for the surrounding neighborhoods have
not been considered in this EIR. As explained above, Mitigation Measures AQ-8.1 through
AQ-8.4 would be sufficient in reducing any potential impact from GHG emissions associated
with the operation of the proposed project and, thus, there would be no impact to the
surrounding neighborhoods. Therefore, there is no nexus for requiring additional measures
and measures beyond what is provided under AQ-8 would not be needed.
25.22

The commentor states that the proposed project creates an abrupt change between the single
family dwellings to the west and east and requests that the EIR is revised to evaluate the
height of buildings as reflected in the actual building plans. Refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion of the proposed building heights and how they would impact the existing visual
character of the area. In addition, refer to Section 6 for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual
Quality, of the Draft EIR to clarify the heights of proposed development and to support the
finding that the proposed project would not create an abrupt change in building heights
between single-family homes east and west of the project site such that a significant impact
related to visual character and quality would occur.
As illustrated in new Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f) in Section 3.3, Visual Quality,
provided in Section 6 of this document, and described in the revised text, Buildings 1 through
6 would be four stories with a maximum height of approximately 49 feet at the roof midpoint,
Building 7 would be two stories with a maximum height of approximately 38 feet at the roof
midpoint, and Building 8 would be three stories with a maximum height of approximately 43
feet at the roof midpoint. Additional height associated with the roof of proposed buildings
would not exceed four feet. Accordingly, the height of proposed project is permitted by the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines which established maximum building heights for the
project site.
Proposed development would be setback from single family homes in the Northeast San
Carlos neighborhood by the elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road, at a distance of
approximately 125 feet. Additionally, proposed buildings would not exceed the maximum
height permitted on the project site and would feature varied heights and articulations that
would reduce the mass and bulk of the proposed project. Plus, the proposed project would
include landscaping between the elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road, buffering and
shielding views of the project site from the single family homes, in compliance with policies
of the City’s General Plan, and the guidelines of Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines.
Additionally, the commentor states that the proposed project would obstruct significant
hillside views and Bay views to surrounding communities, and requests an explanation as to
why this impact was determined not to be significant. As described on page 3.3-17 of the
Draft EIR and illustrated in Figures 3.3-9 through 3.3-12(a), the proposed structures would
not result in a substantial change to the existing view from the homes along the Pulgas Ridge
hillsides. The project site is located in an urban built out environment, the proposed
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structures would comprise a minor element of the view, and the proposed building heights
would not affect views of the Bay from this vantage point. As such, the proposed project
would have a less-than-significant impact on views of the Bay as seen from residences along
the Pulgas Ridge hillsides.
Refer to Master Response 2 for an explanation of impacts to views and Section 6 for
revisions made to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better
support the findings that although the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides
or Belmont Hill from the GESC neighborhoods impact to scenic vistas and visual quality and
character would be less than significant.
25.23

The commentor states that the conclusion of no impact on views to sensitive viewers is
subjective and conflicts with past city policy and public opinion. The commentor also
requests that an explanation as to why the element has not been compared to ballot measure
for the berm the public voted on and requests that objective data demonstrating the impact on
view and a consistent City policy on where the threshold significance lies. The commentor
refers to the 1994 Referendum on the Building of the Berm which is also known as Measure
D. Measure D was a referendum seeking the repeal of Resolution No. 1994-2, a resolution
adopted by the City of San Carlos City Council certifying the Final EIR for the Holly Street
Grade Separation project. A vote of “yes” would have meant that the project was approved
and the City would not repeal the Resolution. A vote of “no” would have disapproved the
project and would repeal the Resolution. On June 27, 1995, the City’s residents voted yes on
Measure D, effectively approving Resolution No. 1004-2 and the Holly Street Grade
Separation project. For further discussion of the Holly Street Grade Separation EIR and its
findings please refer to Master Response 2, Visual Quality, of this document.
The Holly Street Grade Separation project is responsible for the existing elevated Caltrain
tracks related to the loss of views from the GESC neighborhoods and how impact findings of
the past project relates to the currently proposed project. The Final EIR for the Holly Street
Grade Separation project concluded that the loss of several prominent views would result in a
significant impact. However, the City found that the significant benefits of the project
including traffic, circulation, public safety, and economics were preferred over the significant
environmental impacts and adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The loss of
these views is now an existing condition in the area surrounding the project site and the
analysis provided in the Draft EIR considers how the proposed project would change existing
conditions.
In addition, please refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3 of the
Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to support the findings that the proposed project
would result in less-than-significant impact related to scenic vistas and visual quality and
character based on existing conditions, and to demonstrate the proposed project’s compliance
with applicable City policies and design guidelines. As explained on page 3.3-15 of the Draft
EIR, potential impacts resulting from a change in visual character are partially subjective. To
some, any development and change in the existing setting, regardless of the design, is
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considered significantly adverse, while others may consider any development to be
beneficial. This EIR identifies significance criteria based on the CEQA Guidelines and
general urban design principles. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
significant visual impacts would arise if the proposed project would: have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista; substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings;
or create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.
The visual simulations provided in Draft EIR as Figure 3.3-9 A/B through Figure 3.3-12 A/B
demonstrate how the proposed project would alter views from various vantage points in the
GESC neighborhoods. As shown in these figures, the proposed project would obstruct views
of the hillsides. However, based on CEQA and urban design guidelines principles, the Draft
EIR concludes that the obstruction of these views from certain vantage points in the GESC
neighborhoods would not result in a significant visual quality impact. These views do not
constitute a scenic vista because they do not include a broad and expansive view of a
significant landscape feature. As such, the loss of views from these vantage points would not
degrade the visual character or quality of these neighborhoods since the proposed project has
been designed in compliance with applicable policies and design guidelines intended to
ensure that new development is sensitive to existing neighborhoods and adjacent uses and
preserves views to the maximum extent feasible.
25.24

The commentor states that the proposed project, the HST project, and the San Carlos Avenue
Improvement Project would result in cumulative visual impacts. Please refer to Master
Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.
With respect to the San Carlos Avenue Improvement Project, the cumulative traffic impacts
are discussed on pages 3.4-55 through 3.4-66 of the Draft EIR. As described, the San Carlos
Avenue Improvements are roadway improvements implemented by the City. These
improvements would be a response to the expected increase in demand for pedestrian
crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed project and would enhance pedestrian
connectivity between downtown and the project site, in particular at the intersections of El
Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue. The improvements
would include street and sidewalk widening, lane reconfiguration, and widening of center
medians for pedestrians.
This project and its environmental effects would be highly localized, would not introduce
substantial new features that could alter the visual character, and are intended to enhance
pedestrian and vehicular safety. The visual impacts from this particular project are expected
to be cumulatively less than considerable under CEQA. Changes to the visual setting would
be restricted to the removal of some landscape features, including ornamental trees, grass,
and small shrubs. The visual alterations would likely not be significant enough to cumulate
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with the proposed project and other projects in the vicinity to materially affect the visual
setting, including views, streetscapes, and visual character. In addition, as stated on page 3.336 of the Draft EIR, the City is coordinating its landscape plan with that of the proposed
project in order for the two to complement each other. Specifically, the City’s landscaping
and lighting project along the east side of El Camino Real would plant new street trees and
lighting poles across the project site.
25.25

The commentor questions the assumptions in the traffic study regarding the trip reductions
applied to the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 1 for information regarding
Trip Generation Estimates / TDM Plan. This Master Response addresses the validity of the
22.5 percent trip reduction target in the project’s TDM plan.
The commentor also suggests the proposed project should subsidize transit passes to
residents of the surrounding community to mitigate the impacts on traffic. Subsidizing transit
passes for residents of the San Carlos Transit Village is one of the measures included in the
proposed TDM plan. However, it is not feasible for the proposed project to subsidize transit
passes to residents of the surrounding community nor is there a CEQA nexus between the
proposed project’s significant impacts and this recommendation.
Additionally, the commentor states a desire to implement a parking permit program in the
surrounding communities. If requested by the majority of the residents, the City of San
Carlos could work with the residents to develop and implement a permit parking program.
Please refer to Master Response 1 for information regarding parking and the potential for
spillover parking demand in the GESC neighborhoods.
The commentor expresses a desire to consider fewer driveways along El Camino Real to
serve the proposed project. Based on the size of the proposed project, the proposed number
of driveways would adequately serve the proposed project. Reducing the number of
driveways could result in longer queues along El Camino Real, because each driveway would
need to serve more traffic. Also, fewer driveways could affect emergency response time to
some parts of the project site.
The commentor also suggests that changes to the design that would route traffic to
underutilized Harbor Boulevard should be considered. Alternative routes to enter San Carlos
are available. Full access to and from US 101 to San Carlos is provided via the interchanges
at Holly Street and Ralston Avenue, while the freeway ramps at Harbor Boulevard and
Brittan Avenue provide partial (southbound only) access to/from US 101. From the
intersection of El Camino Real and Holly Street, drivers could choose to access US 101 via
Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, Harbor Boulevard, or Ralston Avenue. As noted in Response
11.21, the City plans to restripe Holly Street, east of Old County Road, to accommodate
projected future traffic entering and leaving San Carlos. The restripe project would not
involve any roadway widening or right-of-way acquisition.
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25.26

The commentor is concerned that the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR underestimated air
emissions that would be produced by traffic, barbeques, fireplaces, landscape maintenance,
etc. Project air emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4)
computer model as recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) and the projected daily motor vehicle trip generation for the proposed
development. The air emissions projected for the project take into account the travel demand
and emissions from mobile sources, as well as emissions from stationary sources. A traffic
study was prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. that estimated the project
trip generation. This number was then reduced by 22.5 percent to reflect reductions expected
under the TDM plan for the proposed project by Nelson/Nygaard.8 The TDM plan accounts
for the project’s close proximity to major public transportation and the mixed use character of
the project.
In addition to incorporating daily traffic trips, URBEMIS recognizes contributions related to
residential development, such as fireplaces and landscape maintenance tools, and accounts for
these in its emissions factors. Barbeques, by contrast, are not accounted for in the URBEMIS
emission factors because they are typically brought in by the occupant and not a part of
standard construction. The developer cannot typically dictate what a resident will or will not
add once they move in and, therefore, the emission factors reflect typical housing products
(such as fireplaces). Emissions from sources not accounted for in URBEMIS are negligible
compared to sources included in the model. Thus, the air quality analysis has not
underestimated operational emissions from traffic, fireplaces, or any type of landscape
maintenance equipment.

25.27

The commentor states the data used in the noise analysis is outdated, excludes freight trains,
and reflects only low speed trains, and expresses concern for increased noise due to the
proposed project building facades, along with cumulative HST concerns. Measured train data
from 2006 was applied to noise analysis in the Draft EIR and included freight trains as
discussed on page 3.6-3. The Draft EIR included two continuous 24-hour train measurements
at the project site and these measurements include nighttime freight train activities, as
indicated in Table 3.6-2 on page 3.6-4. Analysis of train operations was based on
measurements of existing operational characteristics experienced in the project area and
reflection noise levels attributable to train speeds. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations
interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR.
In response to the number of comments regarding potential reflection noise, additional
measurements were conducted in the GESC neighborhoods. These noise measurements
reflect the most current noise environment in the GESC neighborhoods and include two
continuous 24-hour train measurements with nighttime freight train activities. Please refer to
Master Response 3 for an expanded discussion and results of train measurement data, time of
data collection and train analysis that reflects higher train speeds.

8

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., Caltrain Transit Village Project, March 23, 2009.
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Please refer to Master Response 4 for information regarding cumulative impacts, including
noise and vibration, with the HST. It is important to note that Master Response 4 only
discusses the conceptual plans for the HST project (since more detailed drawings are not yet
available) and how the effects from these plans could cumulate with the proposed project to
result in potential impacts. The Master Response does not analyze the impacts that the HST
project could directly have on the community. The impacts of HST project on the proposed
project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the
environmental documents being prepared for the HST project by the Authority and the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the state and federal leads for that project.
25.28

The commentor is concerned over the types of species that exist on site but are not described
in the Draft EIR. The information presented in Section 3.8, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIR is based on site visits by a PBS&J biologist on March 26, 2008, and searches of the
California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB),9
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species List,10 and California Native
Plant Society’s Electronic Inventory database (CNPS).11 In addition, the section relies on
information contained in the Legacy Caltrain Biotic Evaluation (biological technical report
for the project site), prepared by Live Oak Associates, Inc., in January 2007, and the
Completed Tree Inventory Report, San Carlos Transit Village (arborist report for the project
site), prepared by Horticultural Associates, in March 2008. Appendix B contains these
reports and lists all species that were evaluated as a part of these investigations.
While the biological report was prepared in January 2007 by Live Oak Associates, Inc., the
site survey in March 2008 by a PBS&J biologist, along with the database and inventory
searches, updated the previous 2007 reconnaissance. As presented in Table 3.8-1, SpecialStatus Species Potentially Occurring within the Vicinity of the San Carlos Transit Village,
page 3.8-3 of the Draft EIR, there are 41 sensitive plant and wildlife species, and two
sensitive habitats reported in the proposed project vicinity and none of these species or
habitats are present within the project site. Given that two site visits and two database
searches were performed for the proposed project and that the project site is located in an
urbanized area within the City of San Carlos, the project site is not expected to support any
biological species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status regulated in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG and/or the USFWS. This does not
rule out that there are biological species and/or habitat on the project site; however, CEQA
does not require review of species beyond those identified as candidate, sensitive, or special
status regulated in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG and/or the

9

10

11

California Department of Fish and Game, RareFind (Commercial Version) – California Natural Diversity
Database, version 3.1.0, August 30, 2009 update, USGS San Mateo 7.5-minute quadrangle.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Program: Species List, Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, March 2008.
California Native Plant Society, Inventory of rare and endangered plants of California (v6-05a 1-09-05), Rare
Plant Scientific Advisory Committee, David P. Tibor, convening ed. California Native Plant Society,
Sacramento, March 2008.
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USFWS and, thus, they are not identified in this review. For the purposes of CEQA, the
biological assessment performed for this EIR is adequate.
25.29

The commentor states that the groundwater is contaminated and request information on the
type and level of contamination referring the Delta Star site, PCB contamination, adjacent
Caltrain site; and also requests information on how the discharge from the swimming pool
would be disposed. As described under Response 24.1 and 25.34, a Phase I ESA prepared by
Erler & Kalinowski, Inc. is on file with the City’s Planning Department and is available for
public review. In addition, a SMP was prepared by West Environmental Services &
Technology on March 2010 detailing the procedures and protocols to be implemented during
the proposed project’s development activities to address residual petroleum hydrocarbon and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil, soil gas and groundwater. The SMP has been
added as Appendix N of this Responses to Comments document. The EIR has been updated
with information from the SMP and these edits are presented under Response 24.1.

25.30

The commentor questions if dewatering during construction would stress or kill surrounding
trees and how this impact would be determined. Dewatering impacts are discussed on page
3.10-28 of the Draft EIR. If construction of the proposed project requires substantial
groundwater dewatering, an individual waste discharge requirement WDR/NPDES permit or
waiver of a WDR may be required. The individual WDR/NPDES permit would require a
ROWD characterizing the potential quantity of discharge water and pollutants in discharge
water. The permit conditions would contain effluent limitations and discharge quantity
limitations.
As discussed on page 3.10-34 of the Draft EIR, limits on the quantity of discharge and the
temporary nature of construction dewatering would ensure that substantial lowering of the
groundwater table would not occur. Impacts to groundwater levels from construction
activities would be less than significant. As such, impacts to surrounding trees from lowering
of the groundwater table would also be less than significant.

25.31

12

The commentor is concerned with the subterranean garage and flooding; potential pumping
of groundwater and the treatment of contaminated water prior to disposal; and impacts to
groundwater flow from the subterranean garage, and collection of groundwater and
rainwater. A preliminary geotechnical was performed by Krazan & Associates in 2006,
which recommended that the slabs-on-grade and retaining wall are fully waterproofed. In
addition, the retaining walls and concrete slabs at the subterranean paring areas were
recommended to be designed to resist hydrostatic pressure.12 As discussed in Section 3.9,
Geology and Soils, pages 3.9-13 to 3.9-14 of the Draft EIR, the preliminary geotechnical
report does not represent the final geotechnical study for the proposed project. Additional
recommendations would be developed at the design level and submitted to the City for
review and approval prior to issuance of any grading or building permits. The final

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.p11.
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geotechnical study would implement additional design and measures to ensure that the garage
would be built to be waterproof and to withstand hydraulic pressure.
In addition, stormwater runoff from the project site is conveyed through the City storm
drainage system that typically discharges to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks
(e.g., Pulgas Creek). As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the
proposed project would require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The
new drainage facilities would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos
drainage design standards. In addition, in order to comply with the NPDES and the C.3
provisions of the MRP, a Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required
for the proposed project. A Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and Drainage Plan would be
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of a precise
grading permit. A drainage study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater
conveyance and detention feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff.
The garages would be located outside of the 100-year flood zones and compliance with all
applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities would
have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that the
proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity to
induce flooding to the existing conditions resulting from garages.
Treatment and disposal of potentially contaminated water are discussed on pages 3.10-27 to
3.10-28 of the Draft EIR, all construction activities would be subject to existing regulatory
requirements such as the City of San Carlos Municipal Code (Section 13.14.070, Section
13.14.110, and Section 13.14.120); the Construction General Permit; and the Municipal
NPDES Permit. Since the proposed project would disturb more than one acre, the project
developer would have to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit, including
development of a SWPPP with specific minimum BMPs to reduce pollutant sources and
transport from the project site. Typical construction BMPs for compliance with the
Construction General Permit would include good site management practices for construction
materials, waste management, spill response and clean up, vehicle storage and maintenance,
landscape material, and air deposition. The SWPPP must also include: an assessment and list
of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where additional BMPs are
necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in stormwater discharges and authorized nonstormwater discharge; measures to control all non-stormwater discharges during construction;
effective management of all run-on, all runoff within the site, and all runoff that discharges
off the site; inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the project location
shall be performed or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing the
discharger; and monitoring and reporting requirements.
Regarding the commentor’s suggestion of groundwater and rainwater catchment and reuse,
the proposed project would be required to comply with the C.3 provisions of the MRP, which
includes measures to treat and re-use of stormwater to reduce runoff as discussed on pages
3.10-30 to 3.10-33 on the Draft EIR.
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Refer to Response 25.14 regarding the impact to groundwater flow from the subterranean
garage.
25.32

The commentor states that the groundwater is contaminated and request information on the
type and level of contamination referring the Delta Star site, PCB contamination, adjacent
Caltrain site; and also request information on how the discharge from the swimming pool
would be disposed. Please refer to Response 25.29, above, for a response to this comment.

25.33

The commentor asks how the flooding at undercrossing during heavy storms would be
mitigated. The undercrossings of the Caltrain berm near the proposed project site are located
at Harbor Street, Holly Street, Arroyo Avenue, and Brittan Avenue. Harbor Street is located
approximately 0.60 miles northwest of the project site. Holly Street, an arterial street that
divides the project site into two separate areas, and is located within the proposed project area.
Arroyo Avenue is located at the southern boundary of the proposed project. Brittan Avenue
is located approximately 0.23 miles south of the proposed project site.
As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4 according to the 1979 Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Harbor Street13 and Holly Street are
located in Zone C.14 FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having
a one percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year
flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a
special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was determined to be outside the 100-year
and 500-year floodplain; thus, outside of areas that are considered special flood hazard zones
for CEQA purposes. Arroyo Avenue and Brittan Avenue are located in Zone A6.15 Zone A6
is an area located in a 100-year Special Flood Hazard Area; however, no base flood elevation
(BFE) has been determined. However, the southern portion of the project site, south of Olive
Street, was located within a FEMA Zone AE which is within a 100-year floodplain boundary.
Since the publication of the Draft EIRFEMA has prepared an update to the 1979 FIRM for
the City of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study
Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised
flood zone boundaries.16 According to the LOMR, the project site is no longer in a special
flood hazard zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.10-2,
FEMA Flood Zone Map, has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5 (please refer to
Section 6 of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text on page 3.10-4 of the

13

14
15
16

FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&userType=G&panelIDs=060327
0001C&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
Ibid
Ibid
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in Response 14.6 and
Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges
to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). In addition,
according to the San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an
area noted for flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains experiences the same
temporary build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding is only known to occur
when there is a failure of the storm water pump nearby which assists in clearing excessive
flows from the area storm drains.17
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, a Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the
proposed project would be required per NPDES and C.3 provisions of the MRP. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with all
applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities would
have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that the
proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity to
induce flooding to the existing conditions.
25.34

The commentor wants to know where the Phase I ESA report is located and requests
information on how the contaminated soil would be disposed. As described under Response
24.1 and 25.29, a Phase I ESA prepared by Erler & Kalinowski, Inc. is on file with the City’s
Planning Department and is available for public review. In addition, a SMP was prepared by
West Environmental Services & Technology on March 2010 detailing the procedures and
protocols to be implemented during the proposed project’s development activities to address
residual petroleum hydrocarbon and VOCs in soil, soil gas and groundwater. The SMP has
been added as Appendix N of this Responses to Comments document. The EIR has been
updated with information from the SMP and these edits are presented under Response 24.1.

25.35

The commentor wants to know how unidentified sources of contaminations are encountered
and identified. A SMP was prepared by West Environmental Services and Technology on
March 2010 and has been added as Appendix N. In May and August 2009, 53 borings were
advanced for the collection of soil, soil gas and groundwater samples. The soil, soil gas, and
groundwater samples were collected and analyzed following the sampling procedures and
protocols detailed in the April 2009 Site Investigation Work Plan approved by the SMCHSA.

17

City of San Carlos, Public Works Department. 2012. Email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician. January 24.
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As discussed on page 3.11-15 of the Draft EIR, exposure to hazardous materials during
construction activities could occur as a result of any of the following:
x

Direct dermal contact with hazardous materials

x

Incidental ingestion of hazardous materials (usually due to improper hygiene, when
workers fail to wash their hands before eating, drinking, or smoking)

x

Inhalation of airborne dust released from dried hazardous materials

Under the General Plan, Community Safety and Services Element, Policy CSS-4.5, the City
would require a site assessment for hazardous and toxic soil contamination prior to approving
development project applications based on site history. As discussed on page 3.11-15 of the
Draft EIR, adherence to all local, State, and federal regulations and implantation of
Mitigation Measure HM-3.1 would ensure remediation of contaminated soils containing
hazardous materials and provide supplemental procedures in the event of unanticipated
discoveries of contaminants. In addition, Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 was incorporated to
the Draft EIR which would ensure that the SMP prepared for the proposed project would be
implemented. The SMP provides soil and groundwater management protocols, which
includes, but are not limited to, unknown soil testing of previously uncharacterized materials,
soil handing, soil disposal, and control of construction water for the proposed project.
25.36

18

The commentor wants to know how children and women of child bearing ages would be
exposed to toxins from the site and train and requests information on how the Emergency
Response Plan addresses train related safety hazards. As discussed on pages 3.5-23 and 3.524 of the Draft EIR, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) is a carcinogen identified by
California Air Resources Board (CARB) as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) and contributes to
particulate pollution statewide. This type of pollution is associated with locomotives
powered by diesel engines, including the current operation of Caltrain locomotives. The
CARB has released its Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective as an “informational guide” to prioritize the important sources of TACs and
reduce exposures to proximate populations.18 CARB offers guidelines that are based on a
major rail yard in Roseville with over 30,000 locomotives visiting annually and makes a
recommendation that no new residential uses be located within 1,000 feet of a rail storage
yard or maintenance facility with idling trains; however, does not provide guidelines for
siting residential uses next to tracks with passing trains. The concentration of the emissions
from a large number of idling trains at such locations makes the restrictions necessary, but no
such emissions concentration exists along the train tracks at the San Carlos Station. As
CARB does not recommend a set distance for the siting of a sensitive land use away from the
train tracks, impacts associated with the exposure of persons at the site to diesel locomotive
emissions on the proposed project would be less than significant.

California Environmental Protection Agency, California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.
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The Caltrain rail lines are used for passenger rail and freight services. Transportation of
hazardous materials along the Caltrain rail line are also required to comply with the USDOT
Office of Hazardous Materials Safety, as described in Title 40, 42, 45, and 49 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, and implemented by Title 17, 19, and 27 of the CCR (refer to Draft EIR
pages 3.11-12 to 3.11-13). Compliance with existing laws and regulations would ensure
transportation of any hazards or hazardous materials would be less than significant.
As discussed on page 3.11-19 of the Draft EIR, potential operational safety hazards from
Caltrain operation include pedestrian safety, derailment, and diesel emissions (discussed
above). Right-of-way accidents could include vehicle or pedestrian versus train as a result of
residents trespassing or crossing the alignment. However, the Caltrain right-of-way is grade
separated at the project site and does not involve an at-grade crossing at Holly Street, Arroyo
Avenue, or Brittan Avenue. The residential buildings would be set back approximately 65
feet from the train tracks, with a perimeter fence surrounding the property set back
approximately 28 feet from the east wall of the new structures. This provides approximately
37 feet of space between the fence and the train tracks. Additionally, the tracks are raised on
a berm, adding to the difficulty for pedestrian access to the Caltrain right-of-way. Other
potential accidents could occur as a result of train derailment and train versus train collision.
However, Caltrain operates in accordance with policies and procedures that have been
developed to reduce the possibility of an accident.
Caltrain’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) follows the current Standardized Emergency
Management System (SEMS), which is a statewide system that police officers, firefighters,
and other disaster responders use in disaster events. The EOP also allows Caltrain personnel
to coordinate with other transit agencies and governmental responders during disasters that
affect the region. The plan provides guidance for functioning effectively when a major
emergency occurs in any of the facilities owned and operated by Caltrain.19 Caltrain’s plan
follows components of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)20 Trans
Response Plan regarding coordination among the different Bay Area agencies that are
governed by a Mutual Aid Agreement.21 This Mutual Aid Agreement among the 10 major
transit operators include the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, San Francisco
Municipal Railway, San Mateo County Transit District, and the Santa Clara County Transit
District. The Mutual Aid Agreement facilitates multi-jurisdictional transit response during an

19

20

21

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), Short-Range Transit Plan Fiscal Year 2009 through Fiscal
Year
2018,
December
2009,
website:
http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/Plans/Short_Range
_Transit_Plan.html, accessed on January 18, 2012.
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 2008. San Francisco Bay Area Regional Transportation
Emergency Management Plan- Baseline Operation Plan. May 2008.
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (Caltrain), Short-Range Transit Plan Fiscal Year 2009 through Fiscal
Year
2018,
December
2009,
website:
http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/Plans/Short_Range
_Transit_Plan.html, accessed on January 18, 2012.
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emergency, if such a response is necessary.22 Therefore, the impact associated with pedestrian
safety and derailment would be less than significant.
Any groundwater or soil contamination at the project site would require to be remediated
prior to the construction of the proposed project per local, State, and federal regulations. As
discussed on page 3.11-15 of the Draft EIR, adherence to all local, State, and federal
regulations and implantation of Mitigation Measure HM-3.1 would ensure remediation of
contaminated soils containing hazardous materials prior to construction of the proposed
project. Appropriate agencies shall be notified and if needed, a Site Health and Safety Plan
that meets Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements shall be prepared and
in place prior to commencement of work in any contaminated area.
In addition, a new mitigation measure has been incorporated into the Draft EIR text, page
3.11-18, as outlined in Response 24.1. Incorporation of Mitigation Measure HM-3.2 would
ensure that the SMP would be implemented and adhered to by the construction personnel at
the project site for identified contamination at the project site. The SMP provides soil and
groundwater management protocols which include but are not limited to contractor
qualification, site control, excavation procedures, soil handing, soil disposal, import material
characterization, control of construction water, and construction dewatering discharge for the
proposed project. These measures would ensure the protection of construction workers as
well as children, women, and surrounding communities.
25.37

The commentor questions the accuracy of the increased population and residents-perhousing ratio and how you can prevent more than one person from using a bedroom. As
described on Draft EIR page 3.12-1, according to the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
(adopted in October 2009), in 2008 there were 11,960 housing units in the City and 28,857
residents. Based on this information it was determined that the average persons per housing
unit in the City is2.4. This number is based on the number of housing units and residents in
the City in 2008, and on the number of anticipated housing units and residents in the City in
2030 per the City’s 2030 General Plan. The average residents per housing unit may fluctuate
over the years; however, for the purpose of estimating the number of residents generated by
the proposed project, 2.4 residents per household is adequate for use in the EIR because it
reflects existing and anticipated future conditions in the City.
Refer to the analysis provided under Impact PH-1 for an explanation as to why direct
population growth resulting from the proposed project would be within population forecasts
for the City, and would therefore not be considered substantial. As described on Draft EIR
page 3.12-4, based on the City’s average resident per housing unit ratio of 2.4, the proposed
project would result in approximately 672 new residents, which accounts for approximately
20 percent of the City’s projected population growth between 2008 and 2030. Therefore, this
population increase does not constitute substantial growth that would result in a significant

22

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), San Francisco Bay Area Regional Transportation Emergency
Management Plan- Baseline Operation Plan, May 2008.
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impact, as it is not substantial when considered in the context of what has been planned for in
the City.
The commentor also requests the logic leading to the conclusion that 280 unit apartment
complex will not lead to substantial growth and that the infrastructure is not currently
underserved. Refer to the environmental analysis provided in Section 3.14, beginning on
page 3.14-15 of the Draft EIR. The EIR determined that the proposed project would have a
less significant impact on utilities and service systems and that the proposed project could be
served by existing infrastructure.
25.38

The commentor requests that the EIR address how the proposed project will mitigate
underserved public services in the City. As stated in Section 3.14, Public Services, two
public services within the City are underserved: the San Carlos Fire District (SCFD) and
parks. However, pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a proposed project would
only have a significant impact if it would trigger the need for new, altered, or expanded
governmental facilities that could in turn result in environmental impacts. Existing
conditions that may currently be underserved are not meant to be corrected through the
CEQA process, although a proposed project could further exacerbate these effects.
As stated on page 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR under Impact PS-2 (Fire Protection Demand),
current staffing and equipment levels adequately serve the SCFD’s service area needs for fire
protection services. The proposed project’s demand is not expected to substantially increase
the demand for fire services to the extent that new fire facilities would need to be constructed.
As such, the impact with respect to CEQA would be less than significant.
However, as discussed on pages 3.13-8 through 3.13-9 under Impact PS-4 (Parks and
Recreation Demand), the proposed project would exacerbate the existing park deficiency.
Nonetheless, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required to pay a park
and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fee under Municipal Code 17.32.030. These fees
would fully mitigate the potential deterioration impacts and the exacerbation of the parkland
deficiency, resulting in a less-than-significant impact to parks.
Although the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to public services
pursuant to CEQA, the project sponsor would still be required to pay fees to help mitigate the
costs of providing additional services to the project site. For example, the project sponsor
would be required to pay school impact fees enabled by SB 50. The development of the
proposed project would indirectly contribute funding to the SCFD through the payment of
one-time plan check fees, building and permitting fees in the form of General Fund revenues,
and an increase in tax revenue in the City. The residential aspect of the proposed project
would be required, under San Carlos Municipal Code 17.32.030, to pay park and recreation
land dedication or in-lieu fees. Also, the Park Facility Development Fee Law of the City of
San Carlos (see Section 3.34 of the Municipal Code) imposes on new residential
developments a parkland development fee. As such, further mitigation, including the solar
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roofing component suggested by the commentor, would not be required. As a separate but
companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) has been prepared for the
purpose of evaluating the impact that the proposed project would have on the City’s fiscal
budgets upon full operations. Information regarding the FIA is available on the City’s
website.23 Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR, the City has updated the FIA. The
updated FIA determined that the proposed project would result in an annual net revenue of
$121,979, a positive fiscal effect.24
The financial burdens or benefits of a project are not issues that are discussed or analyzed
under CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical
environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic
issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community
benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council and the Planning
Commission during the decision-making process.
25.39

The commentor states that utilities services are already impacted with delayed infrastructure
maintenance and budgetary issues and requests information on how the proposed project
would help mitigate these effects and help maintain these services. Under CEQA, proposed
projects are evaluated for their effects on existing conditions. Project sponsors are expected
to mitigate the effects of their projects, not to correct existing problems or deficiencies. The
impact analysis for utilities and service systems considers whether a given utility provider
would be able to serve a proposed project at acceptable service standards; or if the proposed
project would require or result in the construction of new facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts.
For water supply, as discussed on Draft EIR text on page 3.14-16, the proposed project would
not exceed the service and demand projections by the California Water Service Company’s
(CWSC) Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). As such, there would be sufficient
supply to meet the proposed project’s water demand. Any project-specific water distribution
systems would comply with all CWSC standards and local, State, and federal law. In
addition, no new or expanded water treatment facilities or storage would be required.
Therefore, impacts to water supply would be less than significant.
For wastewater, as discussed on Draft EIR text on page 3.14-18, the available capacity at the
South Bayside System Authority (SBSA) Wastewater Treatment Plant and existing collection
system would be sufficient to accommodate the projected wastewater from the proposed
project. It is estimated that the proposed project would generate an approximate average
daily demand of 0.056 mgd of wastewater. The City currently has an excess capacity of 1.14

23

24

CB Richard Ellis (CBRE), San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy Partners,
March 2009. Information pertaining to the FIA can be found at: www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
projects/san_carlos_transit_village/project_overview/fiscal_analysis.ap
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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mgd at the SBSA Wastewater Treatment Plant. In addition, with the planned expansion
program currently underway, the City would have entitlement increase of 0.29 mgd by the
time the expansion is complete. If necessary, additional capacity rights would be purchased
with funds from developers. Installation of the wastewater collection system would include
permanent wastewater collection lines and appurtenances and would be sized to
accommodate development. Design of the wastewater collection lines would comply with
the City’s standards and would be reviewed and approved by the City prior to operation.
Accordingly, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect
to exceeding wastewater treatment requirements, requiring the construction of new facilities,
and exceeding wastewater treatment capacity.
For solid waste, as discussed on Draft EIR text on page 3.14-19, the proposed project would
generate approximately 1,222 pounds per day, or 0.61 tons per day (223 tons per year) of
solid waste. The Shoreway Recycling and Disposal Center has an excess capacity for
collection of approximately 500 tons per day and would be able to accommodate the
proposed project. The Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill currently has sufficient permitted
capacity to serve the proposed project. After the landfill reaches its capacity in 2018, the
landfill at Los Trancos Canyon may be expanded or Apanolio Canyon may be opened as a
sanitary landfill. Improvement Measure UT-4.1 would further reduce the proposed project’s
impact on Ox Mountain Landfill capacity. In addition, the City is in compliance with the
State law that requires at least 50 percent diversion subject to review every four years. Given
existing regulations, Improvement Measure UT-4.1 and available capacity at the transfer
stations and landfill, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant solid waste
impact.
For gas and electricity, as discussed on Draft EIR text on page 3.14-21 to 3.14-22, extension
of electrical and gas distribution systems to the project area would be provided by PG&E
upon request and paid for by the project sponsor. The extension of the gas and electric
distribution system would not be expected to interfere with normal PG&E services. In
addition, the proposed project would comply with Title 24 conservation standards. The
proposed project would not require the construction of new energy generation or supply
facilities and there would be less than- significant impacts related to energy demand.
In summary, impacts to utilities and service systems were determined to be less than
significant because the service providers have the ability to serve the proposed project and the
proposed project would not trigger the expansion of existing service provider facilities.
25.40

The commentor questions how any significant and irreversible environmental changes
associated with the use of non-renewable resources, such as fossil fuels, resulting from the
proposed project is justified. Significant and irreversible environmental changes are
significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if a project is implemented. The
proposed project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes from the
commitment of energy and water resources and the potential disturbance and exposure of
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persons to contaminated soils, as disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4, Other CEQA
Considerations, page 4-2. CEQA requires a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes, but does not identify a threshold of significance to determine if these
changes would result in a significant impact. Accordingly, significant irreversible
environmental changes would not result in a significant impact. The use of energy resources
associated with the proposed project was analyzed in Section 3.14, Utilities, and determined
to result in less-than-significant impacts. In addition, impacts related to the exposure of
persons to contaminated soils are analyzed in Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
and were determined to be less than significant.
25.41

The commentor states that the project is growth inducing based on the definition provided in
the Draft EIR, which is not consistent with the conclusion found in Section 3.12, Population,
Employment, and Housing. Refer to Response 25.37, above, regarding the reasoning as to
why growth resulting from the proposed project would not be substantial.
As explained above, the proposed project would result in approximately 672 new residents.
Accordingly, the proposed project would be growth inducing, as disclosed in Draft EIR,
Section 4.3, Growth Inducing Impacts. However, the proposed project would not result in a
significant impact related to substantial population growth, based on CEQA significance
thresholds. Population growth on the project site has been anticipated in the General Plan
based on the project site’s General Plan land use designation. In addition, the proposed
project would account for approximately 20 percent of the anticipated population growth in
the City as a whole between 2008 and 2030. As stated on Draft EIR page 4-3, under CEQA,
this growth is not to be considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significant
consequence. Induced growth is considered a significant impact only if it affects (directly or
indirectly) the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be
demonstrated that the potential growth, in some other way, significantly affects the
environment. Accordingly, as the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in
less–than-significant impacts to public services and utilities and services systems based on
CEQA thresholds of significance, growth inducing impacts would be less than significant.

25.42
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The commentor is concerned that the Reduced Intensity Alternative was an Alternative
Considered but Rejected as Infeasible. As stated on page 5-1, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative is an alternative considered in the Draft EIR. The only project rejected under
Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible, page 5-3, is the alternative that proposes
increased density of Buildings 5 and 6 and reduced heights of Buildings 1 through 4. This
alternative would reduce parking for Buildings 5 and 6 and would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts, which is a principal reason for its rejection. The proposed project and
Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts.
Additionally, a new Reduced Massing Alternative is being considered in this Response to
Comments document. Please see Master Response 5 for analysis of this new alternative.
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25.43

The commentor considers the project an important legacy for the City and region, would like
for the proposed project to consider the cumulative impacts of the HST. For a discussion on
the cumulative impact of the HST project, please see Master Response 4.
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Letter 26
From: cfmahoney@aol.com [mailto:cfmahoney@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 5:01 PM
To: Al Savay; CFMahoney@aol.com; MIchelle_Mahoney@comcast.net
Subject: East Side Transit Village Comments--PLEASE CONSIDER THIS!!

Hi Al,

26.1
26.2
26.3

Michelle Mahoney and I live at 1041 McCue Ave. in East San Carlos. It is important that you
consider how the Transit village will impact our neighborhoods in terms of slap back noise and with
the shadowing and with th eaccess to the park. Most importantly, the HIgh Speed rail was not
thoroughly researched and this is KEY to the overall long term success of this project. PLEASE do
a longer term impact report on the High Speed Rail Service tha twill be coming down the corridor of
the Peninsula.
thanks!
Chris Mahoney and Michelle Mahoney
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26.

Chris and Michelle Mahoney (letter dated February 2, 2010)

26.1

The commentor raises a concern of how the Transit village will impact the neighborhood in
terms of slap back noise. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the
proposed project buildings is discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Master Response 3 for further information regarding reflection noise.

26.2

The commentor requests that the impact to GESC neighborhoods is considered in terms of
slap back noise, shadowing, and park access. A discussion of noise reflection from Caltrain
operations onto the GESC neighborhoods due to the proposed project is provided on Draft
EIR page 3.6-19. The Draft EIR determined that the expected Caltrain noise increment due to
reflection from the proposed project façade would not exceed Noise Element criteria and the
proposed project would, therefore, result in a less-than-significant impact regarding
operational noise emissions. For further analysis of Caltrain and potential High Speed Train
(HST) project noise reflection, please refer to Master Response 4.
Regarding shadowing, please refer to Master Response 2 for shadows cast by the proposed
project and to Section 6 of this document for additional shadow simulations.
In terms of park access, the proposed project would not affect access to local parks. The
project is not located adjacent to any existing parks and existing connections between the east
and west side of San Carlos would not be obstructed or altered as a result of the proposed
project. However, as addressed on Draft EIR page 3.13-8 under Impact PS-4, due to
increased park demand from the new residents, the proposed project would accelerate usage
and deterioration of nearby parks, including Laureola Park. However, the proposed project
would have a less-than-significant related to parks because the proposed project would be
subject to in-lieu fees and park development fees under the Municipal Code. These fees
would fully mitigate impacts resulting from the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed
project would in a less-than-significant impact related to parks.
As such, the EIR adequately considers impacts of the proposed on the GESC neighborhoods
with regard to slap back noise, shadowing, and park access, and determined that impacts
would less than significant.

26.3

The commentor requests more information and analysis regarding the HST project. As noted
on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative
scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout
the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts,
of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the
cumulative impacts with the HST project.
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Letter 27

Comments on the Draft EIR for the San Carlos Transit Village.
Submitted by Scot Marsters 1/28/10
The EIR states there are no significant impacts or that what little impact its construction causes
can easily be mitigated. I disagree with these assumption and would like to ask that the following
significant impacts be included, potential mitigations be considered and inconsistencies with the
General Plan be addressed.

27.1

Land Use and Planning - The EIR asks that the entire length of the project be rezoned to Planned
Community as stated in City Council Resolution 2003-79. Resolution 2003-79 Section 4.843 also
states that the entire rail corridor shall be planned to appear as one integrated project. The existing
EIR only looks at the area from Arroyo north. Please include in the EIR, plans for the rest of the
project from the southern San Carlos city line to Arroyo St. including landscaping plans and the
location of the design entry feature announcing entry into the City of San Carlos as in Resolution
2003-79 Sections 4.842 and 4.850. Please also explain why the southern part of the rail corridor
should be rezoned Planned Community in the absence of a plan, as the existing uses south of
Arroyo are allowed under the existing land use designation, whereas rezoning the area south of
Arroyo to Planned Community would allow for expanded or additional land uses such as multifamily residential. The land along side the railroad tracks in San Carlos has been an eyesore for
well over 15 years, the entire corridor needs to be addressed, not just part of it. One suggestion
has been to take some of the vacant land and use it for a city garden.

27.2

In addition very little is mentioned about High Speed rail and its impact on the project. Please
include possible impacts to the project due to tunneling, trenching and the impacts due to
additional above ground tracks and any impacts from the electrification of CalTrain, as all are
foreseeable projects that could have impacts on the project.
Visual Quality - The EIR under Visual Quality suggests that the project would have no impact on
scenic views from both sides of the berm. Under the reduced Intensity Alternative the views of
the hillsides are described as minor and background.
In 1994 the city declared the views from the residential neighborhood on the east of the berm
looking west to be significant and special. Here is the line of reasoning.

27.3

First in the City Attorney’s analysis of Measure D the 1994 Ballot measure for the Grade
separation states, “The EIR finds the project with mitigation has no significant adverse effects.
There are three exceptions where in spite of mitigation measures, the environmental impact
cannot be rendered insignificant: a) displacement of certain businesses along the east side of El
Camino, primarily north of Holly Street; b) increase in noise during construction; and c) the
creation of a significant visual and physical barrier and the loss of several prominent views,
including those of the eastern façade of the Depot”.
In stating the above the City declares that the loss of prominent views is an environmental impact
that cannot be rendered insignificant.
Second, the berm was designed as compact berm at the additional cost of 20-30 million dollars in
order to keep the height down for no other reason than to preserve the views from the east side
(Mike Garvey former City Manager comments during High speed rail tour). In doing so it
preserved the views of the hills preferentially over the view of the historically significant Depot
from the east. (If I spent 30 million dollars to preserve a view I would consider it significant and
special).
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Third, in 2003 City Council Resolution 2003-79 of the Railroad Corridor Development and
Design Guidelines, Section 4.849 states that “The project architecture should incorporate varying
heights that are sensitive to the scale and massing of east side residential areas, and accommodate
and preserve significant views”.
Fourth, in 2009 The City Council approved the General Plan which states in Policy LU-8.21
“Maintain Railroad Corridor Development and Design Guidelines unless it conflicts with other
parts of the General Plan”.

27.3
cont.

Fifth, the General Plan Policy LU-9.9 states “Encourage the design of development to minimize
the obstruction of significant views of the San Francisco Bay, the western Hills, or other
significant natural vistas to the greatest extent possible”.
The EIR needs to include loss of views as a significant impact under Visual Quality based on
CEQA Guidelines “The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would (a)
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; (b) substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway; (c) substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or (d) create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area” and include suggested mitigations. In addition General Plan
Policy LU-9.4 states “ Mitigation measures shall be utilized to the greatest extent feasible for
neighborhoods surrounding new proposed development”.

27.4

27.5

Others and I have suggested several mitigations. The idea of an urban forest with 4 layers of trees
between the project and the residential neighborhood was suggested. The General Plan Policy
LU-9.5 states “Require buffering, screening, setbacks, or other measures for new and expanded
multi-family residential and /or commercial/industrial developments adjacent to single-family
residential neighborhoods to minimize impacts and compatibility conflicts”. Unfortunately the
EIR shows a landscaping proposal that has little or no landscaping planned for the east side of the
project. Please include in the EIR an expanded landscaping plan for the east side of the project,
both north and south of Holly Street, including potential landscaping proposed by the city along
the east side of Old County Road (Personal discussion with Robert Weil). Also discussed with the
developer was the idea of modifying the plan to have reduced height in several locations. One
such example was to reduce the height of the sections of the buildings that run parallel to the
CalTran tracks. Additional mitigations should also be identified and considered, and if none can
be found then additional public amenities benefiting the effected individuals should be
considered.
Height and Massing – According to the City of San Carlos General Plan 2030 document, Land
Use Policy LU-8.3 “Ensure that new development is sensitive to the character of adjacent
structures and the immediate neighborhood” and Policy 9.13 “Require appropriate transitions of
building scale, massing, and height to adjacent single-family homes”. Also from Resolution
2003-79 section 4.8.48 “Provide interesting architecture incorporating tiering of building heights
and articulation of building elevations from all views of the project. Building articulation should
break up building massing and provide visual relief of all elevations”. In addition section 4.849
states “Project architecture should incorporate varying heights that are sensitive to the scale and
massing of east side residential areas and accommodate and preserve significant views”.
Unfortunately the planned project and project alternative suggested by the City, both fall far short
of accomplishing these goals. As all projects must be consistent with the General Plan, this is a
significant impact that must be detailed in the EIR and additional mitigations suggested. If no
mitigations can be suggested, additional public amenities that benefit the impacted community
should be considered.
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In addition Resolution 2003-79 Section 4.845 “The focal point of the Depot Area should be the
historic San Carlos Depot, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. This area
shall accommodate community interaction and diverse activities. Additionally, development
within the project adjacent to the Depot should be sensitive to the massing and scale of the
Depot”. Please explain how a 3 story, 47-foot tall building, just south but right next to the depot is
sensitive to the massing and scale of the single story Depot?

27.6

27.7

27.8

Also General Plan Policy LU-8.11 “Discourage abrupt changes in building scale. A gradual
transition between low-rise to mid-rise buildings should be achieved by using the low-rise
buildings at the edge of the project site. Consider the relationship of buildings to the street, to one
another and to adjacent structures and land uses, especially single family residential”. Explain
how the southern most building of 47 feet, with a parking lot on one side, the Depot on the other
and across the street from the Drake building aligns with this policy.
Transportation – In EIR section TR-1 the assumptions of the project are based on a significant
number of people using public transportation and a Traffic Demand Management (TDM) plan.
The existing City TDM plan has no enforcement mechanism to reduce traffic to a desired level,
so the developer could put the plan into effect and if residents of the proposed development still
choose to drive, the city would have no recourse to deal with the impact of the increased traffic.
Please identify alternatives beyond the existing TDM and mechanisms for enforcement. In
addition please provide details as to the full impact on traffic if no TDM were in effect and what
impact the projects increased traffic will have on various intersections if no TDM were in place.
One suggested mitigation that came at a Sierra Club meeting was to uncouple parking from the
rental units. A potential compromise is to uncouple parking spaces after the first for each unit.
Neither of these potential mitigations works without a permit-parking program to protect the
surrounding neighborhood and businesses (more about permit parking under parking).
Parking – The community to the east of the Legacy/JPB project is currently significantly affected
by the loss of approximately 100 parking spaces due to the raising of the berm. Just look at the
number of hours the San Carlos Police Department and City Staff have put in dealing with
complaints of CalTrain riders parking in front of resident’s homes. The complaints arise from
three different groups: daily commuters, people who park in the neighborhood because they are
going out of town and can not park in the CalTrain lot for more than 24 hours and people who are
using the train to attend sporting events. They all park in the neighborhood avoiding paying the
$2 per day fee charged to park in the CalTrain lot.
The General Plan Policy LU-1.7 Encourage mitigation of parking conflicts and LU-9.3 states
“Assure that redevelopment, public or private, mitigates any negative traffic and parking impacts
on or adjacent to residential neighborhood”. The Legacy/JPB EIR ignores the existing and
potential future parking issues completely even though the property owner that the SCTV will
lease the land from created the problem and would benefit from solving the problem.

27.9

In addition the project moves the existing parking spaces for CalTrain riders further away from
the loading platform exacerbating the problem for the residents. This is a significant issue that has
been completely ignored by the EIR. Please include this as a significant impact of the project and
include mitigations.

27.10

It has been suggested that as part of the High Speed rail project the loading platform could be
shifted south, thus impacting additional east side residential streets, and move it further from the
proposed residential buildings located north of Holly, making it less likely they would walk to
public transportation. Another reason impacts from High Speed rail must be considered, as part of
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27.10
cont.

27.11

27.12

27.13

27.14

the project is that according to resolution 2003-79 Section 4.885 “Adequate parking for existing
and future CalTrain and Samtrans needs shall be maintained”. Since CalTrain and High Speed
rail have entered into formal agreements to share the right of way, High Speed rails impact on
parking needs to be addressed at this time; otherwise land for parking for High Speed rail may not
be available.
Others and I have suggested mitigations. We have been working with San Carlos City Staff and
SamTrans staff to look for potential solutions. Implementation of permit parking or modified a
modified permit-parking program paid for by the developer, landlord or the City could be one
potential solution. I also believe that this EIR needs to be sent to the Transportation and
Circulation Commission for review (this could come at the request of staff, the Planning
Commission or the City Council).
Shuttles – Because the project includes not only a mixed-use development but also a new San
Mateo County Transit Center, please indicate what the long-term plan is for addressing the issues
with shuttles on the residential neighborhood to the east. How will new shuttles from additional
development on the east side or neighboring communities be addressed? If the existing traffic
signal light is moved to East San Carlos Ave. as suggested by Robert Weil at the recent GESC
meeting, how will this impact the shuttles, the taxis and the “Kiss and Ride” drop off? Currently
the existing shuttles park in such a way that they force southbound traffic on Old County into the
lane of oncoming traffic, will this be fixed as part of the new San Mateo County Transit Center?
Could all shuttles move to the west side and could the existing space be used to truly connect the
station to the East-Side in a welcoming manner or will the East-Side of the station forever be
uninviting to the residents and businesses?
Traffic – I understand that Legacy is proposing to install an additional traffic signal light at
Cherry Street and El Camino. The additional traffic signal light will slow traffic down along El
Camino, what corresponding steps will be taken to slow down traffic along Old County? Relative
to El Camino, there will now be 2 fewer traffic signal lights on Old County from Brittan to the
northern City line. I would like to suggest a mitigation of lowering the speed limit to 30 miles per
hour on Old County, at least from Terminal Way to Taylor way. This section of road is the only
street in San Carlos that has single-family homes fronting it with a speed limit of over 30 miles
per hour. In both Redwood City and in Belmont the speed limit on Old County is 30 miles per
hour or less. Also after the berm was installed and Old County was narrowed, the speed limit was
never reduced. Another possibility is installing Stop signs at Old County and Taylor Way or
Terminal, or some combination of both.
Public Amenities – Included in Resolution 2003-79 are the following guidelines and policies for
the project: Section 4.824 “Encourage recreational facilities and/or other community activity
options along the narrow lots to the south of Arroyo Avenue within the project area” and Section
4.825 “Encourage the incorporation of community amenities within the project area through
flexibility in parking requirements”. While the project includes the flexibility in parking
requirements, the only public amenity proposed is a public gathering place located so close to El
Camino as to make conversation pretty much impossible and located so close to retail, that one
assumes it will actually be used by the retail uses and not by the public. In addition no other
public amenities are proposed including in the area south of Arroyo. So, what additional public
amenities will be included in the project and how will they benefit the current and future residents
of the City? What would help the City of San Carlos address the lack of things for teens to do in
our community would be a skate park. Other suggestions have included a dog park or additional
park on the East Side.
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27.15

27.16

27.17

Noise – Construction noise was an issue with the raising of the berm. The residential
neighborhood had to endure jack hammering at 6 a.m. in the morning. Frequent calls to the public
works department and the police didn’t help. How will the developer and the City handle noise
complaints both during and outside allowed construction times? As construction is expected to
continue for several years, every effort should be made to reduce construction noise.
As part of the EIR for raising the berm, noise impacts were studied and the conclusion was that
there would be no increase in noise to the residential neighborhood to the east of the berm.
Unfortunately that has not been the case. Almost everyone who lived in the neighborhood and
still does, knows that we have seen a significant increase in the noise level in the neighborhood
due to the raising of the CalTrain tracks. Somehow the way noise was studied is flawed. In the
2003 East Side Specific Draft EIR, a 1999 noise study (post construction of the berm) yielded the
following comment “Based on these noise studies, the noise from CalTrain train passbys is
between 57dBA (at McCue Avenue) and 85 dBA (at Riverton). Based on the noise studies, it
appears that the noise from single events along the rail line does have the potential to exceed the
single event noise criteria typically used to minimize speech and sleep disturbance (50 dBA in the
bedrooms and 55 dBA in other rooms). Therefore, the impact from noise from trains on the
proposed multi-family development would be potentially significant”. It goes on to talk about
how to mitigate the noise for the proposed development, but fails to discuss mitigation for the
existing single-family homes to the east. 85 dBA is in the unacceptable level according to the
General Plan and the CEQA guidelines on noise “A significant noise impact would occur if the
project would result in (a) exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in local general plans or noise ordinances”, in addition the EIR claims that
an additional 1-3 dBA will be bounced back from the 49-foot wall. Now once again we are being
asked to believe that a new noise study, which claims no significant noise increases to our
neighborhood, is not flawed. The SCTV EIR noise study claims that placing an almost continuous
49-foot high wall, which will bounce noise back into the neighborhood, will result in no
significant increase in noise to the neighborhood. Any reasonably sane individual would find this
difficult to believe. So we can only conclude that the noise study is once again flawed. Resolution
2003-79 Section 4.900 “Require the appropriate acoustical studies and appropriate mitigation of
noise impacts for all new uses within the project area”. So please provide examples of acoustical
studies in other locations similar to this where 49-foot walls of similar length have been installed
and provide details of what impact they had on noise. Also please conduct a complete noise study
of the neighborhood taking into consideration: current noise conditions, the potential for
increased noise bounced into the neighborhood from the 49-foot wall, increased noise from the
new signal at Cherry, noise from the new parking lot and the impact of a canyon effect, where we
will now have 49-foot buildings or larger at either end of the neighborhood. Another option
would be to build a 49-foot wall where the edge of the buildings could potentially be and conduct
a noise study to see what impact the wall would truly have. Another idea would be to conduct a
comprehensive noise study before and after the project with mitigation measures, including
potential compensation for increases in noise to the impacted residents. I think the EIR is
incomplete and additional studies need to be completed before this document is approved.
At best the noise studies should say that they are not sure what impact the walls will have on
noise in the neighborhood. If we use sound walls along the freeways as examples, they have had
unforeseen and unintended noise consequences in other locations.
Currently there are approximately 80 trains per day using the CalTrain tracks. What will be the
increase in noise impacts when CalTrain reaches the stated goal of 160 trains per day and High
Speed Rail reaches their stated goal of 20 trains per hour in each direction per day? This will
amount to one train every few minutes. Please include a copy of the High Speed Rail Noise and
Vibration Impact Report and explain what impact the proposed SCTV buildings would have on
noise bounced back into the East Side Neighborhood based on their data.
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27.18

Please also explain why businesses near the neighborhood that would have a far smaller noise
impact on the neighborhood, such as in a 2006 proposal for “Broadway Towing” a business
located 300 feet from the neighborhood applying for a conditional Use Permit, had a staff
recommendation to deny the permit based on noise and parking, yet the SCTV EIR suggests it
would have no significant impact on noise.
It seems that the EIR is more interested in noise within the planned buildings and cares little
about increases in noise to the surrounding single family residential neighborhood, which already
has noise levels that exceed the normally accepted exterior noise exposure limits (General Plan).

27.19

27.20

Potential mitigations to the affected single-family homes could include: no interest loans from
CalTrain or the Developer for installing double paned windows, door replacements and chimney
toppers to help decrease the interior average noise levels of the existing homes similar to what the
San Francisco airport provided to residents in Milbrae. In addition other possible mitigations
should be looked into and possibly implemented.
Connectivity to East-Side Residential Neighborhood – There is little in the project that connects it
to the East-Side neighborhood physically or visually. The General Plan Policy LU-1.3 states,
“Ensure that development within the TOD corridor maintains and improves the mobility of
people and vehicles along and across the corridor” and CEQA Guidelines “A significant impact
would occur if the project would (a) physically divide an established community”. While the east
side of El Camino gets a complete facelift, the East Side gets cut off from the rest of the
community both physically and visually. General Plan Goal LU-5 states “Promote connectivity
and provide retail and services within walking distance of homes and employment areas”, explain
how this project connects to the surrounding residential neighborhood to the East instead of
cutting it off further from the rest of San Carlos. Please suggest mitigations to address this.

27.21

2030 General Plan Policies – Policy LU-8.2 “Ensure that new development is sensitive to the
character of adjacent structures and the immediate neighborhood”. Please explain how the
proposed project meets this policy in relation to the East-Side residential neighborhood. Policy
LU-8.4 “Promote pedestrian-scaled design through site planning, building design, finish details
and landscaping for all types of development by requiring height and locational transitions
between buildings of varied levels that are sensitive to the interrelationships of surrounding uses
and structures, especially residential”. Please explain how the proposed project meets this policy
in relation to the East-Side residential neighborhood. Policy LU-8.10 “On all sides of buildings,
require the incorporation of quality architectural design elements for all building facades and
stepping back upper floors in order to reduce bulk and mass and to break up monotonous wall
lines”. Please explain how the proposed project meets this policy in relation to the East-Side
residential neighborhood. Policy LU-8.19 “Residential structures shall be designed to be
compatible with existing structures in the vicinity, avoid obstructing views from adjacent
structures or views of community importance, avoid interference with the right or ability to use
solar energy and be consistent with the community design principles”. Please explain how the
proposed project meets this policy in relation to the East-Side residential neighborhood. Please
suggest mitigations to address these concerns.

27.22

Drainage – Recently flooding occurred at the Holly Street underpass, what impact would
covering a significant portion of this property with impervious surfaces have on runoff and filling
the storm drains? Will putting in subterranean garages displace the water table exacerbating the
existing flooding issues in the residential neighborhood to the east?
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27.23

27.24

27.25

Financial - Currently the City of San Carlos has a 3.5 million dollar budget deficit in the General
Fund. The proposed project would add approximately $200,000 to that deficit based on the
Financial Impact document presented by staff at the EDAC meeting. Unfortunately no
representatives from either SamTrans/JPB/CalTrain or Legacy were present at the meeting, so
EDAC was not able to ask specific questions about the projects financial impact on the city. It
seems that with the current financial situation of the city and no easy solutions in the near future,
that an additional hit of $200,000 to the General Fund would be a significant impact to the city.
What discussions have been held to address this concern? Please suggest possible mitigations for
this impact.
While many in the community would like to see Transit Oriented Development occur on the site
of the proposed development. The density of the project is being forced on the developer, thus
creating many of the significant impacts, by SamTrams/JPB/CalTrain in order to pay for both the
new SamTrams Transit Center and all the upgrades to El Camino in the Grande Boulevard
Initiative. This effectively forces the project to maximize density where a more reasonable
density would be acceptable to the nearby neighborhood. As with the raising of the berm this
project will be here for many years to come. The City has one shot to get this right, as any
problems that arise after the buildings are in place will likely not be addressed. The East-Side
neighborhood has struggled for almost 20 years to get issues associated with the building of the
berm addressed. The hope is that many could be corrected as part of this project; the concern is
that any new issues that arise will never be addressed.
All in all, I think the EIR is missing some critical information and it fails to list and address
several significant impacts to the East Side residential neighborhood. In addition, the plan for the
SCTV is inconsistent with many of the General Plan goals and policies. Some of these issues
mentioned above are so important they have multiple goals and/or policies in the General Plan. In
addition all the additional concerns need to be addressed before the project moves forward. In the
long run I believe it would be in everyone’s best interest for the four groups (GESC, Legacy,
SamTrans/CalTrain/JPB and San Carlos City Staff) to meet and discuss additional mitigations for
the project, if the developer plans to moves forward. As the plan stands now, it certainly does not
meet CEQA Guidelines nor is it consistent with the City of San Carlos’ General Plan.
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27.

Scot Marsters (letter dated January 28, 2010)

27.1

The comment requests that plans for the Railroad Corridor from the southern San Carlos city
line to Arroyo Street be included in the EIR. A discussion of city-proposed entitlements,
which includes the rezoning of the Railroad Corridor south of Arroyo Street to the southern
San Carlos city line, is provided on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR. As stated, the City proposes to
rezone the remainder of the Railroad Corridor, south of the project site to PD. This rezoning
would be consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
(General Plan), and Chapter 18.36 of the San Carlos Municipal Code. As opposed to the
rezoning of the project site, rezoning south of the project site would allow for interim and
permanent uses such as commercial and retail uses. The commercial and retail uses already
occur within the area to be rezoned and include car dealerships, auto-related retail, and
seasonal Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales. No new development is currently foreseen
under this rezoning and the rezoning will not impact the existing uses.
The comment also requests that an explanation as to why the southern part of the Railroad
Corridor should be rezoned in the absence of a plan which would allow for expanded or
additional land uses such as multi-family residential. The rezoning of the Railroad Corridor
from the southern San Carlos city line to Arroyo Street as part of the proposed project would
not allow for residential uses to be developed at the site or other uses that do not currently
occur at the site. The EIR does not include plans for the southern portion of the Railroad
Corridor as no new development is currently foreseen. Further, the EIR does not include
analysis of the rezoning of this portion of the project site for reasons provided on page 2-7 of
the Draft EIR. Environmental implications of potential increased development under the
City-proposed rezoning have been addressed in the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
EIR, which was certified by the City Council in October 2009. The proposed rezoning of the
remaining portion of the Railroad Corridor to PD is an implementation tool to carry out the
land use designation per the 2030 General Plan, and would not have environmental
implications in addition to those identified in the EIR for the 2030 General Plan. As such, this
EIR does not further consider the rezoning and the Mixed Use – South Boulevard (MU-SB)
zoning applied to the project by the 2011 zoning ordinance.
In consideration of the information provided above, no additions or changes to the EIR
regarding the City-proposed rezoning is required in response to this comment, as rezoning
would allow for the continuation of existing uses, would not allow for residential
development, and no new development is currently foreseen for the southern portion of the
project site. The remainder of the comment regarding the use of the vacant portion of the
railroad corridor for a city garden will be considered by the Planning Commission and City
Council during the design review portion of the project entitlements, after certification of the
EIR.
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27.2

The commentor requests more information and analysis regarding the High Speed Train
(HST) project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts
with the HST project.
However, it is important to note that Master Response 4 only discusses the conceptual plans
for the HST project (since more detailed drawings are not yet available) and how the effects
from these plans could cumulate with the proposed project to result in potential impacts. As
stated in Section 15130(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should not discuss impacts
which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. Therefore, the Master
Response does not analyze the impacts that the HST project could directly have on the
community. The impacts of HST project on the proposed project and other parts of San
Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental documents being
prepared for the HST project by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) and the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the state and federal leads for that project.

27.3

This commentor provides reasoning as to why the EIR needs to identify the loss of views as a
significant impact based on CEQA Guidelines and the EIR must include mitigation. Refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion of loss of views and Section 6 for revisions made to
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better support the findings
that the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to scenic vistas
and visual quality and character and to better address and demonstrate the project’s
consistency with applicable policies and guidelines including those cited above. The EIR
determined that although the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides of the
Pulgas Ridge or Belmont Hill from certain vantage points in GESC neighborhoods, these
views do not constitute a scenic vista and that the loss of views from these vantage points
would not degrade the visual character or quality of these neighborhoods. Master Response 2
also includes a discussion of the findings of the Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR as
it relates to the loss of views due to the proposed project.

27.4

The commentor states that mitigation has been suggested to minimize impacts and
compatibility conflicts between new development and adjacent single family residential
neighborhoods in compliance with General Plan Policy LU-9.5. Refer to Master Response 2
for a discussion of policy conflicts and to Section 6 of this document for revisions to the
analysis provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better
address and demonstrate the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan policies
related to building height and massing, and compatibility with existing land uses, including
General Plan Policy LU-9.5. In compliance with General Plan Policy LU-9.5, proposed
development would be buffered from existing residential development by the elevated
Caltrain track and Old County Road, screened by three layers of landscaping, and setback
from single family homes at a distance of more than 125 feet. As such, no mitigation is
required to minimize impacts related to compatibility conflicts between the proposed project
and the GESC neighborhoods.
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The commentor also requests that the EIR include an expanded landscaping plan for the east
side of the project that includes potential landscaping proposed along the east of Old County
Road. As described on Draft EIR page 3.3-22 and illustrated Draft EIR Figures 2-6a through
6h, trees would be planted along the east side of each building and within the pedestrian
pathway/emergency access lane. Existing landscaping along the perimeter wall would be
maintained, accounting for one layer of landscaping. Additionally, offsite landscaping would
be provided between the project site and the Caltrain tracks and between the Caltrain tracks
and Old County, along the Railroad Corridor extending south of the project site to the San
Carlos/Redwood City border between the Caltrain tracks and El Camino Real, and along the
east side of El Camino Real in front of the project site. The provision of trees along the
eastern edge of Old County Road would not be provided as part of the proposed project
because it is outside of the project area and outside the scope of the project and may conflict
with existing easements and public infrastructure. Furthermore, the City is proceeding with a
plan to add additional landscaping with the implementation of the East Side Connect Project.
On July 28, 2010, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission awarded a $2,220,810
Transportation for Livable Communities Grant (TLC) for improvements to Old County Road
and East San Carlos Avenue. The project is supplemented by an existing bikeway grant for
$83,500 from the Transportation Development Act, Article 3, allowing for completion of
Class II bike lanes on Old County Road from Redwood City to Bransten Road. A segment of
the project on Old County Road from Terminal Way to Riverton Drive includes the
undergrounding of overhead utilities funded with the City’s Rule 20A credits from PG&E.
The project accomplishes improved sidewalks, addition of street trees and landscaping,
bicycle lane/route improvements, safety improvements at intersections, undergrounding of
utilities on Old County Road adjacent to residential neighborhoods, improved access into
Laureola Park, improved access at the train depot and at the Arroyo undercrossing, one
landscaped median and an improved signal at East San Carlos/Old County Road
The comment also suggests that the project should be modified to include reduced heights in
several locations, such as where buildings run parallel to the Caltrain track. As illustrated in
the new Figures 3.3-8 A through F, provided in Section 6 of this document, the height of
buildings along the Caltrain tracks would vary and building elevations would be articulated.
The proposed project would also be in compliance with policies of the General Plan and
guidelines of Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.1 However,
in response to comments requesting reduced building heights and massing, a new alternative
to the proposed project that reconfigures and reduces the density of proposed buildings,
including the height of buildings heights has been provided in the EIR. Refer to Master
Response 5 regarding the new Revised Massing Alternative.

1

City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2001, website:
pdf/vsc-designguidelines090302.pdf, accessed on February 2, 2012.

http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/
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27.5

The comment states that the proposed project and alternative do not accomplish the goals of
the City’s General Plan or Resolution 2003-79, citing specific policies and sections. Refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion of applicable polices and to Section 6 of this document
for revisions to the analysis provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These revisions have
been made to better address and demonstrate the proposed project’s compliance with the
City’s General Plan and Resolution 2003-79 related to building height and massing and
compatibility with surrounding land uses. Compliance with all applicable policies and design
guidelines would be ensured through design review and approval of the proposed project by
the appropriate decision making body, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20. Refer also
to Table 3.2-2, starting on page 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR, for the proposed project’s
consistency with General Plan policies intended to mitigate an environmental impact. As
discussed beginning on page 3.2-9 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not conflict
with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation and the impact would less than
significant. As such, no mitigation or public amenities would be required.

27.6

The commentor requests that the project’s consistency with Section 4.845 of Resolution 200379 related to the Historic Depot and General Plan Policy LU-8.11 related to abrupt changes
in building scale be explained. The Historic Depot was reviewed by South Bay Historical
Railroad Society, and the new visual simulation includes views of the Historic Depot, plaza
and new buildings. Refer to Master Response 2 for consistency with applicable polices and
Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These
revisions have been made to better address and demonstrate the proposed project’s
consistency with General Plan Policy LU-8.11 and Section 4.845 of Resolution 2003-79.
As illustrated in new Figures 3.3-8 A through F (Section 6) and described in the revised text,
Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with a maximum height of approximately 49 feet
at the roof midpoint, Building 7 would be two stories with a maximum height of
approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8 would be three stories with a
maximum height of approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint. Additional height associated
with the roof of proposed buildings would not exceed four feet. Accordingly, the height of
proposed project is permitted by the Downtown Urban Design guidelines which established
maximum building heights for the project site and no explanation as to why buildings have
been proposed as four stories is required.
The proposed project would not create an abrupt change in building heights between singlefamily homes east and west of the project site. Proposed development would be setback from
single family homes in the Northeast San Carlos neighborhood by the elevated Caltrain tracks
and Old County Road, at a distance of approximately 125 feet. Additionally, proposed
buildings would not exceed the maximum height permitted on the project site and would
feature varied heights and articulations that would reduce the mass and bulk of the proposed
project. Plus, the proposed project would include landscaping between the elevated Caltrain
tracks and Old County Road, buffering and shielding views of the project site from the single
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family homes, in compliance with policies of the City’s General Plan, and the guidelines of
Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.
27.7

The commentor questions the assumptions in the traffic study regarding the trip reductions
applied to the proposed project and the enforcement mechanism to ensure the proposed TDM
measures are implemented. Please refer to Master Response 1 for information regarding Trip
Generation Estimates / TDM Plan. This Master Response addresses the validity of the 22.5
percent trip reduction target in the proposed project’s TDM plan and describes how
implementation of the TDM plan will be made a condition of project approval and how its
effectiveness will be monitored.
The commentor also requests details about the impacts of the proposed project on various
intersections if no TDM measures were in place. If no reductions were applied to the
proposed project trip generation, assuming that all trips would be new trips and all these new
trips would be made by passenger vehicles, the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio (value used by
the City of San Carlos to measured intersection operating levels) at the study intersections
would slightly increase, in particular at the intersections providing access to the project site.
However, no additional intersection impacts, other than those identified in the traffic study
(under cumulative conditions), would result.
Additionally, the commentor states that one suggested mitigation that came at a Sierra Club
meeting to uncouple parking from the rental units should be considered. Unbundling the
residential parking (charging separate rent for parking spaces) is one of the measures
identified in the proposed project’s TDM plan to reduce the amount of traffic generated by
the proposed project. The proposed project’s TDM plan is included as Appendix H of the
traffic study and summarized in Chapter 4, Project Conditions, page 38, of the traffic study.
Unbundling parking, which is essentially charging for parking, could result in residents
seeking alternative parking that is free. Given the long walking distances involved, it is
unlikely that proposed project residents would park on residential streets east of Old County
Road. However, if neighborhood parking were to become an issue, the City of San Carlos
could work with the residents of the adjacent neighborhoods to develop and implement a
permit parking program that would eliminate non-residents from parking within their
neighborhoods.

27.8

The commentor states that the community to the east of Project is currently significantly
affected by the loss of approximately 100 parking spaces due to the raising of the berm, in
addition to Caltrain riders parking in front of residents’ homes. The commentor also makes
reference to General Plan Policies LU-1.7, which encourages mitigation of parking conflicts,
and LU-9.3, which states “Assure that redevelopment, public or private, mitigates any
negative traffic and parking impacts on or adjacent to residential neighborhood.” The loss
of approximately 100 parking spaces due the raising of the berm and the effects on on-street
parking in the residential neighborhood is an existing condition. Under CEQA, projects are
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evaluated for their effect on the existing conditions and whether there would be a substantial
adverse change from those conditions. The project sponsor is not responsible for correcting
existing shortcomings or deficiencies, but is obligated to mitigate adverse effects created by
the proposed project. Master Response 1 regarding parking discusses how the proposed
project would provide adequate parking supply and why the proposed project would not be
expected to exacerbate on-street parking conditions in the eastern neighborhoods.
27.9

The commentor raises the concern that relocating the Caltrain parking lot south of the
loading platform will result in an increased number of Caltrain commuters parking on the
neighborhood streets. Please refer to Master Response 1 for information regarding parking.
This Master Response addresses how the parking relocation could result in an increase in
Caltrain commuter parking within the surrounding residential neighborhoods and the possible
implementation of a parking permit program to prevent on-street parking by non-residents.

27.10

The commentor questions whether the HST project would encroach on local streets and
parking areas. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts
with the HST project.

27.11

The commentor states the desire to implement a parking permit program in the surrounding
communities. If requested by the majority of the residents, the City of San Carlos can work
with the residents to develop and implement a permit parking program. Please refer to
Master Response 1 for information regarding parking and the possible implementation of a
parking permit program to prevent on-street parking within the adjacent neighborhoods by
non-residents.
The commentor also expresses the desire for the Draft EIR to be sent to the Transportation
and Circulation Commission for review. As part of the circulation process of the EIR, the
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) of the EIR is reviewed by the City’s Transportation and
Circulation Commission. The TIS provides the information used for the analysis found in the
Transportation section of the EIR.

27.12

4-208

The commentor expresses concern about shuttle services to the east side communities and
access to the Caltrain Station via Old County Road. There are existing Caltrain shuttles to
businesses in East San Carlos and Redwood Shores that access the Caltrain station via Old
County Road and park along Old County Road. The proposed project would not affect
operating conditions along Old County Road, nor is it proposing to change the existing lane
geometry or traffic control devices, on the east side of the station. The City has
commissioned another related project, the East Side Connect Project, which will create
improvements to Old County Road. The existing shuttle services would not be affected by
the implementation of the proposed project. However, the project will create an improved
transit center on the west side, which will include 3 dedicated spaces for shuttle operations.
There are currently no dedicated shuttle stops on the west side in the current configuration.
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27.13

The commentor expresses concern about the existing traffic conditions along Old County
Road, comparing it to El Camino Real, and suggests possible improvements to improve
traffic conditions along Old County Road. The proposed project would not affect operating
conditions along Old County Road, nor is it proposing to change the existing lane geometry
or traffic control devices. As a result, there is no nexus for the proposed project to include
off-site traffic mitigation along Old County Road to slow traffic.
Independent of the proposed project, the City of San Carlos is pursuing pedestrian and
bicycle improvements along Old County Road and East San Carlos Avenue. These
improvements will make it easier to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road in the
vicinity of the Caltrain station. Further information regarding these improvements can be
obtained from the City of San Carlos Public Works Department. In addition, as explained
above under Response 27.4, the City is proceeding with a plan to implement the East Side
Connect Project. The project accomplishes improved sidewalks, addition of street trees and
landscaping, bicycle lane/route improvements, safety improvements at intersections,
undergrounding of utilities on Old County Road adjacent to residential neighborhoods,
improved access into Laureola Park, improved access at the train depot and at the Arroyo
undercrossing, one landscaped median and an improved signal at East San Carlos/Old County
Road

27.14

The commentor asks what public amenities will be included in the project besides the public
courtyard. There are several improvements proposed for the proposed project that, once
implemented, will improve pedestrian and bicycle access to the San Carlos Caltrain Station
and the project site at crossing locations along El Camino Real. For example, the proposed
project would relocate vehicular access to the Caltrain Station from San Carlos Avenue to
Cherry Street, thereby moving all bus, automobile, shuttle and taxi access to Cherry Street
and making the San Carlos Avenue entrance a pedestrian and bicycle only access point. At
the same time, it is anticipated that the El Camino Crossing at San Carlos Avenue will be
upgraded to allow pedestrian and bicycles to cross at both the north and south sides of the
intersection. Pedestrians currently cross at only the south side of the intersection. This
intersection will be repaved to make the street crossing more apparent to automobiles and
thereby safer. These improvements will provide a direct connection with the existing El
Camino Real and Old County Road bike routes and the planned bicycle facilities along San
Carlos Avenue.
In addition to these improvements, there are several transportation network improvements,
referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements, which would be built in conjunction
with the proposed project. These improvements would be a response to the expected increase
in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed project and
would enhance pedestrian connectivity between downtown and the project site, in particular
at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue.
These improvements, which include widening sidewalks and extending bike lanes on San
Carlos Avenue, are discussed in detail in Section 3.4, Transportation, and in the Traffic
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Study, Appendix C, of the Draft EIR. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements were proposed
by the City independent of the proposed project, but would be constructed as part of the
development. The City also has plans to improve and/or provide bicycle routes on Old
County Road south of the Caltrain Station and extend bicycle lanes on San Carlos Avenue to
El Camino Real.
In addition to the bicycle improvements, the proposed project would provide a new public
pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR. The historic Train Depot
building will remain as it is today and will be the centerpiece of the new plaza. The City’s
vision for the new plaza is to create a lively destination where a wide array of public events
and activities can take place. The plaza will include design elements such as a public art,
sitting areas, landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian accent paving and landscaping,
which will create an inviting new public space. The proposed project would provide a new
Transit Center at the south end of the site. The Transit Center will provide the same number
of parking spots as currently exist (226 spaces) and will include dedicated areas for shuttles,
busses, and taxis. It will also include a kiss and ride area that can be used to accommodate
valet parking during non-peak transit hours. While shuttles will continue to operate on the
east side of the station, the creation of dedicated spots within the new San Carlos Transit
Center will accommodate any new shuttles, thus reducing the potential future impact of
shuttles on the east side.
27.15

4-210

The commentor states a concern regarding construction noise and requests information on
how complaints will be managed during the construction of the San Carlos Transit Village.
Improvement measures regarding construction noise are presented on page 3.6-13 of the
Draft EIR. In addition to filing complaints with the Public Works Department and Police
Department, a noise disturbance coordinator would be designated for the proposed project to
respond to local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator would be
responsible for determining the cause of the complaint and instituting reasonable measures to
correct the problem. A contact number will be posted at the construction site for logging
complaints. It is expected that the contractor would work within the exempted construction
hours defined by the City (Section 9.30.070 of the Municipal Code exempts construction
noise during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the weekdays from noise regulations).
In addition to the construction noise exemption, the following improvement measures from
page 3.6-6 would further reduce construction noise:
x

Use heavy-duty mufflers for stationary equipment and barriers around particularly
noisy areas of the site or around the entire site;

x

Use shields, impervious fences, or other physical sound barriers to inhibit
transmission of noise to sensitive receptors;

x

Locate stationary equipment on portions of the project site distant from nearby
residential areas to minimize noise impacts on the community;

x

Minimize backing movements of equipment;
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x

27.16

Select and use the quieter from among available construction equipment whenever
possible.

The commentor expresses concern regarding bounce back noise due to proposed building
facades, that noise studies conducted are flawed, and would like to have a temporary wall
constructed to simulate the proposed project for further noise studies. Refer to Master
Response 3 for noise measurement results in the GESC neighborhoods. For a transportation
noise source, compliance with the General Plan is determined by a 24-hour representation of
the source denoted by the noise metrics Ldn or CNEL. Individual train passby noise levels,
denoted by the noise metric SEL, are not evaluated by a City codified exterior noise level
standard. The methodology applied to train noise analysis in the Draft EIR followed FTA
guidelines and is the industry preferred method for predicting train noise. Reflection noise
due to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed on
page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information
regarding noise reflection.
Furthermore, it is unnecessary to construct a temporary façade with characteristics similar to
the proposed project’s façade as requested by the commentor. Information and assumptions
presented in Master Response 3 are sufficient to provide a reasonable approximation of noise
propagation, reflection, and attenuation.

27.17

The commentor asks what the noise level increases would be as a result of future increased
Caltrain and High Speed Rail operations along with the effects of noise bounce back into the
GESC neighborhoods. A cumulative analysis of future conditions was conducted to
determine the proposed project’s contribution to the future noise environment. Operation of
the proposed project would not result in a significant contribution to the future noise
environment with respect to increased traffic and stationary noise sources. Cumulative noise
attributable to future train operations is discussed on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR; however,
please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding increased Caltrain and
HST operations.

27.18

The commentor requests an explanation why the Draft EIR suggests there would be no
significant impact on noise, when businesses with smaller noise impacts can have conditional
use permits denied because of noise considerations. Proposed projects in the City of San
Carlos are governed by the noise standards set forth in the City’s General Plan and the City’s
noise ordinance. One project may be denied due to its proximity to sensitive receptors or the
type of noise generated by the proposed use. Stationary noise sources associated with the
proposed project consist of HVAC, delivery, and parking lot noise attributable to the
retail/commercial portion of the proposed project. HVAC noise attenuates rapidly and is
commonly located on roof-tops shielded by parapets, mechanical rooms, or at the ground
level shielded by an enclosure. Deliveries to the retail/commercial uses would likely occur
on the west side of the proposed project and would not affect the non-noise sensitive
receptors located west across El Camino Real. The existing Caltrain Station’s parking lot is
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located west of the elevated railroad tracks. The proposed project would not relocate parking
areas to the east side of the elevated tracks and parking lot noise would be shielded at
receptor locations east of the tracks by the raised berm. Please refer to Master Response 1 for
information regarding parking for the proposed project. The proposed commercial uses would
not include substantial noise producing equipment.
27.19

The commentor does not believe that the Draft EIR addresses noise impacts to the
surrounding community and would like mitigation measures, similar to San Francisco airport
noise insulation program, where no interest loans are provided to upgrade existing window
assemblies or install chimney toppers in order to decrease interior noise levels at existing
receptors in the GESC neighborhoods. Analysis of the proposed project determined that the
project would not be the cause of a significant impact at GESC neighborhood receptor
locations. Page 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR describes the noise increases due to the project’s
operation. The increase in traffic noise levels due to the proposed project would not
substantially increase noise levels over existing traffic noise levels. Traffic noise modeling
resulted in less than a 1-dBA increase over existing levels as shown in Table 3.6-9 of the
Draft EIR on page 3.6-19. The proposed project would not include the use of heavy duty
equipment that would expose existing residents to substantial noise levels. As discussed on
page 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR, existing noise levels could increase by 1 dBA due to the
placement of the proposed project’s structures; however, the design of the proposed structures
would not increase existing noise levels substantially and would not result in a significant
impact at existing receptors located east of the Caltrain tracks. The proposed construction of
eight buildings with substantial open space between each building (ranging from 40 feet to
153 feet) would not result in substantial reflection of Caltrain noise onto the GESC
neighborhoods. Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information regarding noise
impacts and additional noise measurements taken for the proposed project. The proposed
project design surface would not be flat, continuous, or smooth surface, all conditions that
contribute to noise reflection. Thus, interior noise levels in the GESC neighborhoods due to
the proposed project would not result in a significant impact and mitigation would not be
required.

27.20

The commentor states that the proposed project would not create physical or visual
connections between the east and west side of San Carlos as required or promoted by
General Plan policies. No new pedestrian or vehicular connections between east and west
San Carlos would be provided as part of the proposed project due to the presence of the
Caltrain berm. However, in conjunction with the proposed project, but as a separate project,
the City seeks to construct a series of roadway changes that would make pedestrian
circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project site. These roadway changes are
referred to as the San Carlos Avenue Improvements. These improvements would be a
response to the expected increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a
result of the proposed project and would enhance pedestrian connectivity between downtown
and the project site, in particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El
Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would, in
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combination with the proposed project, improve pedestrian connections between the GESC
neighborhoods and Downtown San Carlos. In addition to the San Carlos Avenue
Improvements, as explained above under Response 27.4, the City is proceeding with a plan to
implement the East Side Connect Project. The project accomplishes improved sidewalks,
addition of street trees and landscaping, bicycle lane/route improvements, safety
improvements at intersections, undergrounding of utilities on Old County Road adjacent to
residential neighborhoods, improved access into Laureola Park, improved access at the train
depot and at the Arroyo undercrossing, one landscaped median and an improved signal at
East San Carlos/Old County Road. Further, the proposed project would include retail and jobs
opportunities, as well as a community gathering place in the form of the proposed pedestrian
plaza. These areas would be within walking distance from the GESC neighborhoods and
accessible via the East San Carlos Avenue pedestrian undercrossing. As such, the proposed
project would promote connections between east and west San Carlos.
27.21

The comment requests an explanation as to how the proposed project would comply with
specific policies of the General Plan in relation to the east side residential neighborhoods.
Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of applicable policies and to Section 6 for
revisions to the analysis provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been
made to better address and demonstrate the proposed project’s consistency the City’s 2030
General Plan regarding compatibility with existing residential development. Additionally,
the proposed project’s compliance with all applicable policies and design guidelines would
be ensured through design review and approval of the proposed project by the appropriate
decision making body, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20.

27.22

The commentor is concerned with flooding at Holly Street underpass; impacts with runoff
and storm drain capacity; and displacement of the water table by the subterranean garages.
Holly Street is an arterial street that divides the project site into two separate areas. As stated in
the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4, according to the 1979 Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Holly Street is located in Zone C.2 FIRMs identify
areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one percent chance of occurrence
in a given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year flood.” FEMA refers to the flood
plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area. Zone C is an
area that was determined to be outside the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; thus, outside of
areas that are considered flood hazard zones for CEQA purposes. However, the southern
portion of the project site, south of Olive Street, was located within a FEMA Zone AE which
was within a 100-year flood plain boundary. Since the publication of the Draft EIR, FEMA
has prepared an update to the 1979 FIRM for the City of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011,
FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to

2

FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&userType=G&panelIDs=060327
0001C&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
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the City of San Carlos with revised flood zone boundaries.3 According to the LOMR, the
project site is no longer in a special flood hazard zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is not longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.101A, FEMA Flood Zone Map, was added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5 (please Refer to
Section 6, of this document). In addition, flood hazard information text on page 3.10-4 of the
Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in Response 14.6 and in
Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges
to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). According to the
San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an area noted for
flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains, experiences the same temporary
build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding only is known to occur when there is a
failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in clearing excessive flows from the
area storm drains.4
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology
and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with
all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities
would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity
to induce flooding to the existing conditions including Holly Street. No further response
required.
Regarding displacement of the water table, as discussed on page 3.10-34 of the Draft EIR,
due to the proposed project’s proximity to the Lower Bay, the water table at the project site is
shallow and permanent. As mentioned in the setting, groundwater levels at the site generally
range from 7.5 to 8.5 feet below ground surface (bgs), but may be seasonally closer to the
surface. The proposed subsurface construction could extend to the local, shallow
3

4

FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
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groundwater table for construction of sub-grade parking structures, utilities, and foundation
structures. As discussed on page 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR, if construction of the proposed
project requires substantial groundwater dewatering, an individual waste discharge
requirement (WDR)/National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or
waiver of a WDR may be required.5 The individual WDR/NPDES permit would require a
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) characterizing the potential quantity of discharge water
and pollutants in discharge water. The permit conditions would contain effluent limitations
and discharge quantity limitations. As discussed on page 3.10-34 of the Draft EIR, limits on
the quantity of discharge and the temporary nature of construction dewatering would ensure
that substantial lowering of the groundwater table does not occur. Impacts to groundwater
levels would be less than significant.
27.23

The commentor questions what discussions have been held to address the approximately
$200,000 that the FIA identified that the proposed project would add to the City’s deficit and
asks for possible mitigations for this impact. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus
of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues,
except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.
Fiscal issues from the San Carlos Transit Village project may be considered by the City
Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project. Subsequent to the publication of the
Draft EIR, the City has updated the FIA. The updated FIA determined that the proposed
project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.6

27.24

The commentor is concerned with the density of the proposed project and hopes that the City
is able to address all the concerns over the proposed project. The commentor’s concerns
regarding density are acknowledged. As the lead agency, the City of San Carlos will review
the EIR and other considerations to determine whether the proposed project should be
approved as proposed, approved with conditions, or disapproved. It should be noted that the
EIR approval process is separate from the design review process that would be required
should the proposed project be approved. In addition, please refer to Master Response 2 for
additional information regarding the architectural and design reviews that the project must
undergo.

27.25

The commentor states that the EIR is missing some critical information and fails to list and
address several significant impacts to the East Side residential neighborhood, emphasizes
that the proposed project conflicts with the General Plan, and suggests that four groups
(GESC, Legacy Partners, SamTrans/Caltrain/JPB, and the City of San Carlos) meet and

5

6

Some construction dewatering is not prohibited under the Construction General Permit, provided that it is not
relied upon to clean up failed or inadequate construction or post-construction BMPs designed to keep materials
onsite. These Construction General Permit authorized nonstorm water discharges shall: (1) be infeasible to
eliminate; (2) comply with BMPs as described in the SWPPP; and (3) not cause or contribute to a violation of
water quality standards.
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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discuss mitigation measures if the proposed project moves forward. An EIR is an
informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision makers aware of
the environmental consequences of a project. In an effort to obtain feedback from the
community, the Draft EIR was distributed for a 47-day public review and comment period
from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this time, readers were invited to
submit written comments on the adequacy of the document, including significant impacts or
mitigation measures that were not identified. In addition, a public hearing was held on
February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos Planning Commission to obtain additional
comments from the community. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR review
period are addressed in this Responses to Comments document. Some of these letters
identify issues that the authors believe should have been better addressed in the Draft EIR,
and others suggest additional mitigation measures that could be adopted to reduce identified
impacts.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of this Draft Final EIR
was delayed in order to incorporate recent information regarding the HST project, noise, and
visual quality issues. Master Response 2 includes a revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Visual
Quality, in order to better describe the proposed project’s consistency with the City’s design
guidelines and policies. Together, the Draft EIR and the supplemental information provided
in Master Response 3, a comprehensive analysis of noise is provided. Master Response 4
includes a cumulative analysis of the HST project and incorporates three documents that have
been released since the Draft EIR for the proposed project. The Alternatives Analysis
Report, as last amended in December 2010, describes the HST alignment adjacent to the
project site. The California High-Speed Rail Program Draft 2012 Business Plan was released
in November 2011, which outlines the projected construction schedule of the HST project. In
addition, the Partially Revised Draft Program EIR for the HST project was released in
January 2012 to address concerns in the November 2011 Town of Atherton litigation. These
three recent documents were used in Master Response 4 to determine cumulative impacts of
the HST project and the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further
information concerning the HST project.
The responses in this document address those suggestions and, as appropriate, revise the text
and figures of the Draft EIR. Once this Responses to Comments document is complete, the
Planning Commission will be able to review all written and verbal comments submitted
during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those comments. At that time, the
Planning Commission could make recommendations regarding the proposed project and its
alternatives to City Council, including the consideration of additional mitigation measures.
After consideration of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will
make certain findings regarding the conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public
comments were adequately addressed. As such, before approving or denying the proposed
project, all comments submitted by agencies, organizations, and the public will be considered
by the Planning Commission and City Council. Some of the recommendations may not
involve modifications or additions to the mitigation measures, which are triggered in response
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to significant environmental impacts; however, recommendations that emerge from
architectural and design review and conditions of project approval developed by City staff
will further shape the proposed project. It should be noted that the EIR approval is separate
from the design review approvals for the proposed project.
The proposed project’s consistency with the General Plan is discussed throughout Section
3.2, Land Use, of the Draft EIR. As explained on page 3.2-9 of the section, the proposed
project would not conflict with the General Plan policies provided that mitigation measures
recommended in the EIR are adopted. Table 3.2-2, pages 3.2-10 through 3.2-19, lists the
General Plan policies and the proposed project’s consistency with them.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-217

Letter 28

Addendum to Comments Submitted Concerning the San Carlos
Transit Village EIR
Submitted by Scot Marsters 2/2/10 before 5 p.m.

28.1

In discussions with Legacy, the developer for the San Carlos Transit Village,
the issue arose that Legacy is being asked to pay for the new San Mateo
Transit Center and all the improvements to the East Side of El Camino in the
Grande Boulevard Initiative. This seems a bit harsh and explains why they
feel forced to have building heights that the East-Side neighborhood finds
unacceptable. Please include in the EIR the lease agreement with
SamTrans/JPB/CalTrain. This should be available as
SamTrans/JPB/CalTrain is a public agency. In addition please include any
agreements that SamTrans/JPB/CalTrain and Legacy have concerning the
new San Mateo Transit Center and /or the Grande Boulevard Initiative. Also
include any verbal or written agreements the City of San Carlos has with
Legacy or SamTrans/JPB/CalTrain concerning the Grand Boulevard
Initiative. These issues are being used as excuses as to why Legacy cannot
lower the height of the buildings; provide additional Public Amenities or
additional mitigations for the project.
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28.

Scot Marsters (letter dated February 2, 2010)

28.1

The commentor requests a lease agreement be included in the EIR, along with any other
verbal or written agreement between the City and Legacy, SamTrans, the Joint Powers Board
(JPB), and/or Caltrain. As discussed on pages S-1 and 2-1 of the Draft EIR, under the
proposed project, SamTrans has been authorized by the JPB to enter into a long-term lease on
behalf of JPB, subject to JPB’s final approval of any changes to the parking configuration at
the San Carlos Station. Currently, Legacy and SamTrans have entered into an option
agreement under which, if the option is exercised, SamTrans and Legacy Partners Residential
LLC, Inc. will enter into a long-term ground lease for 6.24 acres of the 10.53-acre site. If the
project is approved by the City, and the option exercised, Legacy Partners would develop and
own the proposed mixed-use and transit-oriented development on property they will lease
from SamTrans and JPB. SamTrans and JPB would operate the remaining 4.29 acres as the
San Carlos Transit Center. However, no formal land use approval would be required from
SamTrans or JPB, as no such authority vests with SamTrans or JPB.
The commentor also has concerns about the proposed project building heights. The height of
the buildings proposed under the project is discussed under Master Response 2.
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Letter 29
February 2, 2010

To The San Carlos Community Development Department
and The San Carlos Planning Commission
Comments on DEIR for San Carlos Transit Village
S.3
Project Objectives: I believe that the project as presented by Legacy and Sam Trans
meets the objectives for the most part of both of the project Developer and the City of San Carlos.
;
1) The ﬁrst City objective says to ensure development with the City of San Carlos 2030
General Plan and Resolution 2003-79. It was noted therein that quality of design should be
encouraged. The plan presented by Legacy contains articulated buildings with interesting facades
which will enhance the area. The vertical feeling of each building and the sight corridors visually
separating the buildings make them attractive from El Camino Real as well as from the east side of
the railroad tracks.

29.1

;
If the “Preferred Alternative” were followed to reduce the buildings 1,2, & 3 from 4 stories to
3, would reduce the articulation and create a solid block appearance - unappealing to the eye from
either El Camino Real or the east side. If the buildings near the Historic Depot were increased to 6
story towers, as suggested by GESC, that would be out of scale and dwarf the Depot. It would be
out of character and certainly not preserve our historic site. Therefore, neither the DEIR Preferred
Alternative nor the GESC Alternative of towers would be desirable.
;
The “No Project” is not acceptable as it does not meet any City Objectives. It would be a
moral and ﬁscal mistake to miss out on this opportunity to provide transit oriented rental housing
including desperately needed below market rate housing.
;
2) Re: The CItyQs sixth objective is to ensure adequate transportation ﬂow and pedestrian
and bicycle connectivity to existing neighborhoods, downtown and the Caltrain Station.
;
The evolving re-design of San Carlos Ave./Cherry/Holly and El Camino and Old County
Road intersections (both as to sidewalks, medians, and streets) as well as Holly/Industrial/101
interchange looks like it might work toward this goal. A lot of people are still concerned about the
pedestrian crossings at Holly with Old County and El Camino Real.

29.2

;
The idea of creating bike lanes on East San Carlos Ave. from the RR Station to Industrial - to
connect through the RR Station area to the new bike lanes on San Carlos Ave. is a great idea. It will
be interesting to see what CALTRANS will allow for the interchange with 101 so that bike and
pedestrian trafﬁc will have unimpeded access to Redwood Shores and the Bay Trail. I urge you to
follow through on this.
;
Because the east side residential area will be impacted, a portion of the Redevelopment fees
to be received from Legacy and Sam Trans, if the project is approved, should be used by the City to
make these trafﬁc improvements as well as to underground electric power along Old County Road
and build new pedestrian-friendly sidewalks along the east side of Old County Road.
Table S-2

29.3

Impacts and Mitigation:

TR-5-1: I urge the City to work with the developer to follow the Transportation Demand
Management Program outlined in the DEIR as supplemented by the suggestions on page two:
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Comments on DEIR for San Carlos Transit Village - Page 2 TR-5-1 Continued
a) Level of Service:
For low VMT (vehicle miles traveled) communities and Green House Gas and Clean Air regional
goals, we need reduced car trips. Building TOD (transit oriented development) on the transit corridor
seems like an ideal strategy. Increasing the modal share of train, bus, shuttle, bike, and walking
would make a successful TOD. These increased shares are called Modal Splits. If the city bases its
automobile mobility on Level of Service, then these other modes are calculated at existing shares. In
that case we end up needing more car parking and larger streets to accommodate more automobile
trafﬁc. This is the biggest problem with the DEIR.
b) Residential Permit Parking:
Residential Permit Parking is politically feasible and addresses the neighborsQ concern of cars
parking in front of their houses due to this development.

29.3
cont.

c) Unbundled Parking:
I support the plan to provide unbundled parking . As more share is shifted to other modes the
number of parking spaces required can be reduced. In addition, the development can be made to
meet the goals of the Climate Action Plan. Reducing the parking, which can cost $50k per stall,
reduces the cost of the units making for more affordable units. Unbundled parking also takes away
the embedded cost of auto ownership, where after paying for a car, transit seems like an expensive
extra cost.
d) Car Share:
Another strategy to reduce dependence on automobiles is Car Share. Without car share people feel
they donQt have an option when it comes to taking a child to the doctor, etc. As part of the DEIR
impact mitigation Car Share should be required of Legacy and SamTrans.
e) Neighborhood Conveniences:
Neighborhood conveniences like childcare and a small grocery store are important in the mixed use
element of the design to give GESC a stake in the development. Ideally under a policy prioritizing
modal splits around a TOD the city would have studied what services GESC residents currently
access by driving, i.e.: conduct a Neighborhood Trip Survey. Based on this, the development would
be required to include those services in the project to further enhance walking and cycling.
f) Shuttle Service:
A city-wide shuttle service should be in the CityQs plans for the future - to serve not only the East
Side but all of San Carlos -to get people (commuters, school children, seniors, etc.) out of their cars.
g) Other City Mitigation Strategies to enhance modal splits: Bike share, Trafﬁc Impact Fees
(because trafﬁc to the rest of San Carlos goes through GESC for projects outside the TOD area),
health impacts (mitigated with trafﬁc Impact Fees), a bike boulevard network on a 1/4 mile
frequency, (Electric) Bus/ Bike Only Lane on El Camino, charged parking, combining the parking
of development (like Wheeler Plaza) within a 1/4 mile of each other in a leased lot so it qualiﬁes
for the state parking cash-out law.
I look forward to reading the responses of staff and consultants to the many comments that have
been offered by the citizens of San Carlos and other interested parties. I believe that this project is
a good one for San Carlos and urge you to accept the DEIR with mitigations so that the plans by
Legacy can go forward as a TOD project that we can all be proud of.
Respectfully submitted,

Avonne (Bonnie) McClure - San Carlos Resident for 51+ years
128 Northam Avenue
San Carlos, CA 94070;
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29.

Avonne (Bonnie) McClure (letter dated February 2, 2010)

29.1

The commentor states that the proposed project meets the objectives presented in the Project
Description and that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less pleasing to look at, the
GESC alternative of towers would dwarf the historic depot, and the No Project Alternative
does not meet the City’s objectives. The commentor’s opinion of the proposed project’s
objectives and alternatives is acknowledged. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 requires that
an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. While CEQA does require a range of alternatives be
considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of alternatives that should be considered
in a document. While the Draft EIR considers the two project alternatives identified by the
commentor, a Revised Massing Alternative has been developed and is analyzed in Master
Response 5 to address some of the concerns raised by commentors during the Draft EIR
public review period.

29.2

The commentor is mainly expressing support for the proposed project, and other planned
improvements within the project area. The commentor’s support is acknowledged. This
comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA,
and no further response is necessary.
The comment also expresses concern regarding pedestrian crossings at Holly Street with Old
County Road and El Camino Real. Due to right-of-way constraints at the intersections of El
Camino Real/Holly Street and Old County Road/Holly Street, there is limited opportunity to
implement physical improvements at these intersections. Nevertheless, project-sponsored
improvements, such as the elimination of one of the northbound to eastbound right-turn lanes
and the northbound to westbound left-turn lane at the intersection of El Camino Real and
Holly Street, widening the sidewalk along the east side of El Camino Real at Holly Street
(south leg), and widening the center median on El Camino Real at Holly Street (south leg) to
provide a pedestrian refuge, are being proposed to improve existing pedestrian and bicycle
circulation and safety at this location. Eliminating turning movements at the intersection of
El Camino Real and Holly Street would also reduce the amount of conflicting
vehicle/pedestrian movements while widening the sidewalk and center median and provide
additional space to accommodate pedestrian traffic at these intersections. Additionally, the
City of San Carlos is pursuing pedestrian and bicycle improvements along Old County Road
and East San Carlos Avenue independent of the proposed project. These improvements will
make it easier to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road in the vicinity of the
Caltrain station. Further information regarding these improvements can be obtained from the
City of San Carlos Public Works Department.
The commentor supports the plan to install bike lanes on San Carlos Avenue, from the
railroad crossing to Industrial Road and crossing U.S. 101. The commentor also suggests
utilization of the proposed project's redevelopment fees, in the case the proposed project gets
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approved, for implementation of pedestrian improvements, such as the bike lanes and
sidewalks along the east side of Old County Road. These comments address transportation
improvements and projects that are separate from the Draft EIR. Accordingly, no further
response about these projects is warranted.
29.3

This comment urges the City to work with the developer to follow the TDM program outlined
in the Draft EIR, and provides additional measures that could be implemented as supplement
to the proposed project’s TDM plan (described below).
City of San Carlos policy requires that intersection levels of service remain at mid-level D or
better. The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed project in the context of this City standard. The
project proposes, and the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan requires, the implementation
of TDM programs to reduce automobile traffic. The location of this proposed project
adjacent to the Caltrain Station provides an excellent opportunity for residents to travel by
transit rather than driving.
The commentor supports residential permit parking and unbundled parking. Please refer to
Master Response 1 for information regarding parking and the need for residential permit
parking. Unbundled parking is a component of the TDM plan and is being advanced for
consideration by the City.
The commentor suggests car share should be required as a part of the proposed project.
Mitigation measures are required to be implemented when a proposed project is shown to
have a significant negative impact. The proposed project is not expected to have any
significant impacts at any of the study intersections. Two intersections were identified to be
impacted under cumulative conditions, with the proposed project contributing to this impact.
A TDM plan that would reduce potential project traffic by at least 22.5 percent, meeting the
City’s goal and reducing the potential cumulative project impact to less than significant, was
developed for the proposed project. This proposed measure is identified as mitigation
measure TR-2.1 in the Draft EIR. Car sharing is currently not included in the proposed
project's TDM plan, nor is it included on the C/CAG TDM list. Since this comment suggests
additional trip reduction measures that could be implemented by the proposed project, but
does not raise a concern about the adequacy of the EIR or its analysis, no further response is
warranted. Specific trip reduction measures do not relate to significant environmental issues
and therefore need not to be included in the EIR.
The commentor supports the inclusion of uses that may benefit the GESC neighborhoods and
reduce automobile trips. Specifically, this comment suggests conducting a neighborhood trip
survey to study what services GESC residents currently access by driving and require the
project to include those services as part of the proposed project. The City can encourage the
developer to include uses that residents currently drive to, but cannot require only those uses
to be included in the Project. The traffic analysis already takes into account reduced trips due
to the inclusion of retail services as part of the proposed project.
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The commentor supports development of a citywide service to get people out of their cars.
This comment addresses citywide improvements that would benefit the larger community,
but does not raise a concern about the adequacy of the EIR or its analysis. Accordingly, no
further response is warranted.
The commentor suggests other City mitigation strategies, most of which are included as
C/CAG’s TDM measures, that can be incorporated to enhance modal splits. The
commentor’s suggestions include many effective ideas and measures that can be used by new
development/jurisdictions in the effort to reduce vehicular traffic. Some of the trip-reduction
measures would be appropriate at a citywide level, and others can be implemented by
individual projects, such as the proposed project. These measures could be considered for
implementation to ensure that the trip reduction goal of the proposed project is achieved. The
General Plan document supports improvements to the downtown, including this property, that
encourage one to use a car less frequently. Since this comment suggests additional trip
reduction measures that could be implemented by the proposed project, but does not raise a
concern about the adequacy of the EIR or its analysis, no further response is warranted.
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From: Nick Pegueros [mailto:npegueros@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2010 11:38 PM
To: Al Savay
Cc: Christine Boland
Subject: DEIR Transit Village

Letter 30

Mr. Savay,
The report states that there is a need for an additional police officer (page 3.13-6)
and an additional fire engine company at station 13 (page 3.13-7). The summary
30.1 table S-1 (specifically impacts PS-1 and PS-2) do not appear to identify the
increased need for personnel as impacts requiring mitigation. How is this
reconciled?
Regards,
Nick Pegueros
p.s. If comments on the DEIR should be addressed to a member of your staff or
directly to the City Council, please let me know.
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30.

Nick Pegueros (letter dated January 12, 2010)

30.1

The commentor questions why the Draft EIR identifies the need for one additional police
officer and an additional fire engine. Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment and/or
staff to support a public service is not considered a significant CEQA impact unless new
facilities would need to be constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts. For
example, if a project would require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing
facility was not large enough to support this increase, then a new, larger facility would have
to be constructed.
This new construction would result in potentially significant
environmental impacts. Under CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical
environment. Changes in staffing or equipment are not by themselves considered
environmental impacts.
As stated on pages 3.13-6 through 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, and as updated with the Final EIR,
the current staffing and equipment levels are adequate at this time for San Carlos Fire
Department’s service area and although the proposed project would require additional police
and fire services, it would not be to the degree that would result in the construction of new
buildings. These additional services would have a direct fiscal impact on the San Carlos
Police Bureau and the San Carlos Fire District. However, under CEQA, this is not
considered a physical environmental impact as it would not trigger the need for the
construction of new facilities. The proposed project would pay fees to the City’s General
Fund to help defray fiscal impacts, as described in the updated Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA)
prepared for the proposed project. 1 The updated FIA determined that the proposed project
would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.

1

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:56PM
Letter 31
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:EnvironmentalImpactReport

From: jeremy perini [mailto:jeremy.perini@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2010 2:15 PM
To: Al Savay
Cc: bfuller@linktv.org; Marnie Perini; Sally Baker; Fred Baker
Subject: Environmental Impact Report

Jeremy and Marnie Perini
381 Old County Rd
San Carlos, Ca. 94070
January 30th, 2010
Al Savay,
Community Development Director
City of San Carlos
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, Ca. 94070
Dear Mr. Savay:
We are long-time residents of our city, and we are writing to express our concern over the
loss of our view, sunlight, privacy, parking, safety, noise and our peace of mind as a result
of the Transit Village. The environmental impact report does not represent our issues
adequately nor is there a plan to remedy our losses.

31.1

31.2

The largest and most immediate loss we will suffer as homeowners on Old County Road is
the loss of the hill side view that is pleasing to us and part of the reason we paid the price
we did for the home. We purchased our home on Old County Rd in 2005. We enjoy looking
from our back yard and front windows up to the hills and watching the sunsets. The views
are very important to me and my wife as we enjoy our home. The Transit Village will take
away our view and will be an oppressive and domineering eyesore. The loss of the view
will affect the way of life that we currently enjoy. The view loss will result in a decrease of
property value since our current view will be gone along with a key selling point.
1001 Laurel in San Carlos at El Camino and Morse is a new 4 story apartment building.
Although it is on the West side of El Camino it is a good comparison for height. It looms
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31.2
cont.

over all the surrounding businesses. Standing on the sidewalk on the East side of Old
County Rd across from the building the whole roof line is visible. If it were on the East side
of El Camino as the proposed Transit Village will be it would be even more obtrusive.
The report claims that a secondary view will be obstructed. The hills of San Carlos are
indeed the one and only view from Old County Rd and the rest of the neighborhood. If the
building at 1001 Laurel is already partially blocking the view from businesses on Old
County Rd while on the other side of El Camino, the Transit Village will completely wipe
out the one and only view for residents in our neighborhood on Old County Rd.
The shadow cast by a four story building is massive. Using 1001 Laurel as an example
again, at 2 pm on Wed January 28th 2010, the shadow cast by the apartment building
reached all the way across El Camino and into the bike path on the East side of the street. If
that building casts such a large shadow in the early afternoon just imagine how dark Old
County Rd will be with a building directly across the railroad tracks. The size of the shadow
at 1001 Laurel leads me to believe the sun would start to set on my property around 2 pm
during the winter. That is unacceptable.
We live in a sunny neighborhood and San Carlos is known for its pleasant weather but with
the transit village blocking our sun we will lose not only the pleasant sunny afternoons but
we will lose a valuable source of energy. We had planned to put solar panels on our roof
when financing allowed. The height of the transit village will block our sun and the clean
renewable energy we could at present take advantage of. Not only will the transit village
block our direct sunlight but will block a majority of diffracted light energy that we
currently enjoy in the evenings and in winter. We lose a majority of potential energy in the
fall and winter and a substantial portion in the summer.

31.3

My wife, my daughter and I currently enjoy a private life as homeowners and enjoy being in
our home without being subjected to constant observation. The transit villages windows will
enable people to look into our yards and windows. This will impact our way of life and will
have a negative impact on the homes value when we sell it.

31.4

Our parking will also be negatively affected as a result of the transit village. The extra
residents may find it easier to park on the streets where our house is or have guests park on
our streets since parking is not included in the rents that they will pay.

31.5

The added traffic from the transit village and the constraints that the transit village has on its
residents will cause more traffic in front of our house and potentially more crowded street
parking. This will also be a loss to the resale value of our home and to the current way of
life we enjoy.

31.6

The increase of traffic and decrease in privacy will also have a negative effect on our
family's safety; the likelihood of wrongful acts against my family and property would be
heightened with the transit village.

31.7

The noise that reverberates off a building of this size is immense. Our houses are older and
made of cinder block. There are already cracks in some of the houses due to age and noise
from the train. The noise from the coming bullet train is already in the backs of our minds.
How much more noise can our houses sustain? How much more noise can we as people
take while leading our lives next to a train and a large building? The report states that the
wall will not increase our noise levels. The volume of reverberations will increase with the
addition of the transit village and this will increase our noise level. However, sound
ricocheting off hard substances, such as buildings and walls, does increase noise as a simple
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Page 3 of 3

31.7
cont.

law of physics.

31.8

We do not feel that these matters have been accurately accounted for in the report. If the
Transit Village is built as it is being proposed our property value and way of life will be
severely compromised. As owners we feel that we are entitled to the view we paid for, sun
light, reasonable noise levels, etc. If these are taken from us we ask for fair compensation
for our losses. We would consider half of our property value a reasonable offer.
Sincerely,
Jeremy and Marnie Perini
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31.

Jeremy and Marnie Perini (letter dated January 30, 2010)

31.1

The commentor states that the loss of views of the hills from their home would affect their
way of life and decrease property value. Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion
of views and Section 6 of this document for revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the
Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better support the conclusion that even with
the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from vantage points in the GESC
neighborhoods, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact under
CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic vistas and the visual quality and character of
the surrounding area.
Privacy is not a topic covered by CEQA. As explained on Draft EIR page 1-3, CEQA was
enacted to identify significant effects on the environment, referring to the physical conditions
such as land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic
significance (Public Resource Code, Section 21060.5). Loss of privacy is not a physical
environmental issue. Therefore, this topic is not discussed in this CEQA document. Loss of
privacy due to the proposed project will be considered by the City Council in weighing the
merits of the proposed project. Accordingly, no additional discussion of privacy is required
in the EIR.
Similar to the discussion on the loss of privacy provided on Draft EIR page 1-3, quality of
life is not a physical environmental issue and is therefore not a topic covered by CEQA.
However, CEQA topics that influence quality of life such as visual quality (Section 3.3),
traffic (Section 3.4), air quality (Section 3.5), noise (Section 3.6), and public safety (Section
3.3) have been addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to the CEQA topics referenced.
Impacts to quality of life may be considered by the City Council in weighing the merits of the
proposed project.
In addition, property value is not a topic covered by CEQA. As explained on Draft EIR page
1-3, in accordance with Public Resource Code, Section 21060.5, financial impacts of the
proposed project, such as potential changes in property value, are not discussed in this CEQA
document. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on physical
environmental impacts rather than social or economic issues except where social or economic
issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Financial issues from the proposed
project will be considered by the City Council in weighing the merits of the proposed project.
As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was
prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s effects on the City’s fiscal
environment upon full project operations.1 The updated FIA determined that the proposed
project would result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.

1

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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31.2

The commentor explains that the proposed project would result in the obstruction of views
from their home and the rest of the neighborhood and would cast unacceptable shadows on
their property during the winter months, resulting in the loss of solar energy. Refer to Master
Response 2 for a discussion regarding views and to Section 6 for revisions to Section 3.3,
Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR. Even with the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill
from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project would result in a lessthan-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic vistas and the
visual quality and character of the surrounding area.
While neither CEQA nor the City identify significance criteria for shadow impacts, they may
be considered significant when the proposed project would result in shadow-sensitive uses
being cast in shadow for more than three hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. PST
between late October and early April (including Winter Solstice), or for more than four hours
between early April and late October (including Summer Solstice). These hours and seasons
are suggested because it is during these periods shading may be considered to interfere with
the activities on that off-site property. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR,
text and figures have been revised to address and illustrate shadow conditions at the hours of
4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. In addition, Master Response 2 discusses shadows cast by the
proposed project and Section 6 of this document provides additional shadow simulations for
the late afternoon hours. Because neither CEQA nor the City identifies significance criteria
for shadow impacts, as stated on Draft EIR page 3.3-30, no significance conclusions are
provided in the Draft EIR.

31.3

The commentor states that the proposed project will result in a loss of privacy from their
home and impact their way of life and home value. Please refer to Response 31.1, above, for a
discussion on privacy and quality of life.

31.4

The commentor raises the concern that the proposed project will result in residents and their
visitors parking on the adjacent streets as a result of unbundled residential parking. It is not
anticipated that residents associated with the proposed project would choose to park on the
adjacent streets since adequate parking to serve the residential units would be conveniently
located and easily accessible to San Carlos Transit Village residents. Additionally, visitor
parking would be provided within the development. Thus, it is not anticipated that residents
of the proposed project, nor their visitors, would find it more convenient to park on the
residential streets east of Old County Road. Please refer to Master Response 1 for additional
information on the adequacy of parking and the potential for spillover parking demand in the
GESC neighborhoods.

31.5

The commentor states that the added traffic from the proposed project and the constraints
that the proposed project has on its residents will cause more traffic in front of residences
and potentially more crowded street parking [along Old County Road]. It has been estimated
that the proposed project would add a maximum of 10 peak hour trips to the segment of Old
County Road between Holly Street and Brittan Avenue. This represents less than a 2 percent
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increase in traffic volume. Other segments of Old County Road would experience even less
project traffic. As a result, while the proposed project would increase traffic volumes along
Old County Road, the change in Old County Road traffic operations would be less than
significant.
Please also refer to Master Response 1 for information regarding parking in the GESC
neighborhoods.
31.6

The commentor is concerned with the safety impacts on their home due to the increase in
traffic and loss of privacy that would result from the proposed project. Per CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social
or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable
physical impacts. There is no substantial evidence that the proposed project would result in
an impact to public safety. The proposed project would include measures such as exterior
lighting that would provide for circulation and safety. Furthermore, the project sponsor
would be required to pay fees to help mitigate the costs of providing public services, such as
public safety services, to the project site. However, safety concerns are not a physical
environmental issue and are therefore not a topic covered by CEQA. Accordingly, this topic
was not discussed in the EIR and no further discussion of this topic is required. Please refer
to Response 31.1 above, for a discussion on privacy and quality of life.

31.7

The commentor states that noise levels will increase with sound ricocheting off hard surfaces
from the proposed project. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the
proposed project buildings are discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. The proposed
construction of eight buildings with substantial open space between each building (ranging
from 40 feet to 153 feet) would not result in substantial reflection of Caltrain noise onto the
GESC neighborhoods. The proposed project design surface would not be flat, continuous, or
smooth surface, all conditions that contribute to noise reflection. Please refer to Master
Response 3 for further information regarding reflection noise due to the proposed project and
Master Response 4 for further explanation of cumulative impacts with the High-Speed Train.

31.8

The commentor requests financial compensation for impacts as a result of the proposed
project. The project sponsor would be required to pay for the mitigation measures outlined in
the Draft EIR, where the proposed project would result in a significant physical effect as
defined by CEQA. In addition, the project sponsor would pay fees to the City’s General
Fund to help defray fiscal impacts, as described in the Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared for the
proposed project.
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed
project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR
is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues
and community benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council
during the decision-making process.
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Letter 32
From: Margaret Pye [mailto:pyem@sonic.net]
Sent: Saturday, December 19, 2009 3:41 PM
To: Laurie Cudworth
Subject: Re: San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR

32.1

Hi, Laurie,
This document makes reference to the "Traffic and Circulation Commission" -- can you please correct
that to reflect the name of the Commission as the "Transportation and Circulation Commission"--?
Thank you!
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32.

Margaret Pye (letter dated December 19, 2009)

32.1

The commentor requests that the Draft EIR revise the “Traffic and Circulation Commission”
to the “Transportation and Circulation Commission.” The commentor did not reference a
page number for this requested correction. After a thorough search of the document, a
reference to the Commission could not be found and, thus, no edit was made.
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Page 1 of 1

From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:56PM
Letter 33
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:CommentsonSCTVEIR

From: leetlaw [mailto:leetlaw@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 2:53 AM
To: Al Savay
Subject: Comments on SCTV EIR

Al:
In connection with the San Carlos Transit Village project and the EIR describing it, I have a couple
of comments/concerns that I believe merit significant attention and discussion.

33.1

33.2

33.3

1. I find it hard to accept the notion that any undergrounds parking that is part of this project will not
be subject to flooding. As poor a job as this City has done with regard to the flooding at the corner
of El Camino and San Carlos Ave (the gateway to our city) and at the corner of Industrial and East
San Carlos, any EIR regarding underground parking to effectively be located between these two sites
has to specifically address the possibility of flooding in the underground areas. I may have missed it,
but the EIR should discuss the likelyhood of flooding at the project (not! just how the project
shouldn't cause flooding at other places). Then it should discuss specific preventative measures and
mitigations to be implemented. Based on all the years that I complained about the embarrassment of
flooding at the gateway to our city and on the East side of town with nothing being done, I don't
think it is enough to leave it to preventions or mitigations beings designed or considered at some
future date. History tells us nothing will ever be done unless specifics are "built into the project" as
part of its design and construction. As far as I can tell, the hydrology discussion in the EIR deals
with the Hydrological impacts of the project on other areas but ignores the hydrology of the project
itself.
2. Even if the underground parking does not flood during the winter rains, I believe that mitigation
measure TR-5.1 is inadequate. Definite parking and transportation strategies and specific programs
should be ! detailed now. While I know it is a generally accepted approach, to give one person- the
Director of Public Works - the sole, undefined, unrestricted authority and discretion to permit
modifications of measures (which measures I am not convinced will really work to get people out of
their cars) "provided the measures continue to achieve the overall trip reduction objective" begs the
question = what happens when the trip reduction objectives are not met? I think that now is a good
time for a public discussion of what will happen if the trip reductions don't work and there is simply
not enough parking. I do hope that whatever specific programs are implemented work, but in case
they don't, II have to put on my NIMBY hat and suggest that there be a specific "condition" and a
promise from City Hall that "project parking" will not/never be expanded to the East side residential
streets.
What about putting more parking lots south of the project with more shuttle service to the projectanything to get rid of underground ! parking until/unless the City shows a better jib can be done to
prevent flooding.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Lee Thompson
51 Bayport Court
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33.

Lee Thompson (letter dated February 1, 2010)

33.1

The commentor expresses concern with the flooding potential of the subterranean parking
and requests specific preventive measures and mitigation to be implemented. A preliminary
geotechnical was performed by Krazan & Associates in 2006, which recommended that the
slabs-on-grade and retaining wall are fully waterproofed. In addition, the retaining walls and
concrete slabs at the subterranean parking areas were recommended to be designed to resist
hydrostatic pressure.1 As discussed in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, pages 3.9-13 to 3.9-14
of the Draft EIR, the preliminary geotechnical report does not represent the final geotechnical
study for the proposed project. Additional recommendations would be developed at the
design level and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to issuance of any
grading or building permits. The final geotechnical study would implement additional design
and measures to ensure that the garage would be built to be waterproof and to withstand
hydraulic pressure.
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 to 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, no creeks are located in or
immediately adjacent to the project site that would be altered by the proposed project. The
nearest creek to the project site is Pulgas Creek, which is contained within an engineered
channel at the southern boundary of the project site and continues in an engineered channel to
discharge to Steinberger Slough. The proposed project would not alter this structure. The
proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including alteration of the course of a stream or a river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding.
The proposed project would require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design.
The new drainage facilities would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San
Carlos drainage design standards. In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater
NPDES Permit, a Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the
proposed project. A Hydrology and Hydraulic Report and Drainage Plan would be reviewed
and approved by the Public Works Department prior to the issuance of a precise grading
permit. A drainage study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater
conveyance and detention feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff.
On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance
Rate Map Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised flood zone
boundaries.2 According to the LOMR, the project site is not located in a special flood hazard
zone. The garages would be located outside of the 100-year flood zones and compliance with

 
1

2

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006. p11.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities
would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity
to induce flooding to the existing conditions resulting from garages.
33.2

The commentor expresses concern about the proposed project's trip reduction assumptions
and the course of action if the trip reductions are not achieved. Please refer to Master
Response 1 for information regarding Trip Generation Estimates / TDM Plan. This Master
Response addresses the validity of the 22.5 percent trip reduction target in the proposed
project’s plan and describes how implementation of the plan will be made a condition of
project approval and how its effectiveness will be monitored.

33.3

The commentor expresses the desire to provide more parking lots south of the proposed
project to replace the proposed underground parking, based on the concern of flooding.
Underground parking can be designed to prevent flooding. Underground parking directly
beneath a building is more convenient than surface parking in a more remote location because
having shuttles from remote parking lots to the residential units would be infeasible due to
operation and maintenance costs associated with vehicles and employing a full time driver.
The proposed project would provide enhanced synergies, including enhanced pedestrian
connectivity, between the project site and Downtown San Carlos. On street parking along El
Camino Real and within the downtown area would be available to serve the commercial
portion of the proposed project, and it is reasonably foreseeable that persons seeking parking
spaces to access the project site would use these off-site spaces. Nonetheless, mitigation to
reduce on-site parking demand, involving a parking and transportation demand management
program, is identified in Section 3.4, Transportation, of the Draft EIR to ensure that there
would be adequate parking would to serve the proposed project.
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34.

Clem Tillier (letter dated January 24, 2010)

34.1

The commentor states that additional information is now available regarding the High Speed
Train (HST) project and that the EIR should address this new information. Since the release
of the Draft EIR for the proposed project in December 2009, new information regarding the
HST project has been released. This updated information is summarized in Master Response
4 to further analyze the cumulative impacts of the HST project with the proposed project.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST
project.

34.2

The commentor outlines concerns that the right-of-way expansion for the HST project would
not allow for development at the project site. Please refer to Master Response 4, pages 3-38
through 3-39, for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project, including a
discussion of the HST right-of-way needs.

34.3

The commentor states that a revised analysis of noise impacts should be included that
properly accounts for the HST project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of
the cumulative impacts with the HST project.

34.4

The commentor is concerned that the project would fall under threat of railroad right-of-way
acquisition with the HST and that residential units facing the tracks could be subjected to
higher noise levels than acknowledged in the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with the HST
project would need to be addressed in the environmental document under preparation by the
California High-Speed Rail Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration, the State and
federal leads for that project. That document would need to consider land acquisition,
displacement, and noise impacts to development along the Caltrain corridor. At this juncture,
only conceptual right-of-way requirements are known from the Alternatives Analysis Report
released for the project. For additional details regarding the status and cumulative effects of
the HST, please refer to Master Response 4.
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Table 18.72.050
Exterior Noise Limits
(Levels not to be exceeded more than 30 minutes in any hour)
Land
Use Time Period
Noise Level (dBA)

Receiving
Category
One- and two-family
residential
Multiple dwelling residential
Limited commercial
Some multiple dwellings
Commercial
Light Industrial
Heavy Industrial

10:00 PM through 7:00 AM
7:00 AM through 10:00 PM
10:00 PM through 7:00 AM
7:00 AM through 10:00 PM
10:00 PM through 7:00 AM
7:00 AM through 10:00 PM
10:00 PM through 7:00 AM
7:00 AM through 10:00 PM
10:00 PM through 7:00 AM
7:00 AM through 10:00 PM
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45
55
50
55
55
60
60
65
70
75
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35.3
cont.
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Figure 3-2 Increase in Cumulative Noise Levels Allowed by Criteria (Land Use Cat. 1 & 2)
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Table 3-4 Noise Impact Criteria: Effect on Cumulative Noise Exposure
Ldn or Leq in dBA (rounded to nearest whole decibel)
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Figure 1 – Noise and Vibration Measurement Locations
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In light of the impacts of reductions to current services due to budget shortfalls please provide justification
for the less than significant findings to Police, Fire, and School services. Adding this many residents and
structures to San Carlos will obviously have an impact to city services and that impact will be more
significant due to proposed budget cuts.

35.36

The EIR states that only 6 to 8 children will attend San Carlos schools. What is this determination based
upon? What locally or nationally accepted multiplier for adding school children to apartment complexes of
this type were used in this determination? San Carlos schools have the reputation of being some of the best
on the entire peninsula, indeed many people forge resident status to enable their children to attend the local
schools. It would be reasonable to assume that a far larger percentage of residents in the SCTV
development would have school age children. Additionally the school district is planning changes to
school enrollments to current residents due to current impacts on the grade schools yet the EIR states that
the district is not impacted and that additional enrollment from SCTV residents will have no impact.
Please provide detailed analysis on city services and school districts that bear some semblance to current
realities.

      
35.37

The EIR states that there will be no impact to traffic given their rationale for increased transit ridership
eliminating trips from our new neighbors. But there are significant issues ignored in the SCTV EIR. For
example, everyone knows how dangerous any intersection on El Camino is to cross. This is already a
major impediment for many of us in allowing our kids to walk to school. Please examine the traffic flow
patterns after SCTV is built:
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35.37
cont.

El Camino Traffic Flow
There are six new driveways on El Camino for Residents of SCTV, Caltrain commuters and retail
shoppers. There are three places where drivers can make legal U-Turns, Holly Street/El Camino and San
Carlos Avenue/El Camino being two of the three. Think about 280 units with (a minimum of) 1.5 cars
each, that is 420 cars from residents alone making Right turns, Left turns, and U-Turns on El Camino.
o

How exactly does adding more vehicles add to the pedestrian experience when trying to cross El
Camino at the new pedestrian oriented plaza?

NESC residents have it especially bad since the bulk of residential units will be north of Holly. Trying to
cross Holly and Old County and then Holly and El Camino looks like it will be much more difficult.
o

Where are the improvements for pedestrians other than two brick colored crosswalks at San Carlos
and El Camino?
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

35.39

Where is the money going to come from for subsidized passes?
What guarantees are in place to ensure that subsidies will not be cancelled in the future?
Is the SamTrans pilot being enacted?
What are the details of Go Pass subsidies and the SamTrans pilot program?
Where are the additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities in SCTV?
Where are the existing bike lockers going to be located?
Provide details on the        
                
         

Caltrain commuters from the West side will be negatively affected in San Carlos. The main parking lots
that currently exist for commuters would be shifted south and the parking spaces closest to the platform
would be time-limited spots shared with retail users that would not be suitable for Caltrain commuters.
These shared spots represent a 21% decrease in the total number of available spots in the current parking
lot.
This means long walks to the train station platform and longer commute times as drivers would need to add
the extra time to walk to the platform from a further distance with a reduction in the number of parking
spots dedicated to existing commuters. It is very hard to imagine that Redwood Shores commuters would
not decide to park in the streets south of Holly to be closer to the train platform than the official parking
lot! The EIR fails to mention this impact.
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Holly to Montgomery

East San Carlos to Hall
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Hall to Bransten
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35.39
cont.

35.40
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35.45
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Alternative Railroad Tracks

Holly Street

Cost($ in thousands)

1.

lower tracks 22

raise street 4 98,881

2.

remain as is

raise street 29 10,038 to 11,481

3.

remain as is

lower street 25 19,586

4.

raise tracks 6

lower street 16 18,553

5.

raise tracks 16

lower street 6 19,426 to 16,539

Mitigated 5. raise tracks 10 max. lower street 10 19,504

35.45
cont.

6.

raise tracks 12

lower street 10 19,504

7.

raise tracks 22

remain as is

8.

remain as is

raise street 29 13,500

20,195 to 24,266
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 !


35.46

The EIR needs to reflect the visual degradation to East San Carlos and develop an effective mitigation plan
or the project should be scrapped altogether. The SCTV EIR also completely ignores the impact to all
users of the Caltrain platform, this is extremely surprising given that SamTrans which runs CalTrain would
be completely aware of these impacts.

#$
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Hills from Train Station


35.47



      %'!               
  
               #""$ &'  
                    
                  
        ""!       

*49 feet is cited by the city and developer however the architectural documents do not support this claim.
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35.47
cont.

I have to note that after reading through this section of the EIR that the findings feel very subjective in the
text as opposed to objective and impartial. Please note the circular nature of the EIR’s description of
Visual Quality, it obscures the very real loss that this community will face by placing the rationale for it’s
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decision only a very deep reading of the EIR would reveal this flaw in methodology. But a cursory walk
through the neighborhood exposes the issue clearly and dramatically.

35.47
cont.




View of Hills from Laureola Park
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35.47
cont.
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35.47
cont.
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35.47
cont.
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35.47
cont.

The Developers told us that the southernmost retail building was only 3 stories high and a person would
reasonably assume that the three story retail building would be significantly lower than the 4 story
apartment complexes. As it turns out that three story building is 47 feet high! It’s only a few feet
shorter than the very large Apartment towers being built just south of Holly up to the northern-most part of
the parcel.




Montgomery and Old County Road
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Impacts to the views from the Caltrain Platform will also be significant:

Hillside view from the East Platform

35.47
cont.



It can be enjoyable on a nice day while you are waiting for the train to catch the Giants or 49§ers, or if you
are a daily commuter.


Looking South where the new retail building will be





     !  #$  
           
 !  !    "
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35.47
cont.



Looking Northwest from the platform

This hillside will become a forgotten thing of the past like the east side of the depot when SCTV is
built.

 
Let’s take a look at the few line of sight drawings I have been able to find:

35.48

Line of Sight Building 3
This is a line of sight for Building Three in this complex. Not only will the east side view of the hills
become obliterated, but even on the train platform the buildings will hide the hillside as is immediately
apparent from these line of sight drawings.





Line of Sight Building 1
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Line of Sight Building 2

    
I haven’t found any documents that detail the line of sight for the other Five buildings, but as a basis of
comparison since the 3 story southernmost retail building will be 47 feet high and the above pictured
building is 49* feet high, it very easy to tell that what you can see now will change dramatically.

35.48
cont.


East Side of Retail Building 8
Your train platform view will now be a lovely view of the second and third stories of this building as
you look south.



East Elevation Residential
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Hills from Old County
Also please examine the following pictures in the EIR for SCTV:

35.49

Laureola Park Before SCTV

Laureola Park after SCTV
Quite frankly if you take a quick look at either of the two comparisons above it’s hard to see any
difference in the before and after photos!
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35.49
cont.

This before and after picture set utilizes techniques to minimize what the actual impact to the neighborhood
will be. Notice the angle and perspective of the photographs. Notice how prominent the ground is relative
to the sky. These techniques minimize the significant impact to views from the east side neighborhood. If
the picture was taken in a more central location in the park the buildings would be much more prominent
than they appear in the above wide angle shots. These are the subtle techniques that make the impacts
appear to be less significant than what they actually will be.

   

35.50

On the shortest days in Winter the Sunset is around 5PM. During the longest days of Summer the sunset is
around 8:30PM. So then why does the EIR show the late Shadow simulations at 3PM as the latest
time?
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This looks like another example of lack of due diligence in the EIR.

35.50
cont.

Quite frankly it looks to me that 3PM was chosen as the latest time possible in the winter to show the
smallest shadow impact.
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35.50
cont.

The sun won’t set for a long time in the above picture, why not show us what the real shadow impact will
be? Isn’t the point of an EIR to show us what the impacts are and to mitigate their effects? We get 10 to
14 hours of daylight throughout the year so why does the shadow impact only look at a 5 hour window
when the Sun is high in the sky?
I would like to see shadow simulations at 4PM, 5PM (All Seasons), 6PM and 7PM (Summer and Fall only)
to get a clearer idea of how the eight Fifty-plus foot tall buildings will create an earlier sunset for our
community.
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35.51
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"! 
The maximum height of the SCTV buildings has been explained to the community at 49 feet. As a matter
of fact the developer corrected our president when he rounded up the number to 50 feet. However when I
look at the architectural schematics for the project I see a different result.
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35.51
cont.

If you take a close look at the roof midpoint it is 48 feet 8 inches high. The T.O. Plate or what I would call
the lower section of the roof is 45 feet. The delta is 3 feet and 8 inches from low roof point to mid roof
point. That means there are 3 feet and 8 inches left to go to get to the top of the roof or what I would call
the building height. Add 3 feet and 8 inches to the midpoint and you get 52 feet and 4 inches. Here is the
kicker, take another look at that diagram and you can see that the roof midpoint numbers are referring to
the lower section of the building on the left side of the diagram. The highest point of the building is
actually higher than 52 feet and 4 inches. A rough guess on my part would make the tallest section 56
feet high. Too bad the diagrams don’t explicitly state the height as I don’t like to estimate but I really feel
we need to get a straight answer as to the height of the buildings.
Ok, so I’ll take another cross section and will examine that.

The roof midpoint on this schematic shows the midpoint of the roof at 48 feet 10 inches high. The T.O.
Plate or what I would call the lower section of the roof is 45 feet. The delta is 3 feet and 10 inches from
low roof point to mid roof point. That means there are 3 feet and 10 inches left to go to get to the top of the
roof or what I would call the building height. Add 3 feet and 10 inches to the midpoint and you get 52 feet
and 8 inches.
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Ok now lets take a look at the three story building south of the Train Depot this is the building that extends
from south of the train depot to Montgomery street:

35.51
cont.
This is a Three story building so the natural inclination is to think it will not be as tall as the residential
buildings. On this southernmost building the plate height is 38 feet and the roof midpoint is 42 feet and 6
inches. That means that the distance between the low point and midpoint on the roof is 4 feet and 6 inches.
Add that to the midpoint and you get a building that is 47 feet high. Remember this is an especially tall
three story building that is supposed to fit in with a national historic landmark right next to it. We also
have the Drake building across the street and the Carlos club as historically important buildings that this
complex need to fit in and complement.

When you look at this cross section realize that there are six more buildings to the immediate north. All of
them are taller and larger than the two pictured above.
The scale and height of this complex dwarfs the Train depot and Drake building. It dwarfs all other
residential and commercial developments in San Carlos. It will forever change the landscape and character
of our town.
As a mitigation please provide a new plan that has one story retail buildings adjacent to the historic depot
building.
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35.

Dimitri Vandellos (letter dated January 31, 2010)

35.1

The commentor states that the Greater East San Carlos (GESC) neighborhood is in a high
impact area and that the EIR did not provide any consideration to any noise issues or
impacts from the development to the community. The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of the
proposed project onto the adjacent community with respect to traffic noise, stationary noise,
and reflective noise on pages 3.6-15, 3.6-18, and 3.6-19, respectively. The increase in traffic
noise levels due to the proposed project would not substantially increase noise levels over
existing traffic noise levels. Traffic noise modeling resulted in less than a 1-dBA increase
over existing levels as shown in Table 3.6-9 of the Draft EIR on page 3.6-19. The proposed
project would not include the use of heavy duty equipment that would expose existing
residents to substantial noise levels. As discussed on page 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR, existing
noise levels could increase by 1 dBA due to the placement of the proposed project’s
structures; however, the design of the proposed structures would not increase existing noise
levels substantially and would not result in a significant impact at existing receptors located
east of the Caltrain tracks. Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information
regarding reflection noise due to the proposed project.

35.2

The commentor would like noise readings from train operations at several distances from the
railroad tracks in the GESC neighborhoods and an analysis of slap back noise. Additional
noise measurements were conducted in the GESC neighborhoods in response to comments
made on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 3 for information regarding
reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings.
The proposed building façade would not be a continuous wall like that of a noise barrier
along the freeway. The proposed project would involve eight structures of various setbacks
and open bays in the façade adjacent to the train tracks, thus avoiding characteristics that
substantially reflect noise.

35.3

The commentor states that previous reports on vibrational and sound analysis due to train
noise are flawed and requests measurements of horn noise. Numerous vibration
measurements were conducted for the proposed project as shown in Table 3.6-3, page 3.6-6,
of the Draft EIR. These vibration measurements are site specific to reflect the vibration
propagating characteristics of the existing soil profile and applied to the proposed project
analysis. The proposed project would not have an effect or increase vibration in the GESC
neighborhoods due to its presence. Vibration experienced in the GESC neighborhoods is
considered an existing condition due to Caltrain operations and heavy vehicle passbys on
project area roadways. Similarly, horn noise is an existing noise source in the project area
and would not increase as a result of the proposed project. CEQA does not require a project
to mitigate existing conditions. Regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed or
not, the GESC neighborhoods would continue to experience vibration and horn noise.

35.4

The commentor requests a discussion of cumulative impacts from the High Speed Train
(HST) project including: noise, construction-related activities, widening the right-of-way,
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and staging areas. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative
impacts with the HST project. For purposes of the analysis provided in Master Response 4, it
is assumed that the HST project would be constructed and would travel through the Peninsula
along the Caltrain corridor, immediately adjacent to the project site. Inclusion of the HST
project in this document is considered a conservative scenario (i.e., resulting in greater
potential effects in combination with the proposed project) because the exact future and
alignment of the HST project is currently unknown.
35.5

The commentor requests that the EIR include a discussion of cumulative noise impacts from
the HST project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts
with the HST project.

35.6

The commentor states that traffic increases of 1 dBA is considered substantial when
compared to the High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Report. Thresholds established in the High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration
Impact Assessment Report are intended to be applied to HST train operations as stated in the
City’s General Plan Noise Policy NOI-1.14 and reported on page 3.6-9 of the Draft EIR. The
City’s General Plan Noise Policy NOI-1.4 considers an increase of 3 dBA or more over the
existing Ldn at noise-sensitive uses due to the proposed project to be a significant adverse
response that would require mitigation measures. Table 3.6-9 of the Draft EIR shows that the
change to existing noise levels due to traffic increases from the proposed project would be
less than 1 dBA in the project area, and therefore is not considered significant per the City’s
thresholds.

35.7

The commentor states the EIR minimized potential impacts to the surrounding community
regarding HST cumulative impacts and requests a noise study to include current noise levels
from San Carlos Airport, U.S. 101, El Camino Real, and Holly Street. Please refer to Master
Response 4 for information regarding HST train noise. Potential noise impacts to the GESC
neighborhoods due to the proposed project alone were considered in the Draft EIR for traffic,
stationary, and reflective noise sources on pages 3.6-15, 3.6-18, and 3.6-19, respectively.
Future traffic, or cumulative traffic, noise levels are presented in Table 3.6-9 on page 3.6-19
of the Draft EIR. These cumulative traffic conditions include future volumes on the roadways
surrounding the project site, including U.S. 101, El Camino Real, and Holly Street. The noise
measurements taken to establish the ambient background conditions include operations at the
San Carlos Airport. As shown in Table 3.6-9, the Future with Project condition indicates that
cumulative traffic noise increases with the proposed project would result in an incremental
change that would not exceed the thresholds established by the City’s General Plan Noise
Policy NOI-1.4. These impacts were analyzed and were not considered significant.

35.8

The commentor states that sound will bounce off of courtyard walls and land in the GESC
neighborhoods and that this residual impact needs to be measured and mitigated. The Draft
EIR recommends soundwalls for courtyards facing El Camino Real. These soundwalls would
be located on the western side of the proposed buildings and would not be located adjacent to
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the existing railroad tracks. In this location, there would be no potential for those courtyard
walls to reflect Caltrain operational noise to the east. As explained in Master Response 3, the
building facades of the transit village would result in minor increases in noise levels. The
courtyard walls would be much lower in height and further away than the building facades,
resulting in a negligible change with respect to existing noise conditions.
35.9

The commentor questions the HST right-of-way width and the construction impacts of that
project. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the
HST project. For purposes of the analysis provided in Master Response 4, it is assumed that
the HST project would be constructed and would travel through the Peninsula along the
Caltrain corridor, immediately adjacent to the project site. Inclusion of the HST project in this
document is considered a conservative scenario (i.e., resulting in greater potential effects in
combination with the proposed project) because the exact future and alignment of the HST
project is currently unknown.
The commentor also requests information about the existing Caltrain platform and whether it
would be moved. As stated on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, the elevated platform, the Historic
Depot, and the pedestrian undercrossing at East San Carlos Avenue are not part of the project
site and would not be directly altered by the proposed project. According to the Alternatives
Analysis for the HST project, the Caltrain platform could be moved from its existing location
at San Carlos Avenue south to a location close to Cherry Street.1 It is unknown at this time
whether that would occur and is separate from the proposed project. As such, the impacts of
potentially moving the Caltrain platform under the HST project are not analyzed in this
document.

35.10

The commentor requests a mitigation plan for the HST project impacts as they pertain to the
proposed project and the elimination of the west side of the berm for staging and constructive
activities. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with
the HST project. For purposes of the analysis provided in Master Response 4, it is assumed
that the HST project would be constructed and would travel through the Peninsula along the
Caltrain corridor, immediately adjacent to the project site. Inclusion of the HST project in this
document is considered a conservative scenario (i.e., resulting in greater potential effects in
combination with the proposed project) because the exact future and alignment of the HST
project is currently unknown.
It should be noted that Master Response 4 only discusses the conceptual plans for the HST
project (since more detailed drawings are not yet available) and how the effects from these
plans could cumulate with the proposed project to result in potential impacts. As stated in
Section 15130(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should not discuss impacts which do
not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. Therefore, the Master Response does
not analyze the impacts that the HST project could directly have on the community. The

1

California High-Speed Rail Authority, Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose
Section, Preliminary Report April 2010, Supplemental August 2010, and Errata/Addendum December 2010.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-295

impacts of HST project on the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be
addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental documents being prepared for the
HST project by the California High-Speed Rail Authority and the Federal Railroad
Administration, the state and federal leads for that project.
35.11

The commentor states that the logic regarding frequency of train events is deeply flawed, the
study lacks current train schedules, and that data samples used to analyze noise and
vibration are incomplete and would not support the determination that train events are only
occasional. It is unclear why the commentor believes the logic regarding frequency of events
is flawed. Both the Federal Transit Administration and the Federal Railroad Administration
have published noise and vibration impact guidelines. These guidelines recognize that the
number of events per day (i.e., the frequency of passing trains) influences the magnitude of
the train passby noise and vibration levels. Appendix G of the Draft EIR contains
background data used in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. Both documents report that the
applicable impact criteria are based on “frequent events.” The number of data samples during
the noise and vibration measurements is not linked to the frequency of events. The data
samples are taken to better describe the existing setting; the frequency of events is used to
select the appropriate impact criteria.
Appendix H of the Draft EIR explains where vibration events would occur less frequently
(i.e., less than 70 per day), the FTA criteria would allow a higher level of vibration before an
impact would occur. For “occasional events” (those which occur more than 30 times a day
but fewer than 70 times a day), the criterion is 75 VdB. For “infrequent events” (those which
occur less than 30 times a day), the FTA criterion is 80 VdB. The noise and vibration report
prepared for the project sponsor (included as Appendix G of the Draft EIR) identifies
“typical” and “maximum” Caltrain vibration events. It is reasonable to assume that typical
events occur frequently; it is also reasonable to assume that maximum events are fewer than
70 per day, but possibly more than 30. Consequently, Wilson Ihrig Associates in Appendix
H of the Draft EIR conservatively assumed that the maximum events occur “occasionally” as
defined by FTA.

35.12
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The commentor states that the train speeds assumed in the analysis are not accurate. Train
speeds shown in Table 6 of Appendix G in the Draft EIR were measured during field work
observations and are not approximated or averaged, as explained in the first paragraph on
page 13 of Appendix G. Subsequent analysis, conducted in response to GESC neighborhoods
concerns and prepared for this Responses to Comments document, reflects existing train
speeds and validates the Draft EIR predicted Caltrain noise levels, as shown in Master
Response 3. The conclusions stated in the Draft EIR were based on FTA-approved
assumptions (e.g., train speed, length of train) applied to predicted rail noise levels and are
considered accurate. The train speeds shown in Table 6 were used for train vibration analysis
only. Master Response 3 includes more current noise measurements and evaluations of
existing Caltrain operating conditions.
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35.13

The commentor states that the noise samples conducted for the Draft EIR would not provide
meaningful statistical results. The long-term noise measurements shown in Table 3.6-2 on
page 3.6-4 of the Draft EIR include train activities that were current at the time the Draft EIR
was prepared. The noise measurements established the existing noise generated by the
current train activities, traffic from nearby roadways, errant commercial noise, and
neighborhood activities. Noise measurements provided meaningful statistical data in terms of
overall community noise level, number of train events during a 24-hour period, and typical
individual train passby noise levels. Preliminary assessment of the proposed project indicated
that its potential noise sources – traffic, rooftop mechanical equipment, and operational
activities like trash pick-up and retail business deliveries – would not adversely affect the
residential areas to the east. Additional noise analyses have been conducted in response to
comments on the Draft EIR and include more noise samples from the GESC neighborhoods
and account for trains passing through and stopping at the Caltrain Station. The new
measurements do not show that conditions are substantially different than the levels from the
early data collection effort; they simply provide more data points specific to the GESC
neighborhoods. The new measurements are presented in Master Response 3.

35.14

The commentor would like an explanation of how the data could support Baby Bullet trains
traveling at 11.25 MPH average. The speeds reported in the Draft EIR were speeds observed
during the community survey of noise and vibration at the project site as detailed in the San
Carlos Train Depot Site Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin,
Inc. on August 8, 2006 (Appendix G). As noted in Table 6 of Appendix G, page 14, and
Table 3.6-3 of the Draft EIR, page 3.6-6, there were four Baby Bullets that passed through
the Caltrain Station during the vibration measurements between the hours of 7:48 a.m. and
9:08 a.m. The two Baby Bullet trains that were measured from location V-1 (one north
bound and one south bound) were both traveling 13 miles per hour (mph) (8:12 a.m. and 8:29
a.m.). These two measurements were the fastest measurements from this location. The two
Baby Bullet trains that were measured from location V-2 (one north bound and one south
bound) were traveling 7 mph (8:40 a.m.) and 12 mph (8:48 a.m.), respectively. These two
measurements were at the high end of the measurements from this location, except for the
9:08 a.m. train which was traveling at the same speed of 7 mph. Thus, the data provided in
Table 6 of Appendix G and Table 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR support the statement in the report
that express trains were measured to travel faster than local trains. The average of 11.25 mph
presented by the commentor is not an accurate reflection of Baby Bullet train speed since
three of the four trains were traveling faster than this speed and the fourth train was traveling
as fast or faster than the local trains at the time the measurement was taken, which supports
the data in Appendix G. The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 13 in Appendix G of
the Draft EIR indicates that train speeds were measured to range from 5 mph to 30 mph and
that speeds increased the further trains were from the station, as would be expected. These
observed train speeds were applied to train noise predictions with regards to the project.
Measurement locations chosen for the initial community survey of noise and vibration were
close to the station and, consequently, observed train speeds would reflect the varying speeds
of trains stopping at the station, slowing as the train passed through the station, and express
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trains travelling straight through the station with no speed reduction. The data presented in
the Draft EIR Table 3.6-3 do not reflect the entire day’s train activity, but only a portion of
the day’s train activity to determine vibration levels and soil characteristics affecting
vibration reduction relative to an increase of distance from the tracks. The methodology used
for Caltrain operational noise levels applied the appropriate methodology for train noise
prediction and was supported by direct measurement of the source.
35.15

The commentor would like specific specs on the equipment used to conduct vibration
measurements. The equipment used by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. to measure train
operations meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) for Type 1 sound-level meters (ANSI S1.4-1983[R2006]) and vibration. As stated on
page 13 in Appendix G of the Draft EIR, a Sony Digital Audio Tape Recorder was used to
capture Caltrain vibration events. This equipment provides accurate measurement of
vibration and includes a broader frequency range than solid state vibration measurement
equipment along with the ability for computer based post processing of the data.

35.16

The commentor challenges the assumption that only vertical axis vibrations are adequate in
determining vibration assessments and drop off rates, and further challenges that the
horizontal measurements would be more important than vertical axis measurements for
existing train vibrations at the project site. An accelerometer is used to measure vibration
levels from a source. Accelerometers measure vibration levels on an x-axis, y-axis, and zaxis. The z-axis (vertical axis) is important to consider because people are most sensitive to
z-axis vibration, and z-axis vibration levels describe the levels a receptor would experience or
demonstrate that a vibration criteria may be exceeded. Vibration measurements were
conducted at two locations, one near the track and a second location further from the tracks,
in order to determine how the ground propagates and attenuates vibration levels. This
information is intended to establish the existing vibration levels on the project site and aid the
planning and engineering team with the design of the proposed buildings. As stated in the
Draft EIR on page 13 of Appendix G, ground vibration is typically most dominant on the
vertical axis. The approach to vibration measurements followed industry standards in the
collection of vibration events.

35.17

The commentor challenges the methodology for the placement of measurements as an
accurate way of measuring vibration. The measurement locations were chosen by industry
professionals and were used to develop attenuation rates due to project site specific soil
conditions. Project site-specific soil conditions are typically determined through direct
measurement of the source at the site. The measurements provided the information needed to
predict vibration levels at the nearest proposed building façade to the tracks. The
measurement methodology follows recommended procedures outlined by FTA in Chapter 11
of the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (May 2006) manual.

35.18

The commentor states that a 3 dBA increase in train pass-by noise levels would require
mitigation and requests a soundwall to be constructed along the west side of Old County
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Road that would be 20 percent taller than the proposed structures. The proposed project
would not result in a 3 dBA increase over ambient noise levels in the GESC neighborhoods.
Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings is
discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Constructing a wall as requested by the
commentor could generate residual noise impacts at receptors to the west of the project site,
as this structure would be a continuous, very long, very high, flat and reflective surface. An
expanded discussion on reflective noise is provided in Master Response 3.
35.19

The commenter is concerned with flooding at Holly Street and also requests an examination
of the potential cumulative impacts of flooding from surrounding areas with sea and bay
water level changes. Holly Street is an arterial street that divides the project site into two
separate areas. As stated in the Draft EIR, page 3.10-4 according to the 1979 Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Holly Street is located in
Zone C.2 FIRMs identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one
percent chance of occurrence in a given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year
flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a
special flood hazard area. Zone C is an area that was determined to be outside the 100-year
and 500-year floodplain; thus, outside of areas that are considered special flood hazard zones
for CEQA purposes. However, the southern portion of the project site, south of Olive Street,
was located within a FEMA Zone AE which was within a 100-year flood plain boundary.
Since the publication of the Draft EIR, FEMA has prepared an update to the 1979 FIRM for
the City of San Carlos. On September 29, 2011, FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study
Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the City of San Carlos with revised
flood zone boundaries.3 According to the LOMR, the project site is no longer in a special
flood hazard zone.
To clarify that the proposed project is no longer in a safety flood hazard zone, Figure 3.101A, FEMA Flood Zone Map, was added to the Draft EIR on page 3.10-5 (please refer to
Section 6 of this document).. In addition, flood zone information text on page 3.10-4 of the
Draft EIR, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as shown in Response 14.6 and is
included in Section 6, Revisions to the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, because the elevation of Holly Street is depressed under the Caltrain tracks, it is
natural to expect that this area would be flooded during heavy rains. Stormwater runoff from
the project site is conveyed through the City storm drainage system that typically discharges
to the nearest neighboring drainage channels/creeks (e.g., Pulgas Creek). According to the
San Carlos Public Works Department, the Holly Street intersection is not an area noted for
flooding during normal rain events, and in heavy rains, experiences the same temporary

2

3

FEMA., FEMA Issued Flood Maps, August 21, 1979, website: https://msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/
servlet/MapSearchResult?storeId=10001&catalogId=10001&langId=-1&userType=G&panelIDs=060327
0001C&Type=pbp&nonprinted=&unmapped, accessed December 20, 2011.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision, September 29,
2011.
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build-up of water as most streets in the area. Flooding only is known to occur when there is a
failure of the storm water pump nearby, which assists in clearing excessive flows from the
area storm drains.4
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology
and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with
all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities
would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity
to induce flooding to the existing conditions including Holly Street. No further response
required.
Regarding cumulative impacts, pages 3.10-41 to 3.10-42 of the Draft EIR provide a
cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts analysis within the context of the City of
San Carlos, including all cumulative growth therein, which includes City-approved projects,
and other foreseeable projects. Since the proposed project would not result in flood- and
inundation-related impacts and it would not result in combined impacts with other projects.
Therefore, an examination of the potential cumulative impacts of flooding from surrounding
areas is not required for this Draft EIR per CEQA. In addition, information regarding the
number of times flooding has occurred since the overpass has been built, reasons for the
flooding is not a comment on the adequacy or the content of this Draft EIR. However, this
comment will be forwarded to the decision makers prior to approval of the proposed project.
No further response required.
35.20

The commentor identifies the proposed project site to have “moderate liquefaction
susceptibility” and requests information on mitigation plans for liquefaction and associated
lateral spreading or subsidence and financial implications. Information from the 2009
Liquefaction Susceptibility Map by ABAG became readily available after the release of the
Draft EIR. To update the Draft EIR text, page 3.9-8, second full paragraph is revised as
follows:
Liquefaction. Although the project site is outside the area where mapping has been
completed by the CGS, the liquefaction potential of the area has been addressed in
several publications, including the CGS 2000 Open-File Report 00-444. Liquefaction

4

City of San Carlos, Public Works Department, email re: Holly and El Camino from Don Gilbert, Civil
Engineering Technician, January 24, 2012.
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potential at the project site was estimated by the geotechnical consultant using the
Liquefy Pro (version 5.2) program and site-specific soils, groundwater, and peak
horizontal ground acceleration data. The result of the analysis indicates the liquefaction
potential is low to very low.23 Liquefaction involves a sudden loss in strength of a
saturated, cohesionless, uniformly particle-sized soil, typically caused by groundshaking
activities that cause temporary transformation of the soil to a fluid mass. In rare instances,
groundborne vibrations can cause liquefaction from activities such as pile driving or
tunnel boring. If the liquefying layer is near the ground surface, the effects may resemble
those of quicksand. If the layer is deep below the ground surface, it may provide a sliding
surface for the material above it and/or cause differential settlement of the ground
surface, which may damage building foundations by altering weight-bearing
characteristics.
Liquefaction typically occurs when loose, cohesionless, water-saturated soils (generally
uniformly sized fine-grained sand) are subjected to strong seismic ground motion of
significant duration. These soils essentially behave similarly to liquids, losing bearing
strength. Structures built on these soils may tilt or settle when the soils liquefy.
Liquefaction more often occurs in earthquake-prone areas underlain by young sandy
alluvium where the groundwater table is less than 50 feet below the ground surface.
According to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Liquefaction
Susceptibility Map, the majority of the project site is located in an area of moderate
liquefaction susceptibility.23
________
23

23

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed
Residential Development Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets,
San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
Association of Bay Area Governments. Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (Source: USGS Open
File Reports 00-444 and 2006-1097), website: http://quake.abag.ca.gov/liquefaction/,
accessed December 28, 2011.

To incorporate the 2009 Liquefaction Susceptibility Map by ABAG, the Draft EIR on page
3.9-15, first paragraph under Impact GS-3, is revised as follows:
As stated in the “Environmental Setting,” above, although the site could be subject to
earthquakes that could result in secondary effects, the preliminary geotechnical report
concluded liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismic-induced settlement would not
present a substantial risk at the project site. Liquefaction-related phenomena can include
lateral spreading, loss of bearing strength, vertical settlement from densification
(subsidence), buoyancy effects, and flow failures, all of which could cause damage to the
proposed project. Foundations for structures and pipelines would be the components
most vulnerable to damage from liquefaction-related phenomena. Seismically induced
settlement can occur in areas underlain by compressible or poorly consolidated
sediments. Some artificial fills are susceptible to mobilization and densification,
resulting in earthquake-induced subsidence. According to ABAG’s Liquefaction
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Susceptibility Map, the majority of the proposed project site is located in an area of
moderate liquefaction susceptibility.34 The 2010 CBC requires that all foundations and
other improvements (i.e., roads, driveways, utilities) be designed by a licensed
professional engineer based on site-specific soil investigations performed by a California
Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer to ensure the suitability
(especially considering the existence of potentially liquefiable soils at the site) of the
subsurface materials for adequately supporting the proposed structures. This would
include designing foundations so they are able to tolerate or resist the anticipated total
and differential settlement that can be caused by potential liquefaction.
The City would require a design-level foundation/geotechnical report containing
construction-site-specific recommendations to identify and treat or remove potentially
liquefiable materials prior to issuance of any grading or building permits. The proposed
development would be required to comply with construction standards and foundation
design criteria contained in the City Building Code. As evidenced by the level of
development throughout the Bay Area, successful building construction can be readily
accomplished even where seismic hazards are known to exist. The risks to public safety
from seismic hazards can be mitigated to the extent required by professional standards
and building code regulations through implementation of the proper design and
construction methods, which would be within the responsibility of the City and the
project developer to monitor and enforce through its building permit process.
_________
34

Association of Bay Area Governments. Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (Source: USGS Open
File Reports 00-444 and 2006-1097), website: http://quake.abag.ca.gov/liquefaction/,
accessed December 28, 2011.

In view of the requirements to comply with the City Building Code and the design
recommendations of the proposed project’s geotechnical report, impacts related to seismically
induced ground failures, including liquefaction and associated lateral spreading, would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.
35.21
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The commentor requests that the proposed project be postponed until mapping is complete;
expresses concern with liquefaction; requests emergency plans and mitigation plans to
address earthquake and liquefaction for a densely populated development; and requests
consideration of additional budget for additional staffing and training of personnel in the
event of an emergency. The Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the information from the
2009 Liquefaction Susceptibility Map prepared by ABAG. The Draft EIR has been revised
to report that the proposed project area has moderate liquefaction susceptibility. The updated
text changes are included under Response 35.20, above, and in Section 6, Revisions to the
Draft EIR. While this information has been updated in the EIR for disclosure purposes, there
is no reason or benefit to waiting until more hazard mapping by the State is completed.
Regardless of when the CGS completes its susceptibility mapping, the classification of
impacts will be generalized because it must by necessity cover a large area. The site-specific
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geotechnical report required for the proposed project would provide more detailed
information about the project site and any constraints and also recommend site-specific
measures and standards to protect life and property.
Compliance with these
recommendations, as required by State and local law, is better assurance of proper design
than waiting for the State to complete its mapping.
Regarding the ability of the City to respond to earthquake and liquefaction hazards, the City
has an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) that is the basis of the community’s civil
preparedness. The EOP, authorized by various State emergency acts and local ordinances, is
periodically updated and requires drills covering emergency procedures be conducted from
time to time. The San Carlos City Administrator’s office, as well as the Fire, Police and
Public Works Departments, is responsible for maintaining the EOP and for running the
emergency operations located in the Police Department. In addition, the City, along with
other Bay Area jurisdictions, participates in a coordinated planning and emergency response
program to respond to natural disasters. The EOP delineates the procedures and
communication protocols for responding to citywide emergencies and coordination with other
agencies in the event of a major earthquake. This is a citywide effort and the funding comes
from all residents and businesses in the City. Individual properties or projects are not levied
special assessments, except in delineated hazard districts. The proposed project site does not
lie within any special hazard district delineated by the City for additional assessment.
Refer to Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page 3.11-18, for an analysis of the
proposed project’s potential to interfere with an emergency response and evacuation plan;
and pages 3.11-22 to 3.11-24 for a cumulative analysis of emergency plans.
35.22

The commentor request that the Draft EIR provide study name, author, and full reference for
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone information provided in the Impact GS-1. Footnote
55 is added to the Draft EIR on page 3.9-14 to provide this information:
55

35.23

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed
Residential Development Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets,
San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.p.5.

The commentor requests mitigation plans for the increased risk of earthquakes as shown in
ABAG’s Earthquake Shaking Potential map; compares the proposed project to the Bair
Island wetlands areas and requests budget information and corresponding emergency
preparedness plans for earthquake impacts. Bair Island borders the waterfront on lands that
are likely underlain by Bay Muds and, thus, highly susceptible to liquefaction and settlement.
The proposed project is inland from the Bay and underlain by different geologic deposits. As
discussed on pages 3.9-6 to 3.9-7 of the Draft EIR, the project site is in an area of Quaternary
slopewash, ravine fill, and colluvial deposits, which are unconsolidated to moderately
consolidated deposits of sand, silt, clay, and rock fragments accumulated by slow downslope
movement of weathered rock debris and soil. The type of soil on Bair Island is very different
and the associated geo-seismic hazards are not comparable to the project site. The City’s
2030 General Plan EIR contains a series of geologic and seismic hazard maps indicating
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different zones of expansive soils (Figure 4.5-2), liquefaction risks (Figure 4.5-5), and
landslide susceptibility (Figure 4.5-6). In each case, Bair Island is characterized by greater
susceptibility to geotechnical hazards.5
As discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.9-10 to 3.9-11, the State regulations protecting humanoccupied structures from geo-seismic hazards are contained in California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building Code [CBC]). These regulations apply
to public buildings and a large percentage of private buildings in the State. Local codes are
permitted to be more stringent than the 2010 CBC, but at a minimum, are required to meet all
State standards and enforce the regulations of the 2010 CBC beginning January 1, 2011.
Section 15.04.04 of the City of San Carlos Municipal Code provides for the adoption of the
CBC and identifies specific City-approved amendments to the CBC, as allowed under State
law. In San Carlos, buildings and their associated infrastructure are required to conform with
the City Building Code in order to reduce the exposure to potentially damaging seismic
vibrations through seismic-resistant design.
As stated on page 3.9-6 of the Draft EIR, before construction of the proposed project, the City
Building Code requires a site-specific soils report (the design-level geotechnical report) that
identifies any potential unsuitable soil conditions and contains appropriate recommendations
for foundation type and design criteria. The recommendations made in the soil report for
ground preparation and earth work are required to be incorporated in the construction design.
The design-level geotechnical report would consider the height of the proposed project and
would contain appropriate recommendations for foundation type and design criteria for such
structures to be constructed on the proposed project site. In view of the requirements to
comply with the City Building Code, including the CBC Seismic Design Criteria, and the
design recommendations of the proposed project’s geotechnical report, impacts related to
seismically induced groundshaking would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
As discussed on page 3.9-14 to 3.9-15 of the Draft EIR, although ground rupture is not
considered to be a concern at the project site, the site would most likely be subject to at least
one moderate to severe earthquake and associated seismic groundshaking during the life of
the project, as well as periodic slight to moderate earthquakes. The Design Basis Earthquake
for the project is estimated to be an M 7.9 earthquake on the San Andreas fault, creating peak
ground accelerations of approximately 0.63g.6 Because the project site is in relatively close
proximity to the San Andreas fault, the City Building Code requires seismic design to
withstand a peak ground acceleration of 1.06g. If the City’s Geologist has additional
recommendations for the proposed project, the City has the option to impose those as
conditions of project approval.

5
6

City of San Carlos, Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, October 2009, Section 4.5, Geology, Soils and Seismicity.
Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
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Much of California is in a highly active seismic region and adherence to the City’s Municipal
Code would ensure the maximum practicable protection available for structures on the project
site. Project design is required to include the application of 2010 CBC seismic standards. The
applicable code requirements include seismic-resistant earthwork and construction design
criteria, based on the site-specific recommendations of the project’s California-registered
geotechnical and structural engineers. The proposed project would be required to meet
stringent building regulations and a higher level of seismic safety and reinforcement. In
addition, the City has an EOP which is the basis of the community’s civil preparedness.
In addition, Response 35.21 contains a discussion on budget and emergency preparedness
plans.
35.24

The commentor requests budgetary impacts and litigation contingency plans by lawsuits from
future residents living in residential component of the proposed project for being constructed
on the highest possible geological hazardous area inevitable of a major earthquake.
Generally, much of California is in a highly active seismic region and adherence to the City’s
Municipal Code would ensure the maximum practicable protection available for structures on
the project site. Project design is required to include the application of 2010 CBC seismic
standards. The applicable code requirements include seismic-resistant earthwork and
construction design criteria, based on the site-specific recommendations of the project’s
California-registered geotechnical and structural engineers. The proposed project would be
required to meet stringent building regulations and a high level of seismic safety and
reinforcement.
The same hazards and risks are found in other areas of the City. While the proposed project
involves more intensive development and taller buildings than other areas in the City with
similar soil and geologic conditions, the different construction methods and building
requirements are recognized in the CBC and assure that the taller, larger buildings of the
proposed project are designed appropriately.

35.25

The commentor requests an evaluation of the earthquake hazard for a reduced project option
of two stories high as a mitigation plan for the proposed project. The four-story proposed
buildings would be designed in accordance with stringent State standards prescribed by the
2010 CBC and by City building standards. These standards would ensure an acceptable level
of safety and consequently there is no need for a “mitigation plan” in the form of a shorter
building.

35.26

The commentor requests a mitigation plan that would create a park on the project site since it
is a high risk area for seismic hazards. The proposed project would be designed in
accordance with stringent State standards prescribed by the 2010 CBC and by City building
standards. These standards would ensure an acceptable level of safety and consequently there
is no need for a “mitigation plan” for the creation of a park on the project site. Furthermore, a
primary objective of the proposed project is to design a high quality, transit-oriented
development adjacent to the Caltrain Station and downtown San Carlos. Including a
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mitigation measure for the development of a park on the project site would not fulfill the
project objectives, as identified on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, this mitigation
measure is not considered in the EIR.
35.27

The commentor states that the southern portion of the site has a lower shaking factor and,
thus, may be better suited for 4-story buildings and requests that a mitigation plan be
considered that contains a new design plan to construct the residential buildings on the
southern portion of the site. As described previously under Response 35.25, regardless of the
building heights in the southern portion of the site, the project would be designed in
accordance with stringent state standards prescribed by the 2010 CBC and by City building
standards. These standards would ensure an acceptable level of safety and consequently there
is no need for a “mitigation plan” in the form of a shorter building.

35.28

The commentor would like a mitigation plan that relocates the proposed project across from
the 1001 Laurel Street residential complex in order to move the buildings further south on the
site, as it would comply with Resolution No. 2003-79 and incorporate many of the same
design characteristics, including four stories. One of the main objectives of the proposed
project is to design a high-quality transit-oriented development adjacent to the Caltrain
Station and Downtown San Carlos. Alternative locations for the proposed project were
considered in the Draft EIR, but as stated on page 5-4 of the Alternatives section, the
objectives of the proposed project could not be achieved on an alternate site, since there are
no available sites located adjacent to the Caltrain Station. If the project were to be developed
on an alternate site, such as across from 1001 Laurel Street south of the current site, the
objectives of the proposed project could not be feasibly achieved since it is not located
adjacent to the Caltrain Station. Furthermore, the open space across from 1001 Laurel Street
is not sufficient in size to accommodate the development plan of the proposed project.

35.29

The commentor states that the project site is on a flat surface, but is located adjacent to the
areas that can exhibit or susceptible to landslides and requests mitigation plans for a
landslide that could potentially block entry and exit points for residents. As discussed on
page 3.9-9 of the Draft EIR, the project site is nearly flat and is separated from the lower
flanks of Belmont Hill by El Camino Real. There is a railroad embankment along the east
side of the project site, which was designed in accordance with stringent State building
standards. The geotechnical consultant concluded there was no evidence of instability at the
embankment at the time of a site reconnaissance.7
In addition, as discussed on pages 3.9-16 to 3.9-17 of the Draft EIR, the project vicinity
slopes gently to the northeast. Construction of the proposed project would need only the
minimal grading necessary to create foundations for buildings and pavements because the
project site is not a steep or unstable slope and does not have an irregular surface. Based on
the U.S. Department of Interior, a map showing locations of damaging landslides in San

7

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
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Mateo County resulting from 1997-98 El Nino Rainstorms showed that no active or potential
landslide areas in the project vicinity even during the significant storm period. 8 In summary,
the project vicinity is not considered to be susceptible to landsliding. Furthermore, required
conformance to the City Building Code and the design recommendations of the proposed
project’s geotechnical report would reduce the failure of temporary cut or fill slopes
associated with the proposed project to a less-than-significant level.
35.30

The commentor expresses concern about the proposed project's trip reduction assumptions,
in particular the trip reduction attributable to the use of public transportation. It is expected
that the majority of the San Carlos Transit Village residents would be people who value the
amenities that come with the project’s location including the proximity to transit options.
Previous studies of TOD projects in other cities have shown an increased use of transit by
TOD residents compared to residents not near transit stations.9 Please refer to Master
Response 1 for further information regarding the proposed project’s Trip Generation Estimate
/ TDM Plan.
Additionally, the commentor requests citations and supporting studies and data to
substantiate the trip reductions, and a new traffic analysis and proposed project impacts
without the assumed trip reductions. The analysis of the proposed project was based on City
of San Carlos intersection level of service thresholds and standards. The analysis shows that
with implementation of the project as proposed, intersection level of service standards can be
achieved.
The proposed trip reductions used in the project analysis were based on the TDM plan
developed specifically for the proposed project. These reductions are based on historical data
and surveys (and typically used in transportation engineering practice) that correlate different
characteristics of a project (such as close proximity to a major transit center) to an expected
reduction in traffic. Just as the amount of traffic a new project would generate can be
estimated using published nationwide data, similar procedures are performed to identify the
applicable trip reductions for a project.
One example of an agency that has studied trip reduction extensively is the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). The VTA, who administers the County Congestion
Management Program (CMP) in Santa Clara County, has identified the following three
strategies as key components to aid in the reduction of vehicular traffic: mixed-use
development, a strong TDM program, and development near transit stations or major bus
lines. The VTA has documented trip reductions for projects that possess any of the above
characteristics. As described in the VTA Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, adopted

8

9

U.S. Department of Interior. 1999. Map showing locations of damaging landslides in San Mateo County,
California, resulting from 1997-98 El Nino Rainstorms, website: http://pubs.usgs.gov/mf/1999/mf-2325h/mf2325h.pdf, accessed January 11, 2012.
San Jose State University/Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Collaborative Research Project, New
Research Indicates that Transit-Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County are “OverParked,” November 2010.
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in May 1998 and updated in March 2009, the largest allowable mixed-use reduction (15
percent) is for mixed-use developments that combine retail uses with a housing or hotel
component. Reductions for the use of TDM programs include up to 5 percent for financial
incentives. Trip reductions for proximity to major transit include 9 percent for housing near
light rail transit (LRT) or Caltrain station, and 2 percent for housing near a major bus stop.
VTA’s total trip reduction due to close proximity to a major transit facility (11 percent) is
comparable to the assumed 10.1 percent trip reduction applied to the proposed project.
To understand the effects if no trip reductions were made, Hexagon, the City’s consultant for
the traffic study and the analysis in the EIR, evaluated the proposed project without the TDM
reductions. If no reductions were applied to the proposed project trip generation, assuming
that all trips would be new trips and all these new trips would be made by passenger vehicles,
the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio (value used by the City of San Carlos to measured
intersection operating levels) at the study intersections would slightly increase, in particular at
the intersections providing access to the project site. However, no additional intersection
impacts, other than those identified in the traffic study (under cumulative conditions), would
result.
35.31

The commentor states that changing parking locations and bus access will affect existing
commuter patterns, and requests information on the impacts to the existing and future mass
transit commuters. The commentor also raises the question of whether the relocation of the
Caltrain parking and SamTrans transit would increase automotive trips to the existing
community. Changes in travel patterns and/or travel mode of the existing commuters
currently using public transportation would occur only if drastic changes to the Caltrain
Station, such as moving the Caltrain Station miles from its current location or completely
closing the station, were being proposed. No such changes are being proposed for the
Caltrain Station. Although the location of the existing Caltrain parking lot and SamTrans
transit hub is proposed to be relocated as part of the proposed project, moving the parking
spaces by a few hundred feet is not expected to change existing travel modes or patterns for
existing or potential public transportation users. Additionally, the bus stops located along El
Camino Real, both northbound and southbound near the Caltrain Station, would remain in
place with the proposed project. As a result, the adjustments to Caltrain and SamTrans access
would not alter the assumptions in the Draft EIR about public transportation utilization.

35.32

The commentor requests additional information to support the percent of trip reduction
applied to the proposed project, in particular, additional studies and material are requested
that would disclose the impacts to the bus ridership by moving the bus stop further south in
relation to the existing community and proposed development, as well as train commuters
who will be impacted by longer walking distances to the train platform. Please refer to
Response 35.30 and to Master Response 1 for information regarding the Trip Generation
Estimate / TDM Plan for a further explanation of the trip reductions applied to the proposed
project.
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With particular respect to the effects of the proposed project on bus ridership, there are two
bus stops along El Camino Real and one bus stop in the parking lot of the Caltrain station.
One of the bus stops is located on the west side of El Camino Real (southbound), south of
San Carlos Avenue, and the second bus stop is located on the east side of El Camino Real
(northbound), north of San Carlos Avenue. As described in the traffic study, there are a total
of six bus lines serving the San Carlos Caltrain Station. Four of the six existing bus routes
(bus routes 390, 391, 397, and KX) run along El Camino Real and stop at the two bus stops
along El Camino Real. Bus routes 260 and 295, because of their routing, cannot use the El
Camino Real bus stops. These two route buses drive into the Caltrain parking lot and stop
next to the bus stop on El Camino Real, north of San Carlos Avenue.
With the construction of the proposed project, the Caltrain parking lot would be moved south
of the station. Vehicular access to/from the east leg of the El Camino Real/San Carlos
Avenue intersection (station area) would be eliminated with the creation of a pedestrian
plaza. The existing bus stops on El Camino Real are planned to remain in their present
locations, and they would continue to provide access to four of the six existing bus routes.
Bus routes 260 and 295, which currently stop within the Caltrain parking lot, would use the
new parking lot, south of the station. The project site plan shows a new bus stop and layover
area within the new Caltrain parking lot, north of Cherry Street and approximately 550 feet
south of the Caltrain Station.
Although access to two of the six existing bus routes would be affected by the relocation of
the Caltrain parking lot, moving the bus drop-off south of its current location is not expected
to affect bus ridership or safety. A bus depot would be built south of the Caltrain Station,
increasing the walking distance for bus routes 260 and 295 users from 150 to 550 feet, or by
approximately 400 feet. At normal walking speed (3.5 to 4.0 feet per second), a distance of
400 feet can be covered in about 1.5 to 2 minutes. While no studies exist on this topic,
common sense would suggest that two minutes added from bus to platform would not
materially reduce ridership, particularly for the longer commutes that Caltrain riders are
likely to make. The new bus drop off area would be adjacent to the station plaza. Bus riders
would not need to walk through a parking lot, so that pedestrian safety is not expected to be
adversely affected. Safety issues for pedestrians would be no different than they are today.
35.33

The commentor inquires about the impact on residents of the proposed project if the Caltrain
platform was moved south closer to the new parking lot, and the potential impacts to the
traffic along El Camino Real if the residents of the San Carlos Transit Village decide to drive
to the new platform location. The existing Caltrain Station/platform location is not planned
to be changed with implementation of the proposed project. Although the existing Caltrain
parking lot would be relocated with the proposed project, changing the location is not
expected to change existing travel modes or patterns for existing or potential public
transportation users, since the new location will continue to be in the same general area (see
Response 35.31). All proposed new residential units would be located within what is
considered an acceptable walking distance from the Caltrain platform (1/2 mile); therefore,
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no residents of the new development are expected to drive to the new Caltrain parking lot. A
walking distance has been defined as a one-third to one-half-mile (or 1,742-2,640-foot)
distance (please refer to Master Response 1 for additional information regarding walking
distance and transit use).
35.34

The commentor suggests that moving the bus stop south of the train depot will increase
commute times for school age kids and introduce potential safety issues. The comment
inquires about the impacts to young children and teenagers, specifically females, who will be
forced to walk further distances to get home. Currently, SamTrans bus stops at the project
site are located along El Camino Real at Arroyo Avenue and just north of the existing
vehicular entrance to the Caltrain Station at San Carlos Avenue. As stated on page 2-5 of the
Draft EIR, under the proposed project, one bus stop would be included within the new
SamTrans Transit Center (at Cherry Street) and a new stop would be created to the south of
the current vehicle entrance. The existing bus stop at El Camino Real and Arroyo Avenue
would remain. The proposed project would relocate the bus stop and entrance to the Caltrain
Station further south; however, the proposed location would only be 0.13 miles away from
the current location. This short distance is unlikely to deter individuals from using public
transportation.
In addition, as described on pages 3.4-37 through 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, pedestrian and
bicycle improvements would be implemented under the proposed project, providing safer
conditions for commuters who use public transportation in the area. Protected crosswalks at
the San Carlos Avenue and Cherry Street intersections with El Camino Real, as well as the
East San Carlos Avenue/Old County Road intersection, would be treated with accent
pavement to alert vehicular traffic. Additionally, sidewalk areas at the corners of the El
Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue intersection would be expanded to provide larger pedestrian
waiting areas.
The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would also help address safety concerns. As
discussed on page 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, the City seeks to implement a series of roadway
changes that would make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project
site, in particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San
Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would be a response to the expected
increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed
project, and would help improve pedestrian access to the Caltrain Station area.

35.35
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The commentor questions why the Draft EIR states that impacts to police, fire, and school
services would be less than significant. Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment
and/or staff to support a public service is not considered a significant CEQA impact unless
new facilities would need to be constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts. For
example, if a project would require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing
facility was not large enough to support this increase, then a new, larger facility would have
to be constructed.
This new construction would result in potentially significant
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environmental impacts. Under CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical
environment. Changes in staffing or equipment are not by themselves considered
environmental impacts.
As stated on pages 3.13-6 through 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR and as updated with the Final EIR,
the current staffing and equipment levels are adequate at this time for San Carlos Fire
Department’s service area and although the proposed project would require additional police,
fire, and school services, it would not be to the degree that would result in the construction of
new buildings. These additional services would have a direct fiscal impact on the San Carlos
Police Bureau, the San Carlos Fire District, and the San Carlos School District. However,
under CEQA, this is not considered a physical environmental impact and would not trigger
the need for the construction of new facilities. The proposed project would pay fees to the
City’s General Fund to help defray fiscal impacts, as described in the Fiscal Impact Analysis
prepared for the proposed project.
35.36

The commentor questions the student generation rate in the Draft EIR and whether the
proposed project would have an impact on the school districts. The impacts from the
proposed project on local schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the
Sequoia Union High School District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR
under Impact PS-3. The Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos
2030 General Plan EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update in 2012 to this report, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School
District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.10 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD,
elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students

10

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
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and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.11 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.12 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,13 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
11
12

13

Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
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school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
35.37

The commentor questions the Draft EIR results that there will be no impacts to traffic, stating
that this result is due to the elimination of project trips by the assumed increased transit
ridership. Additionally, the commentor questions how adding more vehicles to El Camino
Real by the proposed project contributes to the pedestrian experience when trying to cross El
Camino Real at the new pedestrian oriented plaza, based on the commentor’s calculation
that there will be 420 cars from the residential units alone added to El Camino Real. The
commentor also inquires about the improvements for pedestrians. The Draft EIR and the
traffic study state that the proposed project would not have a significant impact at any of the
study intersections. While the TDM plan would be beneficial in reducing the traffic
attributable to the proposed project, the conclusion of no significant traffic impact is
applicable with or without reductions from the proposed TDM plan. However, the Draft EIR
also states that the proposed project would contribute to a cumulative impact at two of the
study intersections (the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and Old County
Road/Holly Street).
The commentor is assuming that all 1.5 vehicles per residential unit for the 281 residential
units that are part of the proposed project development (422 vehicles) would be on El Camino
Real at the same time. This is incorrect, because not all residents would leave the project site
at the same time. The trip generation estimates for the proposed project anticipate a
maximum of 202 project trips during the PM peak hour (145 during the AM peak hour)
distributed among five new driveways on El Camino Real. Additionally, these trips are
expected to occur during a one-hour span, not all at the same time. As shown on Figure 12 of
the Traffic Study (Project Trips Assignment at Project Driveways), four of the proposed
project driveways are anticipated to serve no more than 33 peak hour trips, which is one car
every two minutes. One of the driveways (the driveway north of Holly Street) is anticipated
to serve about 73 trips during the PM peak hour (61 during the AM peak hour). This is
slightly over one car per minute. Project traffic during the off-peak hours is expected to be
less. Driveway volumes this low would not present an impediment to pedestrian traffic.
The proposed project includes improvements that would make it easier for pedestrians to
cross El Camino Real at Holly Street and at San Carlos Avenue. At Holly Street, the
improvements consist of a widened sidewalk and a widened median. These changes would
shorten the crossing distance and provide a median refuge for pedestrians. At San Carlos
Avenue, the proposed project would eliminate the fourth leg of the intersection and convert
the area in front of the Caltrain station into a pedestrian plaza. Elimination of the fourth leg
of the intersection would reduce conflicting vehicle movements for pedestrians.
Along Old County Road, the City of San Carlos is designing various pedestrian and bicycle
improvements. Although independent of the proposed project, these improvements will make
it easier for pedestrians to cross Holly Street and to cross Old County Road.
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35.38

The commentor requests details about the TDM program for the proposed project. The TDM
plan has not yet been specified in detail, although there is a targeted reduction of 22.5 percent
and a menu of actions that could effectively achieve this target. At this time, only a target
TDM program is required. The TDM program is finalized and approved with the approval of
the proposed project. If the proposed project is approved, the project sponsor would be
required to submit a plan that meets the approval of the San Carlos Public Works Director
and C/CAG. In accordance with the Draft EIR, the TDM plan would need to achieve a 22.5
percent reduction in trips. Furthermore, C/CAG guidelines state that the developer shall pay
for a monitoring program for the first three years of the development, with the purpose to
assess the compliance of the project with the final TDM plan. The approved TDM plan, once
implemented, must be on going for the occupied life of the development. If the goal is not
achieved, as demonstrated through annual monitoring, the Public Works Director can impose
additional trip reduction measures. Examples of additional measures could include paid
parking, free transit passes, or bicycle subsidies.

35.39

The commentor states that Caltrain commuters from the west side will be negatively affected
by the relocation of the Caltrain parking lot and the reduction in Caltrain parking due to the
parking spaces that are planned to be shared between the retail use of the proposed project
and Caltrain commuters. The commentor suggests that Caltrain commuters would find it
more convenient to park in the streets south of Holly Street to be closer to the train platform
than the Caltrain parking lot. Recent field visits have shown the existing Caltrain parking lot
to be underutilized. On a visit to the San Carlos Caltrain Station and parking lot in January
2012, only 85 of the 220 parking spaces were occupied. Providing 47 shared parking spaces
for use by the retail and Caltrain commuters would not result in a parking deficiency within
the currently underutilized Caltrain parking lot. Also, please refer to Master Response 1 for
information regarding walking distance from the parking lot to the station. This Master
Response addresses the additional distance Caltrain commuters would have to walk to access
the train station and identifies acceptable walking distances.

35.40

The commentor expresses the concern that relocating the Caltrain parking lot south of the
Caltrain Station will result in an increased number of Caltrain commuters parking on
neighborhood streets, since they provide a shorter distance to the station and parking is free.
The commentor also raises the question of enforcement if a parking permit program was to
be implemented in the adjacent neighborhoods. Please refer to Master Response 1 for
information regarding parking and the potential parking spillover and permit parking. This
Master Response addresses how the parking relocation could result in an increase in Caltrain
commuter parking in the surrounding residential neighborhoods and the possible
implementation of a parking permit programs to prevent on-street parking by non-residents.
As noted in Master Response 1, vehicles parked legally on public streets are not considered
an environmental impact under CEQA, unless this leads to significant secondary traffic or air
quality impacts. Since there is no evidence that secondary traffic or air quality impacts would
result as a consequence of vehicles parking legally on the adjacent public streets, on-street
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parking does not relate to significant environmental issues and therefore needs not to be
included in the EIR.
Regarding enforcement of a neighborhood parking program should a parking permit program
be implemented, enforcement could be addressed as follows, San Carlos has parking control
officers. Neighborhood permit parking programs are typically enforced by neighborhood
complaints. Neighbors call the City if they observe drivers without a permit parking on their
streets and an officer is sent to cite the violator. In cases where the parking restrictions are
constantly violated, the City could routinely patrol the neighborhood to enforce the program.
35.41

The commentor requests that Wheeler Plaza and the current SamTrans building be
considered as alternative sites for the proposed project. Alternatives locations were
considered on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR in the Alternatives section. A primary objective of
the proposed project is to provide quality transit-oriented development adjacent to the
Caltrain Station and Downtown San Carlos. Although the two locations suggested by the
commentor are in close proximity to public transportation hubs, they are not feasible since
they are owned by other entities and/or are not available for development.
Wheeler Plaza is the site of a separate project that is currently proposed by the City of San
Carlos. The Draft EIR for the Wheeler Plaza Project was released on November 23, 2011
with a 60-day public comment period. This project would include 9,855 sf of commercial
space, 139 residential units, 4,500 sf of restaurant space, and a 7,000 sf public plaza. As
such, since a project is already proposed at this site, the San Carlos Transit Village could not
be accommodated here and this is not a viable alternative location.
Although the SamTrans building is owned by the same entity as the project site
(SamTrans/Joint Powers Board/San Mateo County Transportation Authority), this building is
currently used by the agency as its headquarters. As a result, this site is not available for new
transit-oriented development and is also not a feasible alternative location.

35.42

The commentor states that the additional walking distance as well as the fewer parking
spaces resulting from the relocation of the Caltrain parking lot will discourage Caltrain
commuters from taking the train. As noted by the commentor, the relocation of the Caltrain
parking lot would involve, for some, a longer travel distance and time to access public
transportation. However, given the overall travel time for Caltrain commuters to their
ultimate destination, the extra time it would take to find parking and walk from the parking
lot to the platform is not expected to be a big enough “penalty” to divert commuters to
driving instead of riding Caltrain. A study conducted by The Mineta Transportation
Institute/San Jose State University, which includes case studies of the Hayward and Fruitvale
(Oakland) BART Stations, Mountain View and Redwood City Caltrain Stations, the
Campbell light rail station, and the Sacramento 65th Street Station, defines reasonable
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walking distance to a train station as less than one-half mile, or 2,640 feet.14 The “West
Oakland BART Station Access Plan,” August 2002, by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid
Transit Planning Department, states that "the systemwide average distance that people walk
from home to a BART station is 0.43 miles, or 2,270 feet." The City of San Carlos defines an
acceptable walking distance as one-third-mile, or 1,742 feet, in its Off-Street Parking and
Loading document (City of San Carlos’ Municipal Code Chapter 18.140). Therefore, the
new proposed location of the Caltrain parking lot would continue to be within what is
considered to be a reasonable walking distance to access the Caltrain station.
Nevertheless, as discussed in Master Response 1 regarding parking, the relocation of the
Caltrain parking lot could result in an increase in Caltrain commuter parking in the
surrounding residential neighborhoods. GESC neighborhoods next to the Caltrain Station
would most likely be the ones to notice an increase in on-street parking. To remedy any
resulting parking infringement on the residential neighborhoods, a permit parking program
could be developed to limit commuter parking on residential streets. The details of the
program, including the costs of the program, its administration and enforcement, and
penalties to discourage non-residential parkers, would have to be discussed with the City of
San Carlos. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further discussion on parking in the
neighborhoods surrounding the Caltrain Station.
35.43

The comment includes a list of the visual quality impact statements and proposed mitigation
provided in the EIR and summarizes the findings of the Holly Street Grade Separation
Project EIR, which determined that the loss of prominent views as an impact that could not
be rendered insignificant. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of visual quality and
the Holly Street Grade Separation Project. In addition, please refer to Section 6 of this
document for revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR. These revisions have
been made to better support the conclusion that even with the loss of views of the hillsides or
Belmont Hill from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project would
result in a less-than-significant impact under CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic
vistas and the visual quality and character of the surrounding area. Master Response 2 also
includes discussion of the findings of the Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR related
to the loss of views from the GESC neighborhoods and how impact findings of the past
project relates to the currently proposed project.

35.44

The commentor states that the loss of the east side view of the Historic Depot due to the
construction of the elevated Caltrain tracks and platform was a significant loss and that east
San Carlos residents would also lose views of the Historic Depot due to the proposed project.
The commentor is correct that the loss of the east side view of the Historic Depot was found
to be a significant and unavoidable impact with the construction of the berm in the Holly
Street Grade Separation EIR. Due to the elevated tracks and existing train platform, only

14

Mineta Transportation Institute/San Jose State University, Envisioning Neighborhoods with Transit-Oriented
Development Potential, May 2002
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limited views of the Historic Depot from a short stretch along Old County Road are available
from the GESC neighborhoods. These views would continue to be available with
implementation of the proposed project, as no development is proposed to be located between
the station platform and the historic depot and development proposed on both sides of the
historic depot would be setback. Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in the
loss of views of the Historic Depot for east San Carlos residents. To better clarify this, the
following text has been revised on Draft EIR page 3.3-4:
A pedestrian entrance to the Caltrain Station is provided at Old County Road and San
Carlos Avenue, and the elevated Caltrain Station platform is visible from the
neighborhood. Unobstructed views of the eastern façade of the Historic Depot are not
available from the GESC neighborhoods. However, from vantage points along Old
County Road between Montgomery Street and McCue Avenue, partial views of the tower
of the Historic Depot are available. Existing development on the project site, which is
limited to a one-story vacant auto dealership, is not visible from the GESC
neighborhoods due to the elevated tracks.
35.45

This commentor includes relevant sections of the Final Holly Street Grade Separation
Project EIR and City Staff report dated December 10, 1993. Refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion of the findings of the Holly Street Grade Separation Project EIR related to the loss
of views from the GESC neighborhoods and how impact findings of the past project relates to
the currently proposed project.

35.46

The commentor states that the EIR needs to reflect the visual degradation to east San Carlos
and an effective mitigation plan should be developed. Refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion of the visual impacts to east San Carlos and to Section 6 of this document for
revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been
made to better support the findings that the proposed project would result in less thansignificant-impact related to scenic vistas and visual quality and character. Development
would be setback, buffered, and screened from single-family homes and incorporates various
architectural techniques to break up the mass and bulk of the proposed buildings. The
buildings would be sensitive to the scale and massing of the existing residential neighborhood
and the Historic Depot and would include features intended to promote visual compatibility
with surrounding development and create visual interest, in compliance with applicable
design guidelines and policies. As such, the proposed project would not result in the visual
degradation of the GESC neighborhoods.
The comment also states that the EIR ignores the impact to users of the Caltrain platform.
The impact to users of the Caltrain platform was not analyzed in the EIR in the context of
visual quality as users of the Caltrain platform are not considered sensitive viewers because
riders would only be on the platform for a very short amount of time awaiting or departing
trains. However, implementation of the proposed project would not degrade the visual
character or quality of the area surrounding the Caltrain platform. Rather, the provision of a
new pedestrian plaza and buildings that incorporate design elements of the historic depot, as
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well as extensive landscaping, would make the Historic Depot the focal point of the Station
area, consistent with Section 4.845 of Resolution 2003-79.
35.47

The commentor includes a number of figures to support the claim that the loss of the hillside
views would be a significant loss to the community. Refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion of views and to Section 6 of this document for revisions to Section 3.3, Visual
Quality, of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better support the conclusion
that even with the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from vantage points in the
GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact
under CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic vistas and the visual quality and
character of the surrounding area.
The analysis provided in the revised Section 3.3, Visual Quality, (Section 6 of this document)
considers the proposed project’s compliance with the City’s policies and design guidelines.
Revised Figures 3.3-9(a) through 3.3-12(a) of the Draft EIR and new Figures 3.3-2 A/B
through 3.3-3 A/B in Section 6 are used to determine if the proposed project would result in
the degradation of the visual quality and character of the project site and the surrounding
area.

35.48

The commentor includes line of sight drawings to support his claim that views from the
Caltrain Station platform would be obstructed as a result of the proposed project. Refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion of views and to Section 6 of this document for revisions
to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made to better
support the conclusion that even with the loss of views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from
vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, the proposed project would result in a less-thansignificant impact under CEQA significance thresholds related to scenic vistas and the visual
quality and character of the surrounding area.
Although views of the hillsides from the Caltrain Station platform when looking northwest
would be partially obstructed as a result of the proposed development, views of the hillsides
looking west would continue to be available as no development is proposed west of the
station platform. Additionally, views of the hillsides from the areas other than the east side
residential area are not protected by policies or guidelines other than General Plan Policy LU8.19, which requires residential structures be designed to avoid obstructing views from
adjacent structures or views of community importance, and Policy LU-9.9, which requires
new development to minimize the obstruction of views to the greatest extent possible. As
buildings would be spaced to allow for view corridors, the height and articulation of buildings
would vary, and building stories would be stepped, as required by Site Specific Design
Guidelines and Section 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79. This would accommodate and preserve
views; therefore, the proposed project would minimize the obstruction of views to the
greatest extent possible.

35.49
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The commentor states that techniques used in the visual simulation of the proposed project
provided in Figure 3.3-12 minimizes the significant impact to views from the east San Carlos
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neighborhood. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the visual simulations and to
Section 6 of this document for revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR.
These revisions have been made to better support the conclusion that even with the loss of
views of the hillsides or Belmont Hill from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods, the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact under CEQA significance
thresholds related to scenic vistas and the visual quality and character of the surrounding area.
These significance conclusions are based on existing conditions and the proposed project’s
compliance with City policy and design guidelines.
Visual simulations have been provided in the EIR as a courtesy to the reader to illustrate how
implementation of the proposed project would appear from the surrounding area; however,
these simulations are not the basis as to how an impact conclusion is made. Analysis takes
other factors into consideration, including CEQA thresholds and City policies. As shown in
Figure 3.3-12 of the Draft EIR, the existing views of the hillsides from Laureola Park are
currently largely obstructed by vegetation and existing development and do not qualify as a
scenic vistas. Figure 3.3-12(a) illustrates how the proposed project would further obstruct the
view of the hillsides from the Laureola Park. The new Figure 3.3-12(a) can be found in
Master Response 2 and Section 3 of this document. However, because the view obstructed by
the proposed project is not a scenic vista, a less than significant impact would occur. Figure
3.3-12(a) also illustrates how implementation of the proposed project would not degrade the
visual character or quality of the project site as distant views of the hills and vegetation would
continue to be available and the proposed buildings would not be visually dominant.
However, the conclusion that the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact to visual quality and character is supported largely by the projects compliance with
City policy and design guidelines and not by the visual simulations provided.
35.50

The commentor questions why shadow simulations included in the EIR do not include
simulations later than 3:00 p.m. and requests that additional shadow simulations be
provided. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding a discussion of shadows cast by the
proposed project. In addition, in response to this comment, revised Figures 3.3-15 through
3.3-18 of Section 3.3 Visual Quality, have been provided in Section 6 of this document to
illustrate shadows cast by proposed buildings during the autumn and spring equinox and
summer and winter solstice at the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. While neither CEQA nor
the City identify significance criteria for shadow impacts, they may be considered significant
when the proposed project would result in shadow-sensitive uses being cast in shadow for
more than three hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. PST between late October and early
April (including Winter Solstice), or for more than four hours between early April and late
October (including Summer Solstice). These hours and seasons are suggested because it is
during these periods shading may be considered to interfere with the activities on that off-site
property. Based on these simulations it can be determined that no shadow sensitive uses such
as residences, parks, or schools would be cast in shadow as a result of the proposed project.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-319

35.51

The commentor states that according to architectural schematics for the proposed project,
the maximum height of development would exceed the 49 foot maximum identified in the EIR.
Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the proposed building heights. In addition,
refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the
Draft EIR to clarify the heights of proposed development. As illustrated in new Figures 3.38(a) through 3.3-8(f), and described in the revised text, Buildings 1 through 6 would be four
stories with a maximum height of approximately 49 feet at the roof midpoint, Building 7
would be two stories with a maximum height of approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint,
and Building 8 would be three stories with a maximum height of approximately 43 feet at the
roof midpoint. Additional height associated with the roof of proposed buildings would not
exceed four feet. Accordingly, the total height of development would not exceed the
maximum height permitted by Appendix B of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines,
which allows for development to be a maximum of 50 ft in height to bottom of
cornice/parapet wall, with an additional 4 feet in height associated with a parapet, wall,
cornice, or sloping roof.
The commentor also requests that a mitigation plan is provided that has one story retail
buildings adjacent to the historic depot building. As required by the Site Specific Design
Guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines and Section 4.848 of Resolution
2003-79, and illustrated in Figure 3.8-F in Section 6, the proposed buildings would vary in
height and articulation, and building stories would be stepped back from the Historic Depot to
break up massing and the bulk of the buildings. To ensure that proposed buildings are
compatible with architecturally significant buildings in the vicinity, the proposed project
would be subject to design review by the Planning Commission as required by Section 4.841
of Resolution 2003-79. Accordingly, the proposed project would comply with the Site
Specific Guidelines and guidelines of Resolution 2003-79. In addition, the project as
proposed would be consistent with the City’s development goals and vision for the site,
although it would alter the character of the project site. As such, a mitigation plan that
includes one story buildings on either side of the Historic Depot would not be required. Refer
to Master Response 5, which includes a discussion of the new Revised Massing Alternative
that includes reduced building heights.

35.52

The commentor states that the proposed project would not comply with following sections of
Resolution 2003-79 and requests that mitigation is provided:
Section 4.810 (Land Use Goal) Plan for and facilitate development of land uses along
the study corridor that will best serve the values and interests of the San Carlos
community, promote transit use, and complement existing adjacent uses.
Section 4.823 Promote public gathering areas through the project site that are designed to
be accessible visible and inviting to the public.
The proposed project has been designed in compliance with policies and guidelines of
Resolution 2003-79 which are intended to achieve the various goals of Resolution 2003-79.
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The proposed project would promote transit use and complement existing adjacent land uses
by placing housing, jobs, and local-serving retail within walking distance from public transit,
Downtown San Carlos, and existing residential neighborhood. Proposed uses have been
encouraged by land use policies of Resolution 2003-79, as well as the project site’s General
Plan designation and current zoning, and would therefore best serve the values and interests
of the San Carlos community as dictated by the City. Additionally, the proposed project
would include a pedestrian plaza in front of the Historic Depot, at one of the primary
gateways to the City, in compliance with Section 4.823. The pedestrian plaza, in
combination with pedestrian improvements that would be completed in conjunction with the
proposed project, would create improved connections between the residential neighborhoods
in the area, the Caltrain Station, and Downtown San Carlos. As such, the proposed project
would serve the values and interest of the San Carlos community, promote transit uses,
complement existing adjacent uses, and would support the Land Use Goal and Section 4.823
of Resolution 2003-79.
35.53

The commentor states that the proposed project would not comply with following section of
Resolution 2003-79:
Section 4.824 Encourage recreational facilities and/or other community activity options
along the narrow lots to the south of Arroyo Avenue within the project area.
Section 4.824 is not applicable to the proposed project, as the proposed project would not
result in development of the Caltrain right-of-way (referred to as the “project area” in
Section 4.824) south of Arroyo Avenue, only the City-initiated rezoning of the Railroad
Corridor south of Arroyo Avenue. Regardless, the proposed project would include the
construction of a new public pedestrian plaza in front of the Historic Depot at the
gateway of Downtown San Carlos, as described on Draft EIR page 2-20, which would
encourage community activity on the project site. Accordingly, the proposed project
would comply with Section 4.824, and no further response is required.

35.54

The comment states that the proposed project would not comply with following section of
Resolution 2003-79:
Section 4.825 Encourage the incorporation of community amenities within the project
area through flexibility in parking requirements.
The proposed project would include the construction of new public pedestrian plaza, as well
as residential courtyards with a swimming pool at each of the buildings proposed for
residential uses. These amenities would be accommodated at project site by placing parking
for the proposed uses within subterranean parking garages. Additionally, the proposed
project would include improvements to existing sidewalks, which could be considered
community amenities. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with Section 4.825,
and no further response is required.
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35.55

The commentor states that the proposed project would not comply with following goal of
Resolution 2003-79:
Section 4.830 (Design Goal) Plan for and facilitate development of an overall
architecturally exceptional, transit oriented development project that is economically
viable. Further, development should reflect and complement the architectural style of
significant buildings within the community (such as the Train Depot, the Drake Building,
and the Pacific Hacienda project), be sensitive to the scale and massing of adjacent and
surrounding buildings, and incorporate pedestrian friendly features.
Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of Resolution 2003-79. In addition, refer to
Section 6 of this document for revisions made to the analysis provided in Section 3.3, Visual
Quality, of the Draft EIR to better address and demonstrate how the proposed project
complies with the design policies and guidelines of Resolution 2003-79, intended to achieve
the Design Goal of Resolution 2003-79. This would be ensured through implementation of
the following section of Resolution 2003-79:
Section 4.841 Require that the design of all new buildings constructed within the railroad
corridor be reviewed by the Planning Commission’s Architectural Review Committee as
a Landmark Site for compatibility with other architecturally significant buildings in the
vicinity.

35.56

The commentor requests that the project be reviewed by the Planning Commission’s
Architectural Review Committee, as required by Section 4.841 of Resolution 2003-79.
Design review and approval of the proposed project by the Planning Commission would take
place prior to approval of the proposed project.

35.57

The comment states that the proposed project would not comply with following section of
Resolution 2003-79 and requests that a mitigation plan for new landscaping be provided for
the proposed project:
Section 4.842 Provide a unified landscape strip (feature) accenting the development
along the perimeter of the project area. The concept is to give El Camino Real a distinct
and pleasant feeling, and to provide pacing and relief, no necessarily continuous
greenery. The landscaping feature should not obscure the visibility of other open space or
public gathering areas.
A discussion of the proposed landscaping plan is provided beginning on Draft EIR page 2-20.
As shown in Figures 2-6a through 2-6h of the Draft EIR, which depict the proposed
landscaping plan, landscaping would be provided around the entire perimeter of the project
site, including the Caltrain parking area, as well as within the right-of-way between the
elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road. Proposed landscaping would not obscure the
visibility of the Historic Depot and proposed pedestrian plaza. Instead, landscaping would
accent the Historic Depot and proposed pedestrian plaza, as depicted in Figure 2-6d. As
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landscaping would be implemented as part of the proposed project, a landscaping mitigation
plan would not be required. Existing landscaping on the portion of the Railroad Corridor,
south of Arroyo Avenue would remain.
The commentor requests landscape mitigation in light of HSR impacts. Please refer to Master
Response 4 for a discussion of the impacts of the HST project. However, it is important to
note that this master response does not analyze the impacts that the HST project alone could
directly have on the community. The impacts of the HST project on the proposed project and
other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in the environmental
document being prepared for the HST project by the California High-Speed Rail Authority
and the Federal Railroad Administration, the State and federal leads for that project.
35.58

The commentor references the following sections of Resolution 2003-79 and requests that the
EIR reference the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines document:
Section 4.843 The entire railroad corridor shall be planned to appear as one integrated
project. Project area architectural colors and materials should incorporate elements of
architecturally significant buildings within the surrounding area such as the Train Depot,
the Drake Building, and the Pacific Hacienda.
Section 4.844 Incorporate the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines in building
designs as outlined in the report dated August 6, 2001.
Section 4.845 The focal point of the Depot Area should be the historic San Carlos Depot
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. This area shall accommodate
community interaction and diverse activities. Additionally, development within the
Project Area adjacent to the Depot should be sensitive to the massing and scale of the
Depot.
Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of Sections 4.843, 4.844, and 4.845 of
Resolution 2003-79. In addition, refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to the
analysis provided in Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR to better address and
demonstrate the project’s consistency with Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban
Design guidelines.
Proposed development would incorporate elements of the Historic Depot and other
architectural features into the design of the proposed structures, such as stone veneer, neutral
colors, shingled roofs, and metal accents, in compliance with Section 4.843 of Resolution
2003-79. The proposed project has been designed in compliance with the Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines and in compliance with Section 4.844 of Resolution 2003-79, as described
throughout revised Section 3.3, Visual Quality, (in Section 6 of this document). Additionally,
the proposed project would include a new pedestrian plaza in front of the Historic Depot to
accommodate community interaction, and proposed buildings would vary in height and
articulation, and building stories would be stepped back from the Historic Depot to break up
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the massing and bulk of the buildings, sensitive to the Historic Depot, in compliance with
Section 4.485 of Resolution 2003-79. The proposed pedestrian plaza, buildings, and extensive
landscape would contribute to making the Historic Depot the focal point of the Depot area,
also in compliance with Section 4.485 of Resolution 2003-79.
35.59

The comment states that the proposed project violates the following section of the Resolution
2003-79, as the project does not include tiering of building heights along the east side which
is clear example of a lack “exceptional architecture”:
Section 4.848 Provide interesting architecture incorporating tiering of building heights
and articulation of building elevations from all views of the project. Building articulation
should break up building massing and provide visual relief of all elevations. Windows
and other architectural features should be delineated with accent materials and colors for
architectural interest.
The proposed project has been designed in compliance with Section 4.848 of Resolution
2003-79. A list of architectural features of the proposed project intended create architectural
interest is provided on Draft EIR page 3.3-21. Tiering of building heights and articulation of
building elevations along the east side of the project site, facing the Caltrain tracks, is
illustrated in new Figure 3.3-8(a) through (f) in Section 6 of this document. These figures
have been provided to support the claim that the proposed project would comply with Section
4.848 of Resolution 2003-79. As shown in these figures, building heights would be tiered and
building elevations would be articulated. Section 6 also includes text revisions to Section 3.3,
Visual Quality, to better address and demonstrate the proposed project’s consistency with
sections of Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design guidelines related to
building height and massing.

35.60

The comment states that the project does not comply with the following section of Resolution
2003-79 as it is not sensitive to the scale or massing of east side residential areas and does
not preserve significant views:
Section 4.849 Project architecture should incorporate varying heights that are sensitive to
the scale and massing of east side residential areas, and accommodate and preserve
significant views.
Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of Resolution 2003-79. In addition, refer to
Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR
to include a discussion of how the proposed project has been designed to be sensitive to the
scale and massing of single family homes located east of the project site across the elevated
Caltrain tracks and Old County Road. Section 6 also includes a discussion of features
incorporated into the proposed project design in order to accommodate and preserve views
from certain vantage points in the neighborhood. Refer to Response 35.59, above, regarding
the incorporation of varying building heights into project design along the east side of the
project site.

4-324

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

The comment also states the proposed project does not comply with the height limits
established by the East Side Specific Plan and requests that a mitigation plan is provided for
adherence to the East Side Specific Plan. The proposed project is not located within the East
Side Specific Plan area, and is therefore not subject to the heights limits of the East Side
Specific Plan. As discussed in Master Response 2, the proposed project is subject to the
height limits established by the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, which allows for a
maximum height of 50 feet at the project site. Therefore, no mitigation plan is required in
order for the proposed project to comply with the East Side Specific Plan.
35.61

The commentor states that the proposed project does not comply with the following section of
Resolution 2003-79:
Section 4.850 The southernmost end of the railroad corridor should include a design
entry feature announcing entry into the City of San Carlos.
The project site does not extend to the southernmost end of the railroad corridor and only the
City-initiated rezoning of the railroad corridor would occur south of Arroyo Avenue to the
southern City limit. As such, the proposed project is not subject to Section 4.850 of
Resolution 2003-79 and no design entry feature is required.

35.62

The commentor states that the proposed project does not comply with the following section of
Resolution 2003-79, and compliance with this section would only be achieved if the project is
moved closer to 1001 Laurel:
Section 4.856 Project architecture and amenities should be compatible with the width and
purpose of El Camino Real.
The commentor also requests a mitigation plan to move the tallest structures closer to the
1001 Laurel Street project and lowers the buildings in all other site areas, in order for the
proposed project to be compatible with Section 4.856 of Resolution 2003-79. The proposed
project would be compatible with the width and purpose of El Camino Real, as stipulated in
Resolution 2003-79, the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the City’s General Plan.
These plans and polices promote higher density, mixed-use, transit-oriented development.
Accordingly, no mitigation plan is required and the relocation of proposed buildings would
not be required.

35.63

The commentor requests a description of underground utilities and associated environmental
impacts associated with undergrounding utilities per Resolution 2003-79 Section 4.857 that
“require the placement of utilities underground as part of new construction to the maximum
extent feasible.” The environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR includes an evaluation
of all utilities that would be constructed as part of the proposed project. The design plan
would be submitted and reviewed by the City for approval. As discussed on pages 3.2-19 and
3.2-20 of the Draft EIR, the development plan would be reviewed by the City for consistency
both with the General Plan, Resolution 2003-79, and the City’s development goals from the
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project site and vicinity. The City’s review would include an evaluation of the utilities
undergrounded along El Camino Real and would ensure that the project would be in
compliance with Resolution 2003-79.
35.64

The commentor states that there are no safe pedestrian links or safety improvements between
the proposed project and East San Carlos, and that there are no bike paths in the complex.
Pedestrian links between East San Carlos and the project site are available via the sidewalks
on Holly Street, at the Caltrain station under the platform, and via the pedestrian
undercrossing at Arroyo Street. Bicycle paths through the project would not connect across
Holly Street. To accommodate north-south bicycle movement in the area, the City of San
Carlos is planning a series of bicycle improvements to Old County Road. Bicycle traffic to
and from the project site could connect to Old County Road via Holly Street or through the
Caltrain Station.
In conjunction with the development of the proposed project, the City of San Carlos also
plans to construct a series of roadway improvements that would make pedestrian circulation
easier and safer in the vicinity of the project site, in particular at the intersections of El
Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real/Holly Street. These improvements are
described in the traffic study and are included below:
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x

Directing vehicular traffic accessing El Camino Real via San Carlos Avenue to use
Holly Street in order to reduce traffic volumes along San Carlos Avenue in the
Downtown San Carlos area by narrowing San Carlos Avenue from four to two lanes
(one lane in each direction) between Walnut Street and El Camino Real, adding an
exclusive eastbound left-turn lane on San Carlos Avenue to northbound Walnut
Street (to redirect eastbound traffic on San Carlos Avenue), and partially closing (or
prohibiting certain movements at) the intersection of Walnut Street and Holly Street
in order to reduce conflicting traffic movements at the El Camino/San Carlos
intersection and promote safer pedestrian circulation.

x

Removing one northbound right-turn lane and the northbound left-turn lane at the El
Camino Real/Holly Street intersection to widen the sidewalk on the east side of El
Camino Real and the center median on El Camino Real to provide a pedestrian
refuge, in addition to wider sidewalks along San Carlos Avenue and potentially
extending the existing bike lanes from their current terminus point west of Elm Street
to El Camino Real.

x

Providing bicycle parking to serve the proposed development.

x

Providing clear pedestrian connections between all residential units/retail facilities
and the existing pedestrian facilities on El Camino Real. Pedestrian pathways that
would connect all residential units to the existing sidewalk on El Camino Real are
being proposed within the development.
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35.65

The commentor requests that adequate parking at the Caltrain Station be maintained and that
HST parking needs to be analyzed. As stated on page 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR, approximately
226 spaces would serve Caltrain commuters. Currently, there are approximately 212 parking
spaces.15 Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the displacement of existing
parking and would provide adequate parking to commuters.
As for HST parking, none would be required since the San Carlos Caltrain Station would not
serve as a HST station. Since HST users would not access the system from San Carlos, no
additional parking would be necessary to serve those transit riders.

35.66

The commentor states that the proposed project clearly does not meet Resolution 2003-79
noise goals and states that previous studies have significant flaws. The proposed project
would not be a dominant noise source in the project area, as there are no significant noiseproducing sources associated with the project. The potential for reflective noise to increase
ambient noise levels in the adjacent GESC neighborhoods to the east of the project site is
analyzed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR and was determined to be less than significant. An
expanded discussion on reflective noise is provided in Master Response 3.

35.67

The commentor does not agree with the objective that the proposed project would be
exceptionally designed and expresses his opinion on what an exceptional design would need
to include. The commentor’s opinion on what is an exceptional design is acknowledged.
Since this comment pertains to the project merits and its design qualities, rather than
adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, no further response is necessary.
Issues such as the design of the proposed project will be considered by the Planning
Commission and the City Council in their deliberations on the project’s merits.

35.68

The commentor is concerned that the Drake Building and Carlos Club are only mentioned
once in passing in the Draft EIR and believes they were left out intentionally. A cultural
resources investigation was conducted for the proposed project by Archeological Resource
Service (ARS) which included a Northwest Information Center (NWIC) records search, a
check of applicable historic references to identify any historical resources on or near the
project site, and a pedestrian survey of the project site to locate any visible signs of
potentially significant historic or prehistoric cultural deposits, buildings, features, or artifacts
that could be adversely impacted by the proposed project. A report was prepared and is
included as Appendix J of the Draft EIR. The only site identified on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) is the Historic Depot located immediately adjacent to the project site.
The records search identified no other previously recorded historic-age buildings or structures
on or within one-half mile of the project site. Nevertheless, the Drake Building and Carlos
Club are recognized as locally important resources by the City of San Carlos. Neither of
these buildings would be directly affected by the proposed project, since virtually all
construction and future development would occur at the project site, across El Camino Real

15

Caltrain, “San Carlos Station,” website: http://www.caltrain.com/stations/sancarlosstation.html, accessed
December 22, 2011.
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from these properties. The proposed project would not preclude access to these properties
(they would still be accessible from El Camino Real), would not introduce noise or vibration
effects that would compromise their integrity (noise from the proposed project would be from
additional traffic and the mechanical equipment, neither of which would physically harm the
structures), and would not interfere with or substantially alter their visual setting such that the
features of the projects that qualify them for local significance would be compromised (the
proposed project would be substantially large in scale and mass, but would not be viewed
juxtaposed these properties nor detract from existing views of these properties).
35.69

The comment requests that a mitigation plan be provided that addresses the need for the
proposed project to fit within Sections 4.845, 4.848, and 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79. Refer
to Master Response 2 for a discussion of these sections of Resolution 2003-79. In addition,
refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to the analysis provided in Section 3.3,
Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR to better address and demonstrate the project’s consistency
with Resolution 2003-79. Responses 35.58, 35.59, and 35.60, above, also discuss the
proposed project’s compliance with Sections 4.845, 4.848, and 4.849, respectively. As the
proposed project has been designed in compliance with all applicable policies and design
guidelines, and is subject to design review and approval as required by General Plan Policies
LU-8.20, no mitigation is required.

35.70

The comment cites requirements of the East San Carlos Specific Plan. As discussed in
Response 35.60, above, the proposed project is not located within the East San Carlos
Specific Plan area and is therefore not subject to the requirements of this plan. The proposed
project is, however, subject to the requirements of Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines, as well as applicable policies of the City’s General Plan. Refer to
Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with these plans. In addition, refer to
Section 6 of this document for revisions made to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, to better
demonstrate the proposed project’s compliance with Resolution 2003-79, the Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines, and the City’s General Plan regarding building height, massing,
and visual compatibility with the east side residential neighborhood.

35.71

The commentor states that the sound proofing required for the proposed residential units to
meet interior noise level thresholds would reflect more sound into the surrounding
neighborhood due to increased mass and density of window assemblies. Reflection noise due
to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project buildings is discussed on page
3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 3 for information regarding
reflection noise. Mass and density of the window assemblies are not key factors that
influence noise reflections. The key characteristics of a reflecting surface that influence noise
reflection relate to the overall interacting surface area and whether it is large, flat, and
continuous. The buildings associated with the proposed project would not be constructed in
this style. Instead, windows would be recessed into the façade and dressed with trim, both of
which would interrupt the façade surface and diminish potential reflection.
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35.72

The comment states the proposed project does not comply with requirements of the East San
Carlos Specific Plan. Please refer to Response 35.70, above, regarding the East San Carlos
Specific Plan.

35.73

The comment states the proposed project does not comply with the requirements of the East
San Carlos Specific Plan. Please refer to Response 35.70, above, regarding the East San
Carlos Specific Plan.

35.74

The commentor cites the following Project Developer and Property Owner objective of the
proposed project as stated on Draft EIR page 2-2:
Provide infill rental housing in San Carlos giving area residents more choices for
affordable housing near transit.
The commentor requests that the number of affordable housing units proposed is disclosed
and description of what conditions would be needed in order for a resident to fulfill the
affordable housing requirement is provided. The provision of affordable housing as part of
the proposed project is discussed beginning on Draft EIR page 3.12-2. As explained on Draft
EIR page 3.12-2 and revised in response to this comment:
The City of San Carlos Below Market Rate Housing Program (Municipal Code Chapter
18.200) was adopted to provide affordable housing opportunities in the City and to
support the City’s housing goals. A below market rate (BMR) unit is a dwelling unit that
shall be offered at an affordable rent or affordable ownership cost to median-, low- and
very low-income households, as defined by Municipal Code Section 18.16.030.The
program requires all residential developments of seven or more residential units to
provide at least 15 percent of the total units as restricted BMR units of which ten percent
must be affordable to moderate-income households and five percent affordable to lowincome households unless an alternative is approved, as required by Municipal Code
Section 18.16.040(A)(2) . Accordingly, tThe proposed project would be required to
provide at least 42 BMR units of the 280 units proposed. The number of BMR units
required for a particular project is determined at the time of tentative or parcel map
approval, when the applicant must submit a BMR Housing Plan.
Accordingly, compliance with the City’s BMR Housing Program would ensure that the
proposed project fulfills the stated Project Developer and Property Owner objective for the
proposed project. Refer to San Carlos Municipal Code Chapter 18.16 for greater detail
regarding the City’s Affordable Housing requirements.

35.75

The commentor questions the actual use a public plaza would have when placed in a noise
environment made up of train and traffic noise. The project site is located in an urban area.
Urban areas typically have higher ambient noise levels because of the concentration of people
and noise sources in any given area. The noise environment at the project site is typical of an
urban setting. The majority of people gathering in the plaza would presumably be using the
train station and its services. The City adopted Resolution No. 2003-79 amending the West
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Side Specific Plan for the Railroad Corridor. Land use policies outlined in Section 4.820
promote mixed-uses that include residential housing, retail services, flexible parking
requirements and public gathering areas. The plaza is intended to accommodate community
interaction and diverse activities as part of the design policies and guidelines of Resolution
No. 2003-79.
35.76

The commentor questions the proposed project’s conformance with the City of San Carlos
General Plan Transit Goals, in particular in regards to the goal to increase ridership of
transit on both SamTrans and Caltrain through the creation of carefully planned public and
private spaces. One of the goals included in the San Carlos General Plan is to promote more
transit-oriented development. That is exactly what the proposed project is. The proposed
project also satisfies the Transit Goal in the San Carlos General Plan that seeks to increase
ridership of transit on both Caltrain and SamTrans through the creation of public and private
spaces that focus on transit stations. Additionally, the General Plan reference to “public
spaces” does not imply that all new development must provide more than one public space to
satisfy this goal.
This comment further suggests that non-auto dependent development cannot exist in a
suburban community. The City disagrees with this premise and devoted considerable effort
through its General Plan update to promote transit-oriented development and use of other
modes of transportation besides the automobile. Many of the cities along the Caltrain route
are constructing transit-oriented development adjacent to the stations. Studies by UC
Berkeley, and others, have confirmed that people who live near a Caltrain Station use transit
in a much greater percentage than people who do not live near a station.
The trip reductions assumed for the proposed project, based on the developed TDM plan for
the proposed project, are based on historical data and surveys. Realistic, and enforceable,
assumptions are made in order to derive and achieve these reductions. Studies of TOD
development have not identified cases where trip reductions of more than 25 percent could be
achieved through the implementation of TDM measures. Proposing elimination of 75 percent
of the parking spots serving the residential part of the proposed project would be
unprecedented. The TDM plan identifies a trip reduction of 22.5 percent, not 75 percent.
The General Plan requires new development to reduce their project related traffic by 20
percent. Therefore, the proposed project complies with General Plan goals.
Also, please refer to Master Response 1 for information on Trip Generation Estimates / TDM
Plan for additional information on the TDM plan and trip reductions associated with different
TDM measures.
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From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:50PM
Letter 36
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:TransitVillagecomment

From: Gina Vandellos [mailto:ginavandellos@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 1:14 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: Transit Village comment

DearMr.Savay,

MyhusbandandIboughtourhouseeastofthetrainpartiallybecauseitwasclosetopublic
transportation.Weenjoybeingclosetothetrain,shoppinganddowntown.Ifullysupport
publictransportation.

36.1

Itisagoodplantohavehousingclosetransportationliketheproposedtransitvillage,however
theplanningofitneedstobesensitivetothesurroundingneighborhood.Ifeelthatthese
buildingsaretoobig,anddonotfitintoourcity.

36.2

TheEIRdoesnottakeintoconsiderationthehighspeedrailimpendingconstruction.Thepriority
needstobehighspeedrailfirst,transitvillagesecondwhenplanningtherailcorridor.

36.3

Second,mydaughterstakethebushomefromschool.IntheEIRtheproposedbusstopwillbe
waydownnearCherrystreet,addingamuchlongerdistancetowalkhomeformykidsandother
neighborhoodkids.Thishasanegativeimpact,itdoesnotencouragekidstotakepublic
transportationandfranklyIamconcernedfortheirsafetywhentheywillwalkthrutheparking
lotwhentheyarecominghomeintheevening.

Thankyoufortakingthesecommentsintoconsideration.

Sincerely,
GinaVandellos
988MontgomerySt.,SanCarlos
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36.

Gina Vandellos (letter dated February 2, 2010)

36.1

The commentor states that the project should be more sensitive to the surrounding
neighborhood and that the proposed buildings are too big and do not fit into the City of San
Carlos. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of visual conditions and to Section 6 of
this document for revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR. These revisions
have been made to include a discussion of how the proposed project has been designed to be
sensitive to the scale and massing of the surrounding area, as required by policies of the
General Plan and guidelines of Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines. As discussed in greater detail in revised Section 3.3, although proposed
development would be larger in scale and mass than existing development in the surrounding
area, the proposed project would not be visually overwhelming or incompatible with
surrounding area, and would result in the less-than-significant impact related to the
degradation of the visual character and quality of the surrounding area.

36.2

The commentor requests an analysis of the High Speed Train Project and believes that it
should take priority over the proposed project. As noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to
Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the
HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout the environmental topics discussed in
the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. Since the Draft EIR
was published, additional information regarding the proposed alignment of the HST has been
made available and additional analysis has been provided in Master Response 4 of this
document. Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts from
the High Speed Train Project.

36.3

The commentor is concerned that the proposed project would move the existing SamTrans
bus stop. Currently, SamTrans bus stops at the project site are located along El Camino Real
at Arroyo Avenue and just north of the existing vehicular entrance to the Caltrain Station at
San Carlos Avenue. As stated on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, under the proposed project, one
bus stop, which services two routes (260 and 295), would be included within the new
SamTrans Transit Center (at Cherry Street) and a new stop would be created to the south of
the current vehicle entrance. The existing bus stop at El Camino Real and Arroyo Avenue
would remain. The proposed project would relocate the bus stop and entrance to the Caltrain
Station further south; however, the proposed location would only be 400 feet away from the
current location and can be covered in approximately 1.5 to 2 minutes. This short distance is
unlikely to deter individuals from using public transportation.
In addition, as described on pages 3.4-37 through 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, pedestrian and
bicycle improvements would be implemented under the proposed project, providing safer
conditions for commuters who use public transportation in the area. Protected crosswalks at
the San Carlos Avenue and Cherry Street intersections with El Camino Real, as well as the
East San Carlos Avenue/Old County Road intersection, would be treated with accent
pavement to alert vehicular traffic. Additionally, sidewalk areas at the corners of the El
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Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue intersection would be expanded to provide larger pedestrian
waiting areas.
The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would also help address safety concerns. As
discussed on page 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, the City seeks to implement a series of roadway
changes that would make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project
site, in particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San
Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would be a response to the expected
increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed
project, and would help improve pedestrian access to the Caltrain Station area.
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Letter 37
February 2, 2010
Via email to: Asavay@CityofSanCarlos.org
Planning Department
City of San Carlos
600 Elm Street
San Carlos, CA 94070
SUBJECT: COMMENT ON DRAFT EIR, SAN CARLOS TRANSIT VILLAGE
Dear City of San Carlos:
The Draft EIR is deficient in that it includes no analysis by a qualified preservation
architect/historian of the impact of the project on the historic National Register San
Carlos Train Depot with proposed alternatives. The Draft EIR states repeatedly that the
project does “not directly alter the Historic Depot,” other than possible construction
vibrations. Then it concludes that the project does not create a significant visual, traffic,
or cultural impact on this historic and cultural resource. As discussed below, the impact
of the project as currently designed will be significant. I urge the City to retain a
qualified preservation architect to prepare this analysis and amend the Draft EIR to
include this analysis and any other changes that might be recommended.

37.1

Background; Grade Separation—Context Preserved
Qualified preservation architects were hired to plan the elevated station platforms, access
thereto, parking, traffic, layout, landscaping, colors, and visual sightlines when the grade
separation was planned. Great care was taken to preserve the Historic Train Station as
the practical locus of the City’s transit facility, much as it has been since the 19th century,
preserving its context and setting. Access to and from the elevated station platforms are
started at the Historic Depot as much as was practical. Ingress and egress to the North
and South Parking lots are in front of the Historic Depot. The circular drive for dropping
off and picking up passengers was retained much as it has existed since its inception in
horse and buggy days (and as shown in historical photos). The parking lots were
designed to enhance the Historic Depot’s solitary setting, highlighting its importance as a
Landmark and Gateway entrance to the City of Good Living. Visual sightlines of the
depot from El Camino Real were purposely retained. The depot’s connection to the
community is therefore manifest--at the base of San Carlos Avenue, the City’s busiest
main artery--ending right in front of the depot as the terminus for the City’s transit
activity.
Compare Project Plan
Under the current proposal the Historic Depot is surrounded by and buried in a retail
shopping complex with minimal space surrounding it, closing off sight lines from the
roadway. Although somewhat stepped back in height, the adjacent buildings hover and
tower over the Historic Depot, making it look dinky and insignificant. Closing off
vehicular access from San Carlos Avenue no longer gives the Historic Depot any
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practical historical or cultural purpose (except for pedestrians). And moving vehicular
access one city block to the South, off of Cherry Street, completely removes any
contextual link of the Historic Depot with the City of San Carlos as a transit center.
Under the project the Historic Depot is rendered an insignificant and irrelevant relic.
37.1
cont.

37.2

Draft EIR Does Not Meet CEQA
It would appear that the draft EIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA. A qualified
preservation architect should analyze the project’s impact on the Historic Depot under
Visual (scenic vistas, degredation of the site and surrounding visual character, context,
etc.), Traffic (site access, context as a transit center), and Cultural Resources and
landscape, including cumulative impacts of the project on the National Register
landmark. None of these have been analyzed in the draft EIR.
Conceptual Site Plans
Please make the conceptual site plans part of the EIR and record, so that others may have
a clear understanding of the scope of the project.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

Cara Vonk
423 Hillcrest Road
San Carlos, CA 94070
Cc: San Carlos Heritage Association
San Carlos Villagers
Bruce Judd, Architectural Resource Group (ARG)
Bridget Mallet, Architectural Resources Group (ARG)
Wayne Donaldson, California Office Of Historic Preservation
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37.
37.1

Cara Vonk (letter dated February 2, 2010)
The commentor states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it does not include analysis by
a qualified architect/historian of the impact of the proposed project on the Historic Depot.
A cultural resources investigation was conducted for the proposed project by Archeological
Resource Service (ARS) which included:
•

a records search of the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) to determine the presence or
absence of previously recorded historic or prehistoric cultural resources within or
adjacent to the project site;

•

a check with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to determine if there
are sites listed in the sacred lands file within or near to the project site;

•

a request for input on the proposed project from Native American contacts indentified
by the NAHC;

•

a check of applicable historic references to determine the potential for historic-era
resources, such as standing structures greater than 45 years of age, to be potentially
located within the project site and vicinity; and

•

a pedestrian survey of the project site to locate any visible signs of potentially
significant historic or prehistoric cultural deposits, features, or artifacts that would be
adversely impacted by the proposed project.

ARS has been conducting cultural resources evaluations since 1974. For the proposed
project a report was prepared by Cassandra Chatta, M.A. who is a registered architectural
historian and is listed on the Referral List for Historical Resources Consultants maintained
by the California Historical Resource Information System. This report is included as
Appendix J of the Draft EIR. Archaeological sites and structures are evaluated according to
the Secretary of the Interior’s criteria. Furthermore, the report prepared by ARS was peer
reviewed by a qualified architectural historian from PBS&J.
Furthermore, the proposed project was reviewed by the South Bay Historical Railroad
Society, Inc. as described in Comment Letter 46. The Society is responsible for reviewing
projects that are associated with or adjacent to the depot buildings on the Caltrain line,
which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places, in order to ensure that they are
in compliance with specific preservation covenants placed on them. After several reviews,
the Society concluded that the elimination of vehicular access in front of the Historic Depot
will allow for better enjoyment of the building by the public and creates a view corridor
along San Carlos Avenue that highlights the historic building.
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b), “a project with an effect that may cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may
have a significant effect on the environment.” CEQA defines substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical structure as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
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alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historical resource would be materially impaired” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)
(1)). CEQA states that the significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when
a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics
of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion
in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources” (CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.5 (b) (1) (A)).
As discussed in Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, the proposed project would not directly
demolish or materially alter the NRHP and CRHR-listed Historic Depot, which is located
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would alter the surrounding environment,
or setting of the Historic Depot, by replacing the existing Caltrain parking lots and car
dealership with new development. The Caltrain parking lots and car dealership are not
historical resources, and are not contributing elements to the Historic Depot's historical
significance. The existing loop driveway and plaza area immediately in front of the Caltrain
Station would be redeveloped as a pedestrian plaza to complement the proposed Transit
Village. These proposed changes would not impede views of the Historic Depot nor would
they demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner physical characteristics of the
Historic Depot that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in the
NRHP or CRHR.
37.2

The commentor requests for conceptual site plans to be part of the EIR and record. Site
plans for the proposed project are included on pages 2-9 through 2-11 in the Project
Description of the Draft EIR. Also, other plan drawings are included as part of the
application to the City and thus part of the record.
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Letter 38

From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:52PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:RevisedEmailforpublicrecordre:concernswithSCTV
-----Original Message----From: Greg Walker [mailto:greg@sandcastle.org]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 10:54 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: Revised Email for public record re: concerns with SCTV
Mr. Savay,
I realized my first version of my email slipped out without a good spell
check. Please excuse my original version of this email. It was sent
a little too quickly. Please consider replacing my initial email with
the revised email below. It would serve as a much better document for
public record.
Thank you.
-Greg Walker
Dear Mr. Savay,
My name is Greg Walker and I live in the Greater East San Carlos Area on
Cherry Street. As a resident and property owner I'm excited to see that
38.1

new projects and developments in San Carlos. These projects keep
growing San Carlos to truly make it the "City of Good Living". I'm
happy to see the investment and personally I'm not sure that the
proposed development and plans are the best use of that space.
Train as sole source of transport
The reports appear to assume most of the people living in these
apartments will not have cars because the train will be the primary
transportation. Based on my personal experience I question if that will

38.2

really be possible, creating a lot more traffic not only on Holly/El
Camino but with parking in the surrounding GESC neighborhoods. I'm one
of those young professionals they hope to target to live there and I
used the train for 2 years from San Carlos with a commute to San
Francisco. During that time I actually lived in an apartment at the end
of Laurel street walking distance to the CalTrain station. I found my
car to be very necessary even in daily life to run errands, meet friends

file://\\sfofs01\Projects\Projects - All Employees\500+\532 San Carlos Transit Village\DEI... 3/11/2010
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38.2
cont.

38.3

after work, or visit family on the weekends. The idea that every
apartment will own at least one car is not a fair assessment and will
lead to a lot of extra vehicles parked on the street.
Traffic/parking in surrounding area
As a resident in GESC area, our streets are narrow. Adding to the
problem is most houses are small and have converted garages to living
spaces making the most of their indoor space. This leads to already
crowded streets with just residents' cars. Add to the fact we already
have people using our streets to cut through to get to Industrial and
many drive faster than 25MPH on these crowded streets. People who are
in a hurry to catch a train will start to park in our neighborhoods. I
foresee this creating an overflow of cars from the transit village from
its residents to the people shopping or eating. This will make what is
already a nuisance to have the potential to tip over into a problem.

38.4

Noise and Views
No one can argue that looking at the San Carlos hills are better than a
train or the back of tall buildings. Having lived within proximity of
the CalTrain tracks for about 4 years now, those diesel locomotives are
noisy. The recent requirements for the train horns has only added to
the noise that fills our neighborhoods. The noise energy from the
train has to go somewhere, common sense tells me that a hard surface
like a concert wall is going to reflect that sound. There has to be a
better way or something that can help to eliminate this risk, such as
sound absorbing material on the walls to providing the neighborhood with
a credit for double pane windows.
Overall
I'm excited about the investment and to get more dining and shopping
within walking distance of my home. It is my feeling that all the risks

38.5

have not been clearly identified and workable solutions to the problem
still need to be discussed and determined. I don't think the answer is
to say no to the investment, however the community's concerns need to be
heard and addressed.
Thank you for time and consideration.
Greg Walker
948 Cherry Street
San Carlos

Al Savay wrote:
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38.

Greg Walker (letter dated February 1, 2010)

38.1

The commentor is pleased with new projects and development in San Carlos, but does not
believe the proposed project is the best use of that space. The commentor’s opinion on the
proposed project is acknowledged. Since this comment pertains to the project merits and the
applicable use for the site, rather than adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA,
no further response is necessary. It is noted that the proposed project is consistent with the
type of development envisioned by the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan)
adopted by the City in 2009.

38.2

The commentor questions the proposed number of parking spaces and the assumption that
most of the residents of the proposed project will have no cars because the train will be their
primary mode of transportation. The commentor also raises concern in regard to residents
of the proposed project parking on the street as a result of inadequate parking supply. The
traffic study assumes a total peak-hour trip reduction of 22.5 percent, 10.1 percent of which
corresponds to a reduction due to the proximity of the proposed project to major public
transportation facilities. The 10 percent reduction conservatively assumes that some, not all,
of the peak hour trips generated by the proposed project potentially would use public
transportation. Studies show that even in TOD projects most residents still own cars. The
traffic and parking studies are based on this reality. It is assumed in the analysis that most
residents of the proposed project would own a car, which would require a parking space.
Based on recent studies of transit-oriented development projects, the 1.5 parking spaces per
unit would be sufficient to meet the anticipated parking demand of the proposed project and
is not anticipated to result in spillover parking demand into the GESC neighborhoods. Please
refer to Response 38.3, below, and Master Response 1 for additional information regarding
the adequacy of parking and the potential for spillover parking demand on nearby residential
streets.

38.3

The commentor expresses concern that proposed project residents and Caltrain commuters
will park on the adjacent GESC neighborhood streets, which are already crowded. Please
refer to Master Response 1 for additional information on adequacy of parking and the
potential for spillover parking demand in the GESC neighborhoods.

38.4

The commentor states that the hard surface of the proposed project’s buildings will reflect
sound. Reflection noise due to Caltrain operations interacting with the proposed project
buildings is discussed on page 3.6-19 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 3 for
further information regarding reflection noise.

38.5

The commentor is excited about the new retail and dining options in walking distance from
his home, but still feels that the risks of the proposed project have not been clearly identified
and workable solutions to the problem need to be discussed. As stated previously, an EIR is
an informational document, whose purpose is to make the public and decision makers aware
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of the environmental consequences of a project. In so doing, the EIR addresses potential
environmental hazards that can pose risks for future project occupants and neighbors, such as
geologic, seismic, soil limitations, flooding, hazardous materials, noise, air emissions, and
greenhouse gases. Where applicable, mitigation measures have been identified in the Draft
EIR to suggest solutions that can reduce the risks to acceptable, or less-than-significant,
levels. Other risks, such as financial or fiscal considerations, are not a part of the CEQA
process but are considered in evaluating the overall merits of a project. Such deliberations
will occur in the upcoming hearings before the Planning Commission and the City Council,
during which solutions to these other types of risks can be presented and discussed. As a
separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was prepared
for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s effects on the City’s fiscal environment
upon full project operations.1 The updated FIA determined that the proposed project would
result in an annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.

1

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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Letter 39
From:Martelino,TrixieC
Sent:Thursday,February04,20104:48PM
To:Hansen,ErikW
Subject:FW:SanCarlosTransitVillageDraftEIRComments&Question

-----Original Message----From: cwuthmann@renewproperties.net
[mailto:cwuthmann@renewproperties.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 4:52 PM
To: Al Savay
Subject: Fwd: San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR Comments & Question

Al This reiterates briefly my comments at last night's Planning Commission
Draft EIR hearing, and also adds a question and a comment:
39.1

39.2

* I recommend adding 3 developer-provided and project-owned "share cars"
to the menu of potential TDM measures. This will reduce environmental
impact because it will reduce somewhat the need for household vehicle
ownership, and it will reduce vehicle trips because people tend to use
vehicles more judiciously (i.e., somewhat less) when they have to make
arrangements to use a vehicle.
* I do not believe that the commercial parking is adequate either in
quantity, because it will be shared with train riders, or in location,
because it is 100% uncovered and it is too far away for those who have
ambulatory challenges. The inclusion of underground parking beneath the
public plaza and the commercial buildings should be explored. It could
be entered from the driveway that currently accesses the surface parking
adjacent to Building 7, and it could be financed from the land payments
to Samtrans.

39.3

* There is not adequate space provided for the moving trucks and
emergency vehicles that service residential buildings frequently. Curb
designations along El Camino should be planned for these vehicles
because it will be infeasible for them to use the driveways off of El
Camino for parking without causing undue conflicts.

39.4

* The large surface Caltrain parking lot to the south is incredibly
inefficient use of land and airspace. In keeping with the City's and
project's green goals, structural provisions should be included in the
design and construction of this area to enable the addition of either a
second parking level above it in the future and/or solar power shades
over the parking spots.
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39.5

* Among the Project Alternatives, consideration should be given again to
including and analyzing an "all commercial" alternative, such as a
combination of office space, a Target Store-type retail center, and a
new or used vehicle sales lot, as examples.

39.6

* A question with respect to Project Alternatives analysis is: Do not
EIR's under CEQA sometime analyze the financial feasibility of
alternatives? I would recommend that financial feasibility analysis be
included within Project Alternatives analysis.
Thank you,
Chris Wuthmann
Chris Wuthmann
Renew Property Services
1355B San Carlos Ave.
San Carlos, CA 94070
ph 650 610 9495
cell 650 922 1134
fax 650 610 9461
cwuthmann@renewproperties.net
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39.

Chris Wuthmann (letter dated February 2, 2010)

39.1

The commentor recommends adding three share cars, provided by the developer, to the menu
of potential TDM measures. The final TDM program that would be implemented as a part of
the proposed project would be finalized with the approval of the project. The TDM program
identifies a menu of options from which the City and project sponsor can draw upon to craft a
specific plan that will achieve the targeted automobile trip reduction. Share cars may be an
option for consideration and will be discussed further as the details of the TDM plan unfold.

39.2

The commentor expresses concern about quantity and location of the retail parking.
Additionally, the commentor suggests exploring the inclusion of underground parking
beneath the public plaza and commercial buildings. As shown in the parking analysis
included in the traffic study, the proposed amount of parking for the retail and office uses
does not meet the City's parking requirements or the standard ITE parking generation rates.
Although the estimated parking demand associated with the retail and office uses was shown
to be more than what is being provided, the parking estimates do not include the associated
reductions due to close proximity to a major public transit and for a mixed-use development.
It is possible that the close proximity to a major transit center, as well as the Downtown San
Carlos area, could result in a reduced parking demand for these uses. If adequate parking is
not provided, parking demand generated by these uses would spread through other areas, such
as on-street parking, Caltrain parking lot, and other public parking. However, the lack of
parking is not an environmental issue under CEQA and, therefore, this is not considered an
environmental impact. As a result, a retail parking shortfall would not be regarded as a
significant impact for which mitigation, such as underground parking spaces, would need to
be explored.
As shown in Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, of the Draft EIR, on Figure 2-3, parking
spaces would be provided adjacent to the retail buildings located north of San Carlos Avenue
(including accessible parking spaces), while the retail building located south of San Carlos
Avenue would be served by the parking spaces located within the Caltrain parking lot,
approximately 200 to 300 feet from the building, which include accessible parking spaces as
well.

39.3

4-344

The commentor states that there is no adequate space provided for the moving trucks and
emergency vehicles that service residential buildings and suggests that curb designations
along El Camino Real should be planned for those vehicles because it would be infeasible for
them to use the project driveways. Moving trucks and emergency vehicles are not expected
to be a daily occurrence at the project site. Moving trucks most likely would visit the site
during off-peak hours, when adjacent street traffic and residential parking demand are lower.
The surface parking areas (a total of 3 surface parking areas) serving the proposed residential
units would accommodate moving trucks and emergency vehicles. Also, there is on-street
parking along the project frontage on El Camino Real, north of Holly Street. All surface
parking would be designed with adequate driveway width, aisle width, and turning radii to
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allow for emergency vehicle circulation and would be subject to review by the fire
department.
39.4

The commentor believes that proposed Caltrain parking lot on the southern portion of the
project site is an inefficient use of land and design alternatives, such as a second parking
level or solar power shades over parking spaces, should be considered. The commentor’s
opinion on the design of the Caltrain parking lot is acknowledged. Under CEQA, the EIR
analyzes the proposed project, and mitigation measures and alternative designs are
recommended to reduce or alleviate significant impacts identified for the proposed project.
The EIR did not identify significant impacts related to the Caltrain parking lot, so that the
alternatives suggested by the commentor were not proposed. Additionally, SamTrans could
construct the parking lot without City review, but has voluntarily chosen to submit this
project as part of the Transit Village. Nevertheless, the Planning Commission and the City
Council can make suggestions to alter the design of the proposed project, including the
Caltrain parking lot. The letter submitted by the commentor will be included in its entirety in
this Responses to Comments document, so that both the Planning Commission and the City
Council will have had the opportunity to review and consider this suggestion. The Planning
Commission and City Council will consider the design of the project only after completion of
the Final EIR.

39.5

The commentor would like the project alternatives to consider an all commercial alternative.
One of the main objectives of the proposed project is to provide infill rental housing in San
Carlos giving area residents more choices for affordable workforce housing near transit.
Alternatives to the proposed project seek to attain the project objectives while reducing
significant impacts on the environment. An all commercial alternative would not meet the
project objectives since it would not provide affordable workforce housing near transit. As
such, the objectives of the proposed project could not be feasibly achieved with the
development of such an alternative and, thus, it is not considered in this EIR.

39.6

The commentor questions if EIRs under CEQA analyze the financial feasibility of alternatives
and recommends that this EIR consider such analysis. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131,
the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic
issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical
impacts. Alternatives to a project are considered when they would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects on the environment. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15364, a project is considered
feasible when it is capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors. As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Assessment has
been prepared for the purpose of evaluating the proposed project’s impact on the City’s fiscal
environment upon full project operations. CBRE Consulting performed this fiscal impact
analysis on behalf of Legacy Partners, the project sponsor. Information regarding the FIA is
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available on the City’s website.1 Subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR, an updated
FIA was prepared.2 The updated FIA determined that the proposed project would result in an
annual net revenue of $121,979, a positive fiscal effect.

1

2
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CB Richard Ellis (CBRE), San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy Partners,
March 2009. Information pertaining to the FIA can be found at: www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
projects/san_carlos_transit_village/project_overview/fiscal_analysis.ap
Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., San Carlos Transit Village Fiscal Impact Analysis, Prepared for Legacy
Partners, June 11, 2012.
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40.

David Crabbe (letter dated May 18, 2010)

40.1

The commentor states that the alternative he submitted to the City is not endorsed by the
Sierra Club or Cool Cities, would like the City to seriously consider his alternative proposal,
and believes that the proposed project should not be approved until the impact of the High
Speed Train is solidified. The commentor’s statement about his alternative design not being
endorsed by the Sierra Club or Cool Cities is acknowledged. An alternative design to the
proposed project was presented by the commentor, David Crabbe, in a letter to the City on
August 23, 2010. This letter contained a number of recommendations to enhance the visual
relationship between the San Carlos Transit Village and the residential areas to the east.
While the alternative design proposed by Mr. Crabbe is not being considered exactly as an
alternative in the EIR, a new Revised Massing Alternative which incorporates certain key
aspects of the design proposed by Mr. Crabbe has been developed. For example, like the
design proposed by Mr. Crabbe the Revised Massing Alternative reduces the massing on the
eastern façade of the buildings facing Old County Road (two stories) and maintains the
massing on the western façade of the buildings facing El Camino Real (four stories).
Additionally, the Revised Massing Alternative creates a break in the massing between
Buildings 2 and 3 to maintain the east-west view corridor. Moreover, the Revised Massing
Alternative incorporates certain aspects of the GESC comments, namely the creation of fivestory towers on either side of Holly Street. These towers would be situated opposite
neighborhood commercial development on the east side of Old County Road and, thus, would
not be directly across the street from any residential land uses on Old County Road.
Characteristics of the Revised Massing Alternative are described in Master Response 5 in this
Responses to Comment document.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST
project.
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41.1
Con't
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41.

David Crabbe (letter dated August 23, 2010)

41.1

The commentor has submitted an alternative design for the proposed project and requests
that it be considered in the EIR. The commentor’s submittal of an alternative design is
acknowledged. For further information on the alternative design, please refer to Response to
Comment Letter 40 and Master Response 5.
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Letter 42

42.1
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42.

David Crabbe (letter dated October 21, 2010)

42.1

The commentor explains that the purpose of submitting an alternative design was to refute
the claim in the original Draft EIR that there was no viable alternative to mitigate the height
and bulk of the project as viewed from the East Side. The commentor’s stance on his
alternative design is acknowledged. For further information on the alternative design, please
refer to Response to Comment Letter 40 and Master Response 5.
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Letter 43

43.1

43.2
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43.4

43.5

43.6
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43.

Ben Fuller, Sam Herzberg, Tim Hilborn, Paul Magginetti, and Dimitri Vandellos (letter
undated)

43.1

The commentors state that their initial feedback on the Draft EIR was ignored and requests
that David Crabbe’s alternative be considered in the EIR. As stated on page I-2 of the Draft
EIR, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on March 12, 2008 announcing the
preparation of a Draft EIR on the proposed project. The Greater East San Carlos (GESC)
Association submitted a comment letter after the close of the review period for the NOP;
however, the CEQA-related comments in the June 29, 2009 letter were still considered in the
Draft EIR. These comments are addressed under their respective topics in Section 3 of the
Draft EIR. The remaining comments raised by the GESC Association were not applicable to
CEQA and, thus, were not addressed in the Draft EIR. An explanation of why these
comments were not addressed is provided on pages I-3 through I-5 of the Draft EIR. All
comments submitted during the Draft EIR public review period are considered and responded
to in this Responses to Comments document.
An alternative design was presented by David Crabbe in a letter to the City on August 23,
2010. While the Crabbe design is not being considered as an alternative in the EIR, a new
Revised Massing Alternative which incorporates key aspects of Mr. Crabbe’s design as well
as suggestions by the GESC Association has been developed and is presented in Master
Response 5 in this Responses to Comment document.

43.2

The commentors would like the City to review the GESC vision for the project site. The three
visions outlined in the comment letter pertain to the proposed project’s design rather than the
content of the Draft EIR. However, aspects of the visions are being considered in the new
Revised Massing Alternative presented in Master Response 5. Furthermore, these visions
will be available to the Planning Commission and City Council when considering the merits
of the proposed project.

43.3

The commentors restate comments that were previously submitted on the Draft EIR, including
requests for a lower density alternative with towers on either side of Holly Street, other land
uses for the parcel, and the use of Wheeler Plaza as an alternative project location. This
Responses to Comments document includes an analysis of a Revised Massing Alternative
which considers lowering the heights of most of the buildings north of Holly Street, breaking
up the massing between Buildings 2 and 3, and creating towers immediately north and south
of Holly Street that would accent the Holly Street gateway. All of these features are
consistent with suggestions made by the commentors. Please refer to Master Response 5 for
an analysis of the Revised Massing Alternative.
Wheeler Plaza is the site of a separate project that is currently proposed by the San Carlos
Redevelopment Agency. The Draft EIR for the Wheeler Plaza Project was released on
November 23, 2011 with a 60-day public comment period. This project would include 9,855
sf of commercial space, 139 residential units, 4,500 sf of restaurant space, and a 7,000 sf
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public plaza. As such, since a project is already proposed at this site, the San Carlos Transit
Village could not be accommodated here and this is not a viable alternative location.
43.4

The commentors list concerns a number of items listed below. The specific concerns of the
commentors has been considered in the following responses:
•

Height – Please refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of building heights and loss
of views.

•

Lack of integration and coordination with High Speed Train (HST) – Please refer to
Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.

•

Long term impacts to the school district – As explained Section 3.13, Public Services,
of the Draft EIR, cumulative development in San Carlos would include increased
housing units within the territories of the San Carlos School District (SCSD) and
Sequoia Union High School Districts. Student generation from cumulative residential
growth could exceed capacities within these districts and trigger the need for new
facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts. However,
as stated on page 3.13-11, Section 65996 of the State Government Code explains that
payment of school impact fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of
1998 (SB 50) is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts.
As a result of the wide-ranging changes in the financing of school facilities, including
the passage of State school facilities bonds intended to provide a major source of
financing for new school facilities, SB 50 stipulated that the fees authorized under State
law shall be the exclusive means of mitigating the impacts of development that may be
required from a developer by any local or State agency. As such, this requirement
would mitigate any long-term impacts on schools in San Carlos and there would be a
less-than-significant impact.

•

Long term impacts to public services – As explained Section 3.13, Public Services, of
the Draft EIR, cumulative development in San Carlos would be expected to increase
the demand for fire, police protection services, and impacts to parks. For fire and
police protection services, cumulative development could increase the demand such
that response times or service levels could not be maintained without additional
equipment and/or facilities. The Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department service contract
expired October 12, 2011, at which point the Redwood City Fire Department took over.
In addition, on October 31, 2010 the San Mateo County Sheriff’s Office assumed law
enforcement responsibilities for the City of San Carlos. All of the full time personnel
previously working as San Carlos Police employees were given comparable positions
with the sheriff’s Office. However, as stated on page 3.13-10 of the Draft EIR, since
the demand from cumulative growth under the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan
(General Plan) could be accommodated within the existing facilities for police and fire
service, no new facilities would be required and cumulative impacts related to police
and fire services would be less than significant.
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An increase in the use of parks would occur with cumulative development. However,
under San Carlos Municipal Code 17.32.030, cumulative residential development must
pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.1 The Park Facility
Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (see Section 3.34 of the Municipal
Code) imposes on new residential developments a parkland development fee. Per
Section 3.34.080 of the Municipal Code, all proceeds from the fees, penalty, and
interest collected under this regulation shall be paid into a special fund of the City,
which fund shall be used only for the acquisition, development, renovation and
replacement of parks and recreational areas and their development, including
equipment for recreational purposes. As such, these fees would fully mitigate the
potential cumulative deterioration impacts and exacerbation of the City’s parkland
deficiency.
•

The loss of western views from the GESC neighborhood – Please refer to Master
Response 2 for a discussion of building heights and loss of views.

•

Increased noise due to sound bouncing back from the 50’+ tall buildings – Please refer
to Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR for a discussion related to noise impacts. For
further information, please refer to Master Response 3 in this Responses to Comments
document for additional analysis of noise reflection impacts.

•

Impacts of construction – Construction impacts that could result from the proposed
project are addressed under each environmental topic in the Draft EIR.

•

The lack of planning preparation and clean-up for toxic materials along the rail
corridor – Please refer to Comment Letter 24, Response 24.1, for a discussion on
unknown contamination at the project site.

•

Parking impacts to the GESC community – Please refer to Master Response 1 for a
discussion of parking impacts.

•

Cumulative impacts associated with the construction of High Speed Train and OCR
improvement projects – As noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental
Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the HST.
Discussion of the HST can be found throughout the environmental topics discussed in
the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For further
analysis, please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts
with the HST project. The lack of outreach and coordination with the GESC
community by SamTrans and Legacy – During the CEQA process the City has made
an effort to keep an open dialogue with the community on the environmental impacts of
the proposed project and present and receive information as provided for by CEQA. In
an effort to obtain feedback from the community, the Draft EIR was distributed for a
47-day public review and comment period from December 16, 2009 to February 2,

 
1

City of San Carlos Municipal Code, 17.32.030, http://municipalcodes.lexisnexis.com/codes/sancarlo/ , accessed
March 18, 2008.
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2010. During this time, readers were invited to submit written comments on the
adequacy of the document, including significant impacts or mitigation measures that
were not identified. In addition, a public hearing was held on February 1, 2010 before
the City of San Carlos Planning Commission to obtain additional comments from the
community. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR review period are
addressed in this Responses to Comments document. Some of these letters identify
issues that the authors believe should have been better addressed in the Draft EIR, and
others suggest additional mitigation measures that could be adopted to reduce identified
impacts.
Although the comment period closed on February 2, 2010, the release of this Draft
Final EIR was delayed in order to incorporate recent information regarding the HST
project, noise, and visual quality issues. Master Response 2 includes a revised Draft
EIR Section 3.2, Visual Quality, in order to better describe the proposed project’s
consistency with the City’s design guidelines and policies. Together, the Draft EIR and
the supplemental information provided in Master Response 3, a comprehensive
analysis of noise is provided. Master Response 4 includes a cumulative analysis of the
HST project and incorporates three documents that have been released since the Draft
EIR for the proposed project. The Alternatives Analysis Report, as last amended in
December 2010, describes the HST alignment adjacent to the project site. The
California High-Speed Rail Program Draft 2012 Business Plan was released in
November 2011, which outlines the projected construction schedule of the HST
project. In addition, the Partially Revised Draft Program EIR for the HST project was
released in January 2012 to address concerns in the November 2011 Town of Atherton
litigation. These three recent documents were used in Master Response 4 to determine
cumulative impacts of the HST project and the proposed project. Please refer to Master
Response 4 for further information concerning the HST project.
The responses in this document address those suggestions and, as appropriate, revise
the text and figures of the Draft EIR. Once this Responses to Comments document is
complete, the Planning Commission will be able to review all written and verbal
comments submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those
comments. At that time, the Planning Commission could make recommendations
regarding the proposed project and its alternatives to City Council, including the
consideration of additional mitigation measures. After consideration of the Planning
Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will make certain findings regarding
the conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public comments were adequately
addressed. As such, before approving or denying the proposed project, all comments
submitted by agencies, organizations, and the public will be considered by the Planning
Commission and City Council. Some of the recommendations may not involve
modifications or additions to the mitigation measures, which are triggered in response
to significant environmental impacts; however, recommendations that emerge from
architectural and design review and conditions of project approval developed by City
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staff will further shape the proposed project. It should be noted that the EIR approval is
separate from the design review approvals for the proposed project. Arrangements and
communications in regards to a meeting with the project sponsor will be considered
independent of the CEQA process administered by the City. However, this comment
will be available to the Planning Commission and City Council as it deliberates on the
merits of the proposed project.
43.5

The commentors state that the proposed project has no positive benefits or mitigations and
believes that the HST takes precedence over the proposed project. The commentor’s opinion
on the proposed project is acknowledged. The benefits of the project will be discussed during
upcoming hearings before the Planning Commission and the City Council on the project
merits. Mitigations are identified for significant or potentially significant impacts. The Draft
EIR identifies mitigation measures for the following environmental topics: Land Use, Visual
Quality, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Cultural Resources, Biological
Resources, Hydrology, and Utilities.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST
project. As explained in Master Response 4, the scheduled implementation for HST along
the Peninsula between San Francisco and San Jose has been delayed and completion of the
environmental review process may not occur for several more years. In the meantime, the
project sponsor has submitted an application for development of the project site and is
entitled to a timely review and decision.

43.6
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The commentors understand that there will be some type of development on the project site,
they would just prefer for the EIR to consider an alternative that would not adversely impact
the existing neighborhood or destroy the character of San Carlos. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. While CEQA does require a
range of alternatives be considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of alternatives that
should be considered in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No Project
Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR. Given
the number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies the
height, massing, and location of the proposed project, a Revised Massing Alternative has
been developed and evaluated in this Responses to Comments document. The Revised
Massing Alternative considers lowering the heights of most of the buildings north of Holly
Street, breaks up the massing between Buildings 2 and 3, and creates towers immediately
north and south of Holly Street that would accent the Holly Street gateway. Please refer to
Master Response 5 for an analysis of the Revised Massing Alternative.
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44.

Ben Fuller and Sam Herzberg (letter undated)

44.1

The commentors would like City Staff, City Council, the San Mateo County Transit District,
and the EIR consultants to consider all viable alternatives for the proposed project. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to
the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. While CEQA does
require a range of alternatives be considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of
alternatives that should be considered in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No
Project Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR.
Given the number of comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies
the height, massing, and location of the proposed project, a Revised Massing Alternative has
been developed and evaluated in this Responses to Comments document. Please see Master
Response 5 for an analysis of a Reduced Massing Alternative.

44.2

The commentors state that the proposed project should consider the High Speed Train
Project. As noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft
EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be
found throughout the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4
for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the High Speed Train (HST) Project.

44.3

The commentors request further analysis of the HST Project. As noted on page 3.1-5 in the
Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a
discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout the environmental
topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR.
For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the cumulative
impacts with the High Speed Train Project.

44.4

The commentors state that their initial feedback on the Draft EIR was ignored and requests
that their concerns be addressed. As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, the City issued a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) on March 12, 2008 announcing the preparation of a Draft EIR
on the proposed project. The GESC Association submitted a comment letter after the close of
the review period for the NOP; however, the CEQA-related comments in the June 29, 2009
letter were still considered in the Draft EIR. These comments are addressed under their
respective topics in Section 3 of the Draft EIR. The remaining comments raised by the GESC
Association were not applicable to CEQA and, thus, were not addressed in the Draft EIR. An
explanation of why these comments were not addressed is provided on pages 1-3 through 1-5
of the Draft EIR.
Upon completion, the Draft EIR was distributed for a 47-day public review and comment
period from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this time, readers were invited
to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document. In addition, a public hearing
was held on February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos Planning Commission to obtain
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additional comments from the community. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR
review period and those submitted even after the end of the public comment period are
addressed in this Responses to Comments document. Once this Responses to Comments
document is complete, the Planning Commission will be able to review all written and verbal
comments submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those
comments. At that time, the Planning Commission could make recommendations regarding
the proposed project and its alternatives to City Council. After consideration of the Planning
Commission’s recommendations, the City Council will make certain findings regarding the
conclusions outlined in the EIR and whether public comments were adequately addressed.
As such, before approving or denying the proposed project, all comments submitted by
agencies, organizations, and the public will be considered by the Planning Commission and
City Council.
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Letter 45
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45.

Ben Fuller (letter dated October 23, 2010)

45.1

The commentor offers information on the lead agency’s responsibilities under CEQA, states
that his initial feedback on the Draft EIR was ignored, and requests that his concerns be
addressed. The commentors information on the lead agency’s responsibilities under CEQA
is acknowledged. As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, the City issued a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) on March 12, 2008 announcing the preparation of a Draft EIR on the
proposed project. The Great East San Carlos (GESC) Association submitted a comment
letter after the close of the review period for the NOP; however, the CEQA-related comments
in the June 29, 2009 letter were still considered in the Draft EIR. These comments are
addressed under their respective topics in Section 3 of the Draft EIR. The remaining
comments raised by the Greater East San Carlos (GESC) Association were not applicable to
CEQA and, thus, were not addressed in the Draft EIR. An explanation of why these
comments were not addressed is provided on pages 1-3 through 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
Upon completion, the Draft EIR was distributed for a 47-day public review and comment
period from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this time, readers were invited
to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document. In addition, a public hearing
was held on February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos Planning Commission to obtain
additional comments from the community. Comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR
review period and those submitted immediately after the public review period are addressed
in this Responses to Comments document. Once this Responses to Comments document is
complete, the Planning Commission will be able to review all written and verbal comments
submitted during the Draft EIR review period and the responses to those comments. At that
time, the Planning Commission could make recommendations regarding the proposed project
and its alternatives to City Council. After consideration of the Planning Commission’s
recommendations, the City Council will make certain findings regarding the conclusions
outlined in the EIR and whether public comments were adequately addressed. As such,
before approving or denying the proposed project, all comments submitted by agencies,
organizations, and the public will be considered by the Planning Commission and City
Council.

45.2

The commentor lists concerns that were previously shared with the City and questions why
David Crabbe’s alternative design is being ignored. The list provided by the commentor is
the same as the one presented in Comment Letter 43. As such, please refer to Response 43.4
for a response to these concerns.
As stated above under Response 43.1, an alternative design was presented by David Crabbe
in a letter to the City on August 23, 2010. While Mr. Crabbe’s design is not being considered
as an alternative in the EIR, a Revised Massing Alternative which incorporates certain
aspects of his design have been developed and are presented in Master Response 5 in this
Responses to Comment document.
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45.3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR was substandard, ignored community feedback, and
provided no substantive alternate proposals. An EIR is an informational document, whose
purpose is to make the public and decision makers aware of the environmental consequences
of a project. This Draft EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to
identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project. As explained above under Response 45.1, feedback from the GESC was considered
in the Draft EIR and is addressed throughout this Responses to Comments document. In
addition, the Draft EIR Section 5, Alternatives, evaluates two alternatives to the proposed
project and a new alternative, a Revised Massing Alternative, has been developed and is
presented in Master Response 5 of this Responses to Comments document.

45.4

The commentor questions why the long-term impacts to the neighborhood have been ignored.
The Draft EIR considers and analyzes the significant impacts to the community in various
subsections of Section 3. For responses to specific comments about neighborhood impacts,
please refer to other Responses to Comments in this section of the document. In addition,
Master Responses 1, 2, and 3 further discuss potential neighborhood impacts.

45.5

The commentor states that High Speed Train is a reasonably foreseeable project. As noted
on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative
scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout
the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts,
of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4 for an analysis of the
cumulative impacts with the High Speed Train Project.
The commentor also states that the proposed project impacts public infrastructure and the
San Carlos School District (SCSD), which are already overburdened. The impacts from the
proposed project on local schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the
Sequoia Union High School District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR
under Impact PS-3. The Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos
2030 General Plan EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update in 2012 to this report, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Written Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\04. Written Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

4-375

District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.1 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD,
elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students
and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.2 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.3 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,4 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
 
1

2
3

4

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
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As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
45.6

The commentor questions why there is only one alternative considered in the Draft EIR
besides the No Project Alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 requires that an EIR
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. While CEQA does require a range of alternatives be
considered, it does not recommend a fixed number of alternatives that should be considered
in a document. As such, the Draft EIR considers a No Project Alternative and a Reduced
Intensity Alternative starting on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR. However, given the number of
comments on the Draft EIR requesting a new alternative that modifies the height, massing,
and location of the proposed project, a Revised Massing Alternative has been considered in
this Responses to Comments document. Please see Master Response 5 for an analysis of a
Revised Massing Alternative.

45.7

The commentor questions if there will be another alternative considered in the Final EIR. As
stated above in Response 45.6, a Revised Massing Alternative has been considered in this
Responses to Comments document. Please see Master Response 5 for an analysis of a
Revised Massing Alternative.

45.8

The commentor questions the height of proposed buildings and why alternatives proposed by
the GESC were ignored. As illustrated in revised Figures 3.3-8 A through F (Section 6) and
described in the revised text, Buildings 1 through 6 would be four stories with a maximum
height of approximately 49 feet at the roof midpoint, Building 7 would be two stories with a
maximum height of approximately 38 feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8 would be
three stories with a maximum height of approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint.
Additional height associated with the roof of proposed buildings would not exceed four feet.
Accordingly, the height of proposed project is permitted by the Downtown Urban Design
guidelines which established maximum building heights for the project site and no
explanation as to why buildings have been proposed as four stories is required.
The proposed project would not create an abrupt change in building heights between singlefamily homes east and west of the project site. Proposed development would be setback from
single family homes in the Northeast San Carlos neighborhood by the elevated Caltrain tracks
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and Old County Road, at a distance of approximately 125 feet. Additionally, proposed
buildings would not exceed the maximum height permitted on the project site and would
feature varied heights and articulations that would reduce the mass and bulk of the proposed
project. Plus, the proposed project would include landscaping between the elevated Caltrain
tracks and Old County Road, buffering and shielding views of the project site from the single
family homes, in compliance with policies of the City’s General Plan, and the guidelines of
Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.
Regarding to alternatives to the proposed project, please refer to Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR
for a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project. In addition, Master Response 5
evaluates the new Revised Massing Alternative.
45.9

The commentor believes that the EIR should have been rejected and re-written before being
presented to the public because it does not take into account GESC comments or consider
more alternatives, as the Caltrain Berm project EIR did. As explained above under Response
45.1, feedback from the GESC was considered in the Draft EIR and is addressed throughout
this Responses to Comments document. Please see Response 45.6 for a discussion on
alternatives considered for the proposed project. In addition, a Revised Massing Alternative
has been developed and is presented in Master Response 5 in this document.

45.10

The commentor states that the City’s stance on delaying the introduction of alternatives to the
merit and design phase of the project until after the Final EIR is certified is unacceptable.
The commentor also states that David Crabbe’s alternative design is being ignored.
Alternatives for the proposed project were introduced in the Draft EIR and were open for
public review and comment from December 16, 2009 to February 2, 2010. During this time,
readers were invited to submit written comments on the adequacy of the document. In
addition, a public hearing was held on February 1, 2010 before the City of San Carlos
Planning Commission to obtain additional comments from the community. As explained
above under Response 45.1, feedback from the GESC was considered in the Draft EIR and is
addressed throughout this Responses to Comments document. Furthermore, as explained
above in Response 45.2, an alternative design was presented by David Crabbe in a letter to
the City on August 23, 2010. While the Crabbe design is not being considered as an
alternative in the EIR, a Revised Massing Alternative which incorporates certain aspects of
the Crabbe design has been developed and is presented in Master Response 5 in this
Responses to Comment document.

45.11

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is faulty and that his concern and issues have
routinely been ignored. The commentor’s statement that the Draft EIR is faulty is
acknowledged. As explained above under Response 45.1, feedback from the GESC was
considered in the Draft EIR and is addressed throughout this Responses to Comments
document.
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46.

South Bay Historical Railroad Society, Lorie Garcia (letter dated March 11, 2010)

46.1

The commentor states that the reconfiguration of the space in front of the Historic Depot will
better allow enjoyment of the building by the public, creates a view corridor along San
Carlos Avenue that highlights the historic building, and is a well-designed project that
enhances the public experience at the Historic Depot. The commentor’s support of the
project is acknowledged. Comments, such as this one, are helpful in providing further
documentation about the lack of impacts to the Historic Depot.
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47.

Silicon Valley Leadership Group, Carl Guardino (letter dated March 29, 2010)

47.1

This commentor expresses support for the San Carlos Transit Village project (proposed
project) and is pleased that the project is providing housing in close proximity to transit. The
commentor’s support of the proposed project is acknowledged. This comment pertains to the
project merits, rather than adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, so that no
further response is necessary.
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Section 5
Oral Comments and Responses
5.1 INTRODUCTION
Oral comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were made at one City Council
hearing and are reproduced in this section. Discrete comments from the transcripts of the public
hearing are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and are numbered. Speakers who provided oral
comments at the City Council public hearing are denoted with an “S-#”. Responses are enumerated to
correspond with the speaker number. Responses immediately follow each comment letter and are
enumerated to correspond with the speaker number. Response S-1.1, for example, refers to the
response for the first speaker. In addition, the italicized text in the beginning of each response denotes
a summary of each distinct comment. Many responses in this section refer to Staff-Initiated Changes
and Master Responses, which are found in Section 3 of this document.

5.2 RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
Minutes from the public hearing are reproduced beginning on the next page, followed by responses to
the comments.
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Public Hearing

CITY OF SAN CARLOS

SAN CARLOS PLANNING COMMISSION
February 01, 2010
7:00 PM
San Carlos City Hall, Council Chambers
San Carlos, California
www.cityofsancarlos.org

APPROVED MINUTES

I.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order by Chair Iwasa at 7:00 PM.

II.

ROLL CALL
ADVISORY
Al Savay, Community Development Director
Deborah Nelson, Planning Manager
Whitney McNair, Planning Consultant
Greg Rubens, City Attorney

III.

COMMISSIONERS
Jo Ann Iwasa, Chair
Steve Divney, Vice Chair
Steve San Filippo
Teri L. K. Shugart
Karen Clapper

PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no one wishing to speak.

IV.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
M/S Divney/Clapper to approve the minutes, as amended, of the January 19, 2010 Planning
Commission Meeting. Motion passed 3-0-2.

V.

PUBLIC HEARING
a)

Review of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR

Chair Iwasa opened the public hearing. She asked for speakers to submit speaker’s cards.
Whitney McNair, Planning Consultant, introduced the item and explained the process of review of a Draft
Environment Impact Report and provided an overview of the conclusion of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. She introduced the project team of consultants; Trixie Martelcino, PBS&J and Gary Black,
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Hexagon. She noted that staff and consultants are available for questions. She explained that all
comments at this Public Hearing and all comments received in writing by 5 PM February 2, 2010,
regarding the Draft EIR would be analyzed and responded to and included in the Final EIR. The Final
EIR and the Transit Village Project will return to the Planning Commission for consideration and
recommendation to the City Council. It is expected that a future meeting will be in spring or summer
2010.
Commissioner San Filippo asked for explanation about the Cumulative traffic conditions conclusion on
page 5 of the Staff Report.
Gary Black, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, explained that the DEIR includes an analysis of
projects the City is sponsoring, the Transit Village project and a long list of foreseeable development
projects. The Transit Village project itself does not cause the impacts to occur.
Chair Iwasa asked if the Transportation and Circulation Commission have been consulted.
Al Savay, Community Development Director, responded, yes on the City sponsored projects but not on
the Transit Village project.
Chair Iwasa made comments about the process for the meeting, noting that there are a number of
speaker’s cards and she will allow the opportunity for everyone to speak. She advised that this meeting
is the time for the public and the Planning Commission to comment on the adequacy of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. She stated that it is not the time to discuss the merits of the project. She
advised she had a request from the GESC (Greater East San Carlos) Board for 6 individuals to be
permitted additional time. She commented that she will allow the time for everyone to speak, requesting
speakers keep to their requested time. She asked that subsequent speakers try not to repeat input
received from a previous speaker. She requested audience respect for all speakers and asked for no
applause or outbursts. She urged speakers to also submit comments in writing prior to 5 PM, February 2,
2010.
The following individuals spoke:

S-1.1
S-1.2
S-1.3
S-1.4

Sam Herzberg, GESC Board, indicated he submitted a letter. He commented that concerns
expressed are unresolved. He commented on height, consistency with the General Plan, slap back
noise, shadowing in the winter, views of the western hills, drainage and parking impacts to existing
neighborhoods. He commented that request for an evaluation of two tower structures on either side
of Holly should be an alternative, and noted this has not been evaluated. He commented about
pedestrian safety concerns at the Holly/Old County Road intersection. He stated that High Speed
Rail is a reasonable foreseeable project. He commented that a nexus for park improvements should
be considered.

Commissioner Shugart, requested of Chair Iwasa that public speakers that had not requested the
additional time to be allowed to speak first.
Chair Iwasa asked for Commission comment. Hearing interest of the Commissioners, she announced
that she had 11 other speaker’s cards and would take these speakers before proceeding with other
GESC Board member requests for additional time. She requested that the speakers to follow, speak for a
reasonable time period.
S-2.1

Joan Kilroe, Peninsula Interfaith Action, noted that if seniors occupy units, there is a reduced impact
on parking needs and on school enrolment.

S-3.1

Pat Bell, commented that 1.5 parking spaces per unit is appropriate. She encouraged a mitigation of
a car sharing program for the project.

5-4

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Oral Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\ 05. Oral Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

Nancy Oliver, San Carlos Heritage Association, expressed concern of the visual impact to the
Nationally Registered Historic Depot building. She requested that an architectural historian be
retained to evaluate the historic setting and impacts of diminishing the Depot building. She
commented that she is concerned about construction impacts and wants to be assured that measures
will be in place to protect the Depot.

S-4.1

S-5.1

Neil Chichizola, described that he had been a member of Citizens Advisory Committee in 2002-2003
that reviewed future use of the land. He commented that the Committee concluded that it should be a
visionary and significant project. He described that architectural guidelines were developed to
prevent a monolithic structure.

S-6.1

David Crabbe, commented that the visual analysis and noise analysis fall short. He said the reliance
on trees on the berm will not be adequate, as High Speed Rail will require removal of the berm for a
retaining wall. He commented that the High Speed rail track will be closer to residents. He
expressed general support for the project.

S-7.1

Laura Peterhans, Peninsula Interfaith Action, commented that the project will create a positive
impression of the El Camino Real. She commented that access points into the project are well
spaced to reduce impacts. She expressed support for affordable housing.

S-8.1

Chris Mohr, Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County, encouraged acceptance of the EIR.
He commented that the project helps meet the reduction measures in the Climate Action Plan. He
stated younger and older residents want to live in Transit Oriented Development projects. He
commented that TDM measures help mitigate impacts and agreed that car sharing should be added.
He stated that Caltrain will be electrified in 2012 and Caltrain and High Speed Rail will be lighter
rolling stock. He commented that wide sidewalks and street trees further the Grand Boulevard goals
and that the project could be a model in the County.

S-9.1
S-9.2

Scott Giambastiani, commented on height of the structures. He also expressed safety concerns for
bikers on El Camino Real.

S-10.1

S-11.1
S-11.2
S-11.3
S-11.4

Nevada Merriman, Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County, commented that she is also a
project manager for Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition. In her experience the TDM measure
suggested are adequate. She commented that the noise and vibration impacts are adequately
mitigated.
Gina Vandellos, commented that the units are represented by Legacy Partners as luxury units and
units are also discussed as affordable. She commented that the buildings are massive and out of
character. She asked for better analysis of High Speed Rail. She commented that the relocation of
the bus drop off from the Depot to Cherry Street will have a negative impact, especially for students.

S-12.1

Emily Mockett, suggested that the Superintendant of the Elementary School district should be
consulted regarding impact on school enrollment.

S-13.1

Chris Wuthmann, said his comments are confined to transportation: 1) The residential parking
combined with TDM is adequate, 2) There is not enough commercial parking and in proximity to the
commercial, 3) Truck and emergency vehicles should be allowed to use the curb as confining to
driveways may not be adequate. He also suggested the incorporation of a large public space.

S-13.2
S-13.3
S-14.1

S-15.1
S-15.2

Chris Mahoney, said he is not entirely opposed to the project. He commented that there needs to be
more analysis on noise, shadowing and safe access to the park. He asked for the DEIR to address
High Speed Rail.
Julie Willard, commented that the DEIR does not take into account significant impacts on views, of
noise and of High Speed Rail. She commented that the project is not compatible with the Land Use
Plan.
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S-16.1
S-16.2

Asha Lata, commented that the DEIR is inadequate. She commented on privacy impacts,
shadowing, increased energy costs to residents and construction dust and noise. She asked for
additional study of shadowing. She inquired about location of staging areas. She suggested that the
City and Legacy partners meet with residents.

Chair Iwasa declared a 5 minute recess.

S-17.1

S-18.1
S-18.2
S-18.3
S-18.4
S-18.5

Dimitri Vandellos, presented a power point and advised the Commission that he had submitted a 50
page letter. He commented that San Carlos is one community, but that the design efforts of the
project focus on the El Camino frontage. He presented comments regarding: Neighborhood and
Community impact; Visual impact and scenic views, Geologic hazards, Public services, Noise, High
speed rail and the Principles of Resolution 2003-79. He encouraged evaluation of other sites for
Transit Oriented Development. He suggested use of Context Sensitive Solution or Context Sensitive
Design for the proposed site.
Tim Hilborn, noted that he has submitted 9 pages of comment. He discussed history of creation of
the elevated berm for the Caltrain crossing. He suggested that the berm should be considered in the
cumulative impact analysis as a past project. He described the content of Resolution 2003-79 and
General Plan Land Use policies relative to design, concluding inadequate consideration in the DEIR.
He asked for additional analysis of cumulative impacts to consider shadowing, visual impacts and
High Speed Rail. He commented on the visual impacts to the Depot and asked for a photo-montage
analysis. He asked that the DEIR address the agreements regarding creation of the berm. He
suggested that the DEIR does not adequately address the impact on schools.

Commissioner San Filippo expressed thanks for the detail and analysis. He asked if the Commission
would receive copies of the letter.
Al Savay, Community Development Director, described that the process for an Environment Impact
Report includes that all comment letters will become part of the Final EIR.
S-19.1

Ben Fuller, provided background on creation of the GESC Neighborhood Association. He also
described the history of the creation of the berm as a special compact design. He described a
number of community meetings with SamTrans and Legacy Partners.

S-20.1

Paul Magginetti, noted that he has submitted written comments. He asked for consideration of the
environment in the EIR.

S-21.1

Scot Marsters, commented that there has been a tremendous history of promises. He commented
that the DEIR misses or fails to address issues, and that it does not meet CEQA requirements or
consistency with the General Plan. He noted that he has submitted written comments.

Chair Iwasa thanked all participants for coming to the meeting and commented on the hours of
preparation by the speakers.
M/S San Filippo/Shugart to close the public hearing. Motion passed 5-0.
Chair Iwasa asked for Commissioner’s discussion, requests for clarification and input to staff and
consultants.
S-22.1

Commissioner Shugart suggested that the EIR evaluate the potential impacts of moving the drop off from
in front of the Depot to opposite Cherry Street. She commented that people may still pull up in front of the
Depot, causing traffic backup on El Camino Real.

S-23.1

Chair Iwasa suggested that the Transportation and Circulation Commission review circulation, noting their
comments on the mitigation measures would be valuable to the discussion.
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VI.

REPORTS, CORRESPONDENCE AND GENERAL INFORMATION
a)

Report on recent City Council actions
Deborah Nelson, Planning Manager, reported that the City Council approved an
addendum to the Mitigated Declaration for Lower Highlands Field to specify an organic
based product. She also commented that the City Council will hold a Strategic
Planning Session on March 2, 2010.

b)

Planning Commission comments or reports
Commissioner Clapper reported that she had met with Legacy Partners.
Commissioner San Filippo stated that he had met with Legacy Partners one month
ago.
Commissioner Shugart requested that the Planning Commission agendize a
discussion to consider setting guidelines for public comment at Planning Commission
meetings.

c)

Correspondence
Deborah Nelson, Planning Manager, explained that the correspondence in the packet
regarding the proposed project at 665 Prospect Street is an early letter to the Planning
Commission. She noted that staff will bundle all correspondence with the upcoming
Staff Report on the item. She also commented that the project is undergoing analysis.
Commissioner Shugart commented that she will recuse herself as a Planning
Commissioner from consideration of the item.

d)

Planning Staff comments, reports and updates of current projects
Deborah Nelson, Planning Manager, announced that State HCD has approved the City’s
Housing Element.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Iwasa adjourned the meeting at 10:05 PM.
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S.

Public Hearing - February 1, 2012

S-1.1

The commentor expresses concerns related to building height, consistency with the City’s
General Plan, slap back noise, shadowing in the winter, views of the western hills, drainage
and parking impacts to existing neighborhoods have not been resolved. Refer to Master
Response 2 regarding proposed building heights, consistency with the City of San Carlos
2030 General plan (General Plan), the creation of shadows in the winter, and the resulting
obstruction of the western views. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding parking impacts.
A discussion of noise reflection from Caltrain operations onto the Greater East San Carlos
(GESC) neighborhoods due to the San Carlos Transit Village project (proposed project) is
provided on Draft EIR page 3.6-19. The Draft EIR determined that the expected Caltrain
noise increment due to reflection from the proposed project façade would not exceed Noise
Element criteria and the proposed project would, therefore, result in a less-than-significant
impact regarding operational noise emissions. For further analysis of Caltrain and potential
High Speed Train (HST) project noise reflection, please refer to Master Response 4.
As discussed on pages 3.10-35 through 3.10-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
require all new drainage facilities as part of the project design. The new drainage facilities
would be designed to be in compliance with the City of San Carlos drainage design standards.
In addition, in order to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and the C.3 provisions of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP), a Hydrology
and Hydraulic Report and a Drainage Plan are required for the proposed project. A drainage
study would ensure that adequate site drainage with stormwater conveyance and detention
feature would be designed to reduce post-construction peak runoff rates. Compliance with
all applicable regulations would assure that the new, on-site stormwater drainage facilities
would have adequate capacity to serve the drainage area. As such, it is not anticipated that
the proposed project would result in an increase of flood-flow rate and/or flood-flow capacity
to induce flooding to the existing conditions including Holly Street.

S-1.2

5-8

The commentor submitted a comment that requested the evaluation of two towers on either
side of Holly Street as a new alternative. A new Revised Massing Alternative that
incorporates two towers on either side of Holly Street has been developed and evaluated in
this Responses to Comments document. Please refer to Master Response 5 for an analysis of
the Revised Massing Alternative.

San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Oral Comments and Responses
P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\ 05. Oral Comments and Responses 07 02 12.indd

S-1.3

The comment pertains to pedestrian safety concerns at the Holly Street/Old County Road
intersection. The proposed project includes several pedestrian improvements to enhance
safety in the area. Sidewalks currently exist on the east side of Old County Road (and in
some areas on the west side) and signalized crosswalks are available at Holly Street. As
stated on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would replace sidewalks and
underground utilities on Old County Road from Brittan Avenue to Harbor Avenue. In
addition, the Holly Street and Old County Road intersection would receive the same
pavement treatment as planned for the intersections of Holly Street/El Camino Real, San
Carlos Avenue/El Camino Real, and the Old County Road crossing from the Caltrain Station.
This accent pavement would alert vehicular traffic of crossing bicycles and pedestrians,
which would enhance safety.

S-1.4

The commentor states that the High Speed Train project is a reasonably foreseeable project.
As noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s
cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found
throughout the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4
for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.
The commentor also states that a nexus for park improvements should be considered.
Impacts from the proposed project on existing parks are discussed on pages 3.13-8 through
3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As stated, development of the proposed project would result in an
increased demand for parks and recreation services, which could have the potential to
accelerate deterioration of these facilities. However, potential increased use of nearby parks
would not trigger the need for new park facilities and, therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.
Although park impacts are not considered significant under CEQA, park in-lieu fees would
be required to offset the deterioration of the recreational facilities within the City. Park inlieu fees, as suggested by the commentor, are discussed on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As
stated, the residential aspect of the proposed project would be required, under San Carlos
Municipal Code Section 17.32.030, to pay park and recreation land dedication or in-lieu fees.
In addition, the Park Facility Development Fee Law of the City of San Carlos (Municipal
Code Section 3.34) imposes a parkland development fee on new residential developments.
As such, the proposed project would be subject to in-lieu fees and the park development fee,
which would help reduce impacts to parks, including Laureola Park.
However, this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed
project’s compliance with CEQA. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR
is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues
and community benefits from the proposed project will be considered by the City Council
and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process. A Fiscal Impact Analysis
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(FIA), which is separate from this EIR, has been prepared for the proposed project and
addresses park mitigation fees.
S-2.1

The commentor states that there would be a reduced impact on parking and school
enrollment if seniors were to occupy the units. The commentor’s statement is acknowledged.
The housing product and market sought by the project sponsor are not exclusively oriented
towards seniors, but certainly does not preclude senior residents. From a CEQA perspective,
there are no significant impacts identified in the EIR that would substantially improve with a
change to a senior housing project.

S-3.1

The commentor expresses support for a 1.5 parking spaces per unit parking rate, and
encourages a car sharing program as a possible mitigation for the proposed project. The
project proposes 1.5 parking spaces per unit, which is consistent with this commentor’s
preferred parking rate. The project’s proposed Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan
does not include a car sharing program. The TDM is finalized with the review of the project
design and not with the certification of the EIR.

S-4.1

The commentor is concerned with the visual and construction impacts to the Historic San
Carlos Depot Building and requests that an architectural historian be retained to evaluate
the historic setting and impacts of diminishing the Historic Depot building. A cultural
resources investigation was conducted for the proposed project by Archeological Resource
Service (ARS) which included a Northwest Information Center (NWIC) records search, a
check of applicable historic references to identify any historical resources on or near the
project site, and a pedestrian survey of the project site to locate any visible signs of
potentially significant historic or prehistoric cultural deposits, buildings, features, or artifacts
that could be adversely impacted by the proposed project. ARS has been conducting cultural
resources evaluations since 1974. For the proposed project a report was prepared by
Cassandra Chatta, M.A. who is a registered architectural historian and is listed on the Referral
List for Historical Resources Consultants maintained by the California Historical Resource
Information System. This report is included as Appendix J of the Draft EIR. Archaeological
sites and structures are evaluated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s criteria.
Furthermore, the report prepared by ARS was peer reviewed by a qualified architectural
historian from PBS&J.
Impacts to historical resources from the proposed project are discussed under Impact CR-1,
page 3.7-10 of the Draft EIR. As explained in the text, operation of the proposed project
would not demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner physical characteristics of the
Historic Depot that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in the
NRHP or CRHR. However, it was identified that construction activities could result in
damage to the Historic Depot, including vibration-related damage to sensitive architectural
features such as windows or decorative features. In addition, the use of heavy construction
equipment in close proximity to the Historic Depot could result in inadvertent damage to the
structure. As such, construction-related impacts on the Historic Depot would be potentially
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significant, but could be reduced through the implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1.1.
This mitigation measure would require the retention of a qualified Preservation Architect to
prepare a construction protection plan for the Historic Depot. The plan shall include
provisions for 100 percent protection of the Historic Depot for the duration of construction
activities. The plan should include temporary coverage of the Historic Depot to protect
against damage from equipment impact and dust or debris; protections for windows, doors,
and other sensitive architectural features; and the appropriate level of construction monitoring
by a qualified professional who shall be empowered to temporarily halt construction activities
if necessary. Preparation and implementation of protective measures for the Historic Depot
during project construction would ensure that construction-related impacts are reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
In addition to the cultural resources investigation, the project was reviewed by the South Bay
Historical Railroad Society, Inc. The Society is responsible for reviewing projects that are
associated with or adjacent to the depot buildings on the CalTrain line, which are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, in order to ensure that they are in compliance with
specific preservation covenants placed on them. After several reviews, the Society concluded
that the elimination of vehicular access in front of the Historic Depot will allow for better
enjoyment of the building by the public and creates a view corridor along San Carlos Avenue
that highlights the historic building.
S-5.1

The commentor states that he was on the Citizen’s Advisory Committee that reviewed the
future land use of the project site, that the committee concluded that the use of the land
should be a visionary and significant project, and that architectural guidelines were
developed to prevent a monolithic structure. The commentor’s statements on the proposed
project are acknowledged. The uses proposed at the project site are consistent with those in
the City of San Carlos General Plan. The proposed project has been designed to break up the
mass and avoid a monolithic building. Furthermore, should the proposed project be
approved, it would be subject to architectural and design review and evaluated for
consistency with the architectural guidelines developed by the Citizen’s Advisory
Committee..

S-6.1

The commentor requests an analysis of the visual and noise impacts of the HST project. As
noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s
cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found
throughout the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4
for an analysis of the cumulative impacts, including visual quality and noise, with the HST
project.

S-7.1

The commentor states that the project will create a positive impression on El Camino Real,
the access points into the project are well spaced to reduce impacts, and expressed support
for affordable housing. The commentor’s support of the proposed project is acknowledged.
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This comment pertains to the commentor’s opinion about the project merits, rather than
adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, so that no further response is
necessary.
S-8.1

The commentor encourages acceptance of the EIR, that the project meets the CAP, that TDM
measures help mitigate impacts, highlights transportation improvements, and believes that
the project could be a model in the County. The commentor’s support of the proposed project
is acknowledged. This comment pertains to the commentor’s opinions about the project
merits, rather than adequacy of the Draft EIR or compliance with CEQA, so no further
response is necessary.

S-9.1

This comment is related to the height of structures. Refer to Master Response 2 for a
discussion of the building heights and to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to clarify the heights of proposed development.

S-9.2

The commentor expresses safety concerns for bikers on El Camino Real. The commentor’s
concerns are acknowledged. There are several improvements proposed for the San Carlos
Transit Village project that, once implemented, would improve pedestrian and bicycle access
to the project site, including crossings along El Camino Real. These improvements include
relocating vehicular access to the Caltrain Station from San Carlos Avenue to Cherry Street.
Once this occurs, a pedestrian/bicycle access only entrance would be created at San Carlos
Avenue. This improvement would provide a direct connection with existing and planned
bicycle facilities along San Carlos Avenue. Although not as part of the proposed project, the
City has plans to improve and/or provide bicycle routes on Old County Road south of the
Caltrain Station and extend bicycle lanes on San Carlos Avenue to El Camino Real.

S-10.1

The commentor suggests that the TDM measures included as a part of the proposed project
are adequate and that noise and vibration impacts are adequately mitigated. The
commentor’s views on the TDM program and noise and vibration mitigations are
acknowledged. Both are incorporated into the EIR analysis and help ensure that impacts can
be reduced to less than significant.

S-11.1

The commentor states that the units represented by Legacy Partners as luxury units are also
units discussed as affordable. As stated on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR, 280 multiple-family
rental units would be constructed as part of the proposed project. The proposed project
would need to comply with the City’s Affordable Housing Programs. Because this is a rental
project, the City cannot require the applicant to include below market rate units into the
Project. However, the applicant will be subject to Municipal Code Section 18.16.030 which
requires payment of a fee or other alternative as provided for in Section 18.16.030.

S-11.2

The commentor states that buildings are massive and out of character. Refer to Master
Response 2 for a discussion of the proposed buildings and how they relate to the existing
character of the area. In addition, refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions made to
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better describe and demonstrate the mass of the proposed
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buildings and the proposed project’s compatibility with surrounding development. While
proposed development is larger in scale and mass than surrounding development, the EIR
determines that compliance with policies and design guidelines related to height, massing,
and design would ensure that development would alter, but not degrade, the visual character
and quality of the project site and surrounding area.
S-11.3

The commentor requests further analysis of the HST project. As noted on page 3.1-5 in the
Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s cumulative scenario includes a
discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found throughout the environmental
topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR.
For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4 in this Responses to Comments
document for an analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.

S-11.4

The commentor is concerned that the proposed project would move the existing SamTrans
bus stop. Currently, SamTrans bus stops at the project site are located along El Camino Real
at Arroyo Avenue and just north of the existing vehicular entrance to the Caltrain Station at
San Carlos Avenue. As stated on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, under the proposed project, one
bus stop would be included within the new SamTrans Transit Center (at Cherry Street) and a
new stop would be created to the south of the current vehicle entrance. The existing bus stop
at El Camino Real and Arroyo Avenue would remain. The proposed project would relocate
the bus stop and entrance to the Caltrain Station further south; however, the proposed location
would only be 0.13 miles away from the current location. This short distance is unlikely to
deter individuals from using public transportation.
In addition, as described on pages 3.4-37 through 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, pedestrian and
bicycle improvements would be implemented under the proposed project, providing safer
conditions for commuters who use public transportation in the area. Protected crosswalks at
the San Carlos Avenue and Cherry Street intersections with El Camino Real, as well as the
East San Carlos Avenue/Old County Road intersection, would be treated with accent
pavement to alert vehicular traffic. Additionally, sidewalk areas at the corners of the El
Camino Real/San Carlos Avenue intersection would be expanded to provide larger pedestrian
waiting areas.
The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would also help address safety concerns. As
discussed on page 3.4-38 of the Draft EIR, the City seeks to implement a series of roadway
changes that would make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of the project
site, in particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San
Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would be a response to the expected
increase in demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed
project, and would help improve pedestrian access to the Caltrain Station area.

S-12.1

The commentor suggests that the Superintendant of the San Carlos School District (SCSD) be
consulted regarding school enrollment projections. The impacts from the proposed project
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on local schools (both the San Carlos School District [SCSD] and the Sequoia Union High
School District [SUHSD]) are discussed on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR under Impact PS-3.
The Draft EIR used school generation rates outlined in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
EIR.
Impacts to the SCSD. As stated in Impact PS-3 on page 3.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the SCSD
uses a student generation rate of 0.03 students per multi-family residential unit. This
generation rate is from the 2008 Draft Demographic Study/Master Plan for the San Carlos
School District, prepared by Jack Schreder & Associates, and applied in the San Carlos 2030
General Plan EIR. At this rate, approximately eight to nine elementary school and middle
school students would be generated as a result of the proposed project. In response to
commentors’ concerns, the SCSD was consulted regarding this report. While there has been
preliminary update to this report in 2012, student generation rates have not been updated.
However, this generation rate is low, on average, and differs from other multi-family student
generation rates for neighboring school districts, such as the Palo Alto Unified School
District (PAUSD) and the Menlo Park City Elementary School District (MPCESD). The
MPCESD uses a multi-family student generation rate of 0.12 and the PAUSD uses a multifamily student generation rate of 0.15.1 Using the more conservative student generation rate
from the PAUSD and MPCESD of 0.12 and 0.15, the proposed project would result in
approximately 34 to 42 new students within the SCSD. However, according to SCSD,
elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students
and SCSD middle schools are at capacity.2 The text on page 3.13-4 and 3.13-8 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to reflect this recent change and is contained in Section 6 of this
document.
Regardless of whether the school district is at or over capacity, and whether the proposed
project would increase enrollment over the existing projections, payment of the school impact
fees by the project sponsor is regarded as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than
significant. As discussed on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, payment of the school impact
fees enabled by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) is deemed to
constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. As such, fulfillment of this
requirement would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Sequoia Union High School District. For the SUHSD, the Draft EIR for the proposed
project used a generation rate of 0.357, which is used in the San Carlos 2030 General Plan
Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.13-8 of the San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR, a student
generation rate of 0.357 would yield approximately 100 high school students under the
proposed project.
1

2
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Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., District-Wide Enrollment Forecasts: Palo Alto Unified School
District, December 2, 2009 and Bay Area Economics, Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Facebook Project,
December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm, accessed April 4, 2012.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
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This generation rate is an average of all housing types, including single-family residential and
multi-family units. In general, multi-family housing units result in fewer high school-age
students than single-family units; therefore, the anticipated number of high school students
attending SUHSD from the proposed project would be lower than identified in the Draft EIR.
Based on other recent studies prepared for the SUHSD, multi-family units have an average of
0.09 students per household.3 Applying this generation rate, the proposed project would
result in approximately 25 high school students, compared to the 100 students estimated in
the Draft EIR. Since there is capacity for approximately 170 students,4 the 25 new students
generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the SUHSD and would
constitute approximately 15 percent of the available capacity.
As demonstrated above, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative scenario for
student enrollment. Even with this conservative analysis, the new students under the
proposed project would be within the capacity of the SUHSD. In addition, the project
sponsor would be subject to the school impact fees mandated by SB 50, fulfillment of which
would reduce the impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.
Although the student generation rates in the Draft EIR were low for the SCSD and high for
the SUHSD, students associated with the proposed project would be within the applicable
school district capacity, as shown above. As a result, no changes have been made to the Draft
EIR, and the impacts to the local school districts would remain less than significant.
S-13.1

The commentor expresses support for the proposed number of spaces provided, in
combination with the TDM plan, to be adequate to serve the residential portion of the
proposed project. This comment concerns the proposed project’s merits and not the
adequacy of the Draft EIR or the proposed project’s compliance with CEQA. As such, no
further response is needed; however, the commentor’s support for aspects of the proposed
project is noted.

S-13.2

The commentor indicates that there is not enough commercial parking and in proximity to the
commercial uses, and expresses the desire to allow truck and emergency vehicles to use the
curb as confining to driveways may not be adequate. Please refer to Responses 39.2 and 39.3
regarding the adequacy of the proposed commercial parking and truck and emergency vehicle
parking.

S-13.3

The commentor suggests the incorporation of a large public space. As stated on page 2-20 of
the Draft EIR, the proposed project would include a pedestrian plaza located immediately in

3

4

BAE Urban Economics, prepared for the City of Menlo Park, “Public Review Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Proposed Facebook Project,” December 8, 2011, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/
pln/facebook/facebook_fia_draft.pdf, accessed December 14, 2011.
City of San Carlos, City of San Carlos Draft 2030 General Plan EIR, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.1113, 2009. Information from Sequoia Union High School District, “Enrollment Projections by High School for
2009-2010 through 2011-2012.”
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front of the Historic Depot. The plaza would feature a fountain, public art, sitting areas, and
landscaped planters.
S-14.1

The commentor requests more analysis on noise, shadows, safe access to parks, and HST
impacts. For additional analysis on noise impacts, please refer to Master Response 3. For
additional analysis on shadow impacts, please refer to Master Response 2. For additional
analysis on the cumulative impacts of the HST, please refer to Master Response 4. However,
the proposed project does not change access to any parks and, therefore, is not an issue
covered by CEQA.

S-15.1

The commentor requests an analysis of the visual and noise impacts of the HST project. As
noted on page 3.1-5 in the Introduction to Environmental Analysis, the Draft EIR’s
cumulative scenario includes a discussion of the HST. Discussion of the HST can be found
throughout the environmental topics discussed in the Draft EIR and in Section 4.4,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For further analysis, please refer to Master Response 4
for an analysis of the cumulative impacts, including visual quality and noise, with the HST
project.

S-15.2

The commentor states that the proposed project is not compatible with the Land Use Plan.
Refer to Table 3.2-2 for the proposed project’s consistency with policies of the City’s General
Plan Land Use Element that have been adopted by the City to mitigate significant
environmental effects. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with the
Land Use Plan. In addition, refer to Section 6 of this document for revisions to the text
provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better address and demonstrate the proposed
project’s consistency with policies of the City’s General Plan Land Use Element related to
design of the proposed project and the proposed project’s compatibility with the surrounding
area.

S-16.1

The commentor states that the EIR is inadequate and requests an additional study on shadow
impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2 for an expanded analysis of shadow impacts of
the proposed project.

S-16.2

The commentor would like to know the location of staging areas during project construction
and requests that the City and Legacy Partners meet with residents. The location of the
staging areas during construction is unknown at this time and, thus, is not evaluated in this
EIR. However, the City Council may consider the inclusion of a Condition of Approval that
addresses staging, traffic, and safety during construction during the project approval process.
Arrangements and communications in regards to a meeting with the project sponsor will be
considered independent of the CEQA process administered by the City.

S-17.1

The commentor presented a power point presentation and stated that his comments were
submitted in a letter. The commentor has submitted his concerns in writing. Responses to
the commentor’s concerns are provided in this Responses to Comments document in
Comment Letter 35.
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S-18.1

The commentor requests that the existing Caltrain berm should be considered in the
cumulative impact analysis as a past project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15355(b) define a
cumulative impact as “… the change in environment which results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable
foreseeable probable future projects.” In accordance with this definition, the projects listed
on pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR include projects within the City that are future
projects, rather than projects that were already constructed and operational when the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) was released.
The Caltrain berm is considered in the Draft EIR for the proposed project, but as an existing
condition since it has been constructed and serves to define the present setting. Past projects
that have already been constructed and are in operation are typically acknowledged as part of
the existing environmental baseline and not evaluated as contributing to new impacts along
with those from a project under review. As long as existing projects, like the Caltrain berm,
are operational during the release of the NOP, the EIR considers them as an existing
condition.

S-18.2

The commentor states that there was inadequate consideration of Resolution 2003-79 and
General Plan Land Use policies related to design in the Draft EIR. Refer to Master
Response 2 for a discussion of Resolution 2003-79. In addition, refer to Section 6 of this
document for revisions made to the analysis provided in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR to better
address and demonstrate the proposed project’s consistency with Resolution 2003-79 and the
City’s General Plan Land Use Element related to design of the proposed project.

S-18.3

The commentor requests additional analysis of the HST project. Please refer to Master
Response 4 for further analysis of the cumulative impacts with the HST project.

S-18.4

The commentor submitted written comments and commented on the visual impacts to the
Historic Depot and asked for a photo-montage analysis. Responses to the commentor’s
concerns are provided in this Responses to Comment document in Comment Letters 17 and
18. An analysis of photos of the Historic Depot in relation to the proposed project is
presented in Master Response 2.

S-18.5

The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the impact on
schools. Please see the discussion under Response 12.1, above, for further discussion of this
topic.

S-19.1

The commentor provided a history of the GESC Neighborhood Association and the creation
of the berm. The commentor’s background information is acknowledged. Comments
submitted in writing by the GESC have been responded to throughout this Responses to
Comments document. Particularly, the information presented was helpful in providing a
context for the area’s visual quality, as presented in Master Response 2.
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S-20.1

The commentor states that he has submitted comments in writing and asks for consideration
of the environment in the EIR. Responses to the commentor’s concerns are provided in this
Responses to Comment document in Comment Letter 25.

S-21.1

The commentor states that the EIR fails to address the issues, does not meet CEQA
requirements, and is not consistent with the General Plan. Responses to the commentor’s
concerns are provided in this Responses to Comment document in Comment Letters 27 and
28.

S-22.1

The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR evaluate the potential impacts of moving the drop
off from in front of the train depot to opposite Cherry Street, and observes that people may
still pull up in front of the depot causing traffic backups on El Camino Real. The traffic study
accounts for the relocation of existing traffic currently using the Caltrain station entrance on
San Carlos Avenue to the new proposed Caltrain parking lot entrance at Cherry Avenue.
Traffic operations at the El Camino Real/Cherry Avenue intersection would be well within
acceptable standards. The area along El Camino Real in front of the depot would not be
designed to allow drop-offs. Signs and curb markings would be needed to indicate that no
stopping was allowed.

S-23.1

The commentor suggests that the Transportation and Circulation Commission review the
project’s proposed circulation, noting their comments on the mitigation measures would be
valuable to the discussion. The Transportation and Circulation Commission has reviewed the
Traffic Impact Analysis.
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Section 6
Revisions to the Draft EIR
INTRODUCTION
This section consists of text and graphics changes to the Draft EIR either as a result of comments or
requests correct any inaccuracies. These changes are made to revise or update information in the Draft
EIR. The revisions are organized by section according to their order in the Draft EIR. The paragraphs
with revisions are reproduced here as they appear in the Draft EIR, with new text underlined and deleted
text denoted with strike through. Revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, are presented at the end of this
document, following the remaining Draft EIR environmental topic sections. Section 3.3, Visual Quality,
is provided in its entirety in the following pages due to the large amount of revisions that have occurred.

SUMMARY
Draft EIR text on page S-1, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
The project developer for the proposed project is Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc. (Legacy
Partners), who has submitted an application on behalf of the property owner, SamTrans and the
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB). SamTrans has been authorized by the JPB to enter
into a long-term lease on behalf of JPB, subject to JPB’s final approval of any changes to the
parking configuration at the San Carlos Station. Under the proposed project, SamTrans will grant
Legacy Partners a long-term ground lease for 6.24 acres of the 10.53-acre project site. Legacy
Partners would then develop, and subsequently own and lease, the proposed mixed-use and
transit-oriented development.1 The remaining 4.29 acres would remain as SamTrans-operated
land and would contain the new SamTrans Transit Center.
Draft EIR text on page S-3, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
At the time of application, Tthe project site iwas currently zoned Highway Commercial Service
(C-S), which permittings certain commercial and service uses as specified in the Municipal Code
Section18.64.020Zoning Ordinance. The General Plan land use designation for the project site
was Mixed Use – Medium Density, which allowings for both commercial and residential
development, with a residential density of up to 50 dwelling units per acre. On November 28,
2011, by Ordinance 1438, the City Council adopted a new Zoning Ordinance (Title 18) and the
site was rezoned Mixed-Use Station Area (MU-SA). The remainder of the Railroad Corridor,
south of the project site, was rezoned Mixed-Use South Boulevard (MU-SB).

1

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc., Retail Analysis – Caltrain Transit Village, November 16, 2007.
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Draft EIR text on page S-5, under “Entitlements”, is revised as follows:
Proposed Project. The proposed project would require rezoning of the 10.53-acre project site
from C-S to P-CMU-SA to PD. This rezoning is supported by Section 4.920 of the Resolution
2003-79. A P-CPD Zoning District allows flexibility of design, which is in accordance with the
objectives of the General Plan. A P-CPD Zoning District is tailored for the uses and objectives of
a specific project. In the case of the proposed project, permitted uses would include multi-family
residential and many commercial uses.
A use permit for a non-residential use in the P-C Zoning District would be required for the
proposed project. A Development PD Plan would be required for the entire project site, per
Section 18.10.0304.050 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project would need to be
reviewed for compliance with Section 4.800 of the Resolution 2003-79.
City-Proposed Entitlements. The City proposes to rezone the remainder of the Railroad
Corridor, south of the project site, from C-S to P-CMU-SB to PD. This rezoning would be
consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan),
and Chapter 18.104 of the San Carlos Municipal Code. As opposed to the rezoning of the project
site, this rezoning south of the project site would allow for interim and permanent uses such as
commercial and retail uses, including the relevant provisions of Resolution 2003-79. The
commercial and retail uses already occur within the area to be rezoned and include car
dealerships, auto-related retail, and seasonal Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales. No new
development is currently foreseen under this rezoning, which would allow the existing uses.
The above notwithstanding, environmental implications of potential increased development under
the City-proposed rezoning have been addressed in the Environmental Impact Report for the City
of San Carlos 2030 General Plan. This EIR was certified by the City Council in October 2009.
It addresses environmental implications of changing the General Plan Land Use Map designation
of the Railroad Corridor, south of Arroyo Avenue, from Highway Service to Mixed Use, Medium
Density and Neighborhood Retail/Mixed Use, Medium Density.
The currently-proposed
rezoning of this same area to P-CPD is an implementation tool to carry out the land use
designation per the 2030 General Plan, and would not have environmental implications in
addition to those identified in the EIR for the 2030 General Plan. As such, this EIR does not
further consider the rezoning.
Draft EIR text on page S-7, under “Project Construction”, is revised as follows:
Construction of the proposed project is tentatively scheduled to start in late 2011 or early
2012approximately 14 months after the EIR is approved. The duration of construction is
projected to be about 30 months. Assuming that construction would start in late 20131,
construction would be completed in mid 20154.
Draft EIR text on page S-7, under “Project Approvals”, is revised as follows:
City Approvals. As the public agency with the principal responsibility for approving the project,
the City Council of the City of San Carlos will serve as the lead agency for the purposes of the
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San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Revisions to the Draft EIR

P:\Projects - WP Only\10000+\0532 San Carlos Transit Village\03. FEIR\05. FEIR 07 02 12\06 Revisions to DEIR 07 02 12.docx

California Environmental Quality Act. The proposed project would be implemented pursuant to
the City of San Carlos’ Municipal Code. The following City approvals apply to the proposed
project:


Environmental Review



Rezoning from C-SMU-SA and MU-SB to PCPD, to implement Section 4.920 of Resolution
2003-79 to the West Side Specific Plan, and Resolution 20082009-78 adopting the 2030
General Plan, and Ordinance 1438 adopting the Zoning Ordinance



Approval of DevelopmentPD Plan and Development Standards



Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for non-residential use on ground floor and any proposed
commercial use requiring a use permit.in the P-C District



Below Market Rate Housing Plan



Transportation Demand Management Plan



Development Agreement (if the project is to be built in phases.)



ArchitecturalDesign Review for the new buildings



Grading/Dirt Haul Certificate



Tentative Map / Lot Line Adjustment



Review and approval by the Planning Commission and City Council



Heritage Tree removal permit



Development Permit for development within a special flood hazard area



Encroachment Permit to connect to City storm drain system



Building Permit, including approval of a site-specific Water Quality Management Plan

Draft EIR text on page S-31, Table S-2, Summary of Impact and Mitigation or Improvement Measures,
Impact BR-6 is revised as follows:
BR-6. Heritage Tree Removal or Disturbance. While the proposed project could remove on-site heritage
significant trees, the proposed project would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Tree Preservation
Ordinance, which would render impacts less than significant.

2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Draft EIR text on page 2-1, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
In addition to the proposed project, the City will rezone the remainder of the Railroad Corridor,
south of the project site, from Highway Service Commercial (C-S)Mixed-Use South Boulevard
(MU-SB) to Planned CommunityDevelopment (P-CPD) District. The Railroad Corridor is
defined by City Council Resolution Number 2003-79 (Resolution 2003-79) as the “area within
the City of San Carlos south of the southern property line of the Taco Bell Restaurant southern
property line to the San Carlos/Redwood City border between the existing railroad tracks and El
Camino Real.” The project site occupies the Railroad Corridor from the Taco Bell Restaurant to
Arroyo Avenue. This rezoning would be consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the City of San
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Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan), and Chapter 18.104 18.10 of the San Carlos Municipal
Code. This rezoning would allow for interim and permanent uses such as commercial and retail
uses, including the relevant provisions of Resolution 2003-79. These commercial and retail uses
already occur within the area to be rezoned and include car dealerships, auto-related retail, and
seasonal Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales. Also, this rezoning would serve to implement
the updated land use designation for the Railroad Corridor per the General Plan, adopted in
October 2009.
Draft EIR text on page 2-2, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
Regional access to the project site and the larger Railroad Corridor is from El Camino Real and
US 101 via Harbor Boulevard, Holly Street, Brittan Avenue, and Whipple Avenue exits.
Draft EIR text on page 2-4, first paragraph, and fourth sentence, is revised as follows:
Holly Street, a four-lane arterial street between Old County Road and El Camino Real, divides
the project site in two and bounds the Caltrain Station to the north.
Draft EIR text on page 2-4, is revised as follows:
At the time of application, the project site was currently zoned Highway Commercial Service (CS), permitting certain commercial and service uses as specified in the Municipal Code Zoning
Ordinance. The General Plan land use designation for the project site was Mixed Use – Medium
Density, allowing for both commercial and residential development, with a residential density of
up to 50 dwelling units per acre. On November 28, 2011, by Ordinance 1438, the City Council
adopted a new Zoning Ordinance (Title 18) and the site was rezoned Mixed-Use Station Area
(MU-SA). The remainder of the Railroad Corridor, south of the project site, was rezoned MixedUse South Boulevard (MU-SB). Rezoning is encouraged by Resolution 2003-79, the City’s
General Plan, and Chapter 18.10 of the San Carlos Municipal Code and is intended to allow for
flexibility of design. Building regulations and development standards, which would allow for
development at the proposed intensity, would be established in a site-specific PD Plan required
by Section 18.10.030 of the City’s Zoning Code and subject to approval by the Planning
Commission and City Council. Additionally, the proposed project is subject to Section 4.80 of the
Resolution 2003-79 and the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, both of which allow for
development of the project site at the proposed intensity.
Draft EIR text on page 2-5, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
At the time of application tThe project site is was currently zoned Highway Commercial Service
(C-S), which permitpermittings certain commercial and service uses as specified in the Municipal
Code Section 18.64.020Zoning Ordinance. The General Plan land use designation for the project
site is was Mixed Use – Medium Density, which allowings for both commercial and residential
development, with a residential density of up to 50 dwelling units per acre. On November 28,
2011, by Ordinance 1438, the City Council adopted a new Zoning Ordinance (Title 18) and the
site was rezoned Mixed-Use Station Area (MU-SA). The remainder of the Railroad Corridor,
south of the project site, was rezoned Mixed-Use South Boulevard (MU-SB).
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Draft EIR text on page 2-6, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
The Railroad Corridor is within the North El Camino Real geographic sub-area, as documented in
the General Plan. The 2030 General Plan Land Use Map designates the Railroad Corridor south
of Arroyo Avenue as Mixed Use, Medium Density and Neighborhood Retail/Mixed Use, Medium
Density; these designations were updated in October 2009, when the City adopted the 2030
General Plan. The previous land use designation was Highway Service. The project site was also
within the coverage area of the former San Carlos West Side Specific Plan (WSSP), which has
been absorbed into the 2030 General Plan and no longer exists as a stand alone document. The
City-adopted Resolution 2003-79, which remains valid, amends the former WSSP by specifying
land use and design goals for the Railroad Corridor; this Resolution states that the Railroad
Corridor may be rezoned from Highway Commercial Service (C-S) to Planned Community (P-C)
Zoning District pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.104.050. The current zoning of the entire
Railroad Corridor is Highway Commercial Service (C-S) Mixed-Use Station Area (MU-SA) and
Mixed-Use South Boulevard (MU-SB). Additionally, the Planned Community (P-C) zoning has
been replaced by Planned Development District (PD) Zoning, Chapter 18.10 of the New Zoning
Ordinance.
Draft EIR text starting on page 2-6, four paragraphs under “Entitlements”, have been revised as follows:
Proposed Project. The proposed project would require rezoning of the 10.53-acre project site
from C-SMU-SA to P-CPD. This rezoning is supported by Section 4.920 of Resolution 2003-79.
A P-CPD Zoning District accommodates various types of development such as single-family and
multi-family residential, neighborhood and community shopping centers, industrial parks and
other uses, or a combination of uses which can be made appropriately a part of a planned
community project. A P-CPD Zoning District allows flexibility of design, which is in accordance
with the objectives of the General Plan. A P-CPD Zoning District is tailored for the uses and
objectives of a specific project. In the case of the proposed project, permitted uses would include
multi-family residential.
A use permit for non-residential use in the P-C Zoning District would be required for the
proposed project. A Development PD Plan would be required for the entire project site, per
Municipal Code Section 18.104.050030. The proposed project would need to be reviewed for
compliance with Section 4.800 of the Resolution 2003-79.
City-Proposed Entitlements. The City proposes to rezone the remainder of the Railroad
Corridor, south of the project site, from C-SMU-SB to P-CPD. This rezoning would be
consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan (General Plan),
and Chapter 18.104 of the San Carlos Municipal Code. As opposed to the rezoning of the project
site, this rezoning south of the project site would allow for interim and permanent uses such as
commercial and retail uses, including the relevant provisions of Resolution 2003-79. The
commercial and retail uses already occur within the area to be rezoned and include car
dealerships, auto-related retail, and seasonal Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales. No new
development is currently foreseen under this rezoning, which would allow the existing uses.
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The above notwithstanding, environmental implications of potential increased development under
the City-proposed rezoning have been addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan. This EIR was certified by the City Council in October
2009. It addresses environmental implications of changing the General Plan Land Use Map
designation of the Railroad Corridor, south of Arroyo Avenue, from Highway Service to Mixed
Use, Medium Density and Neighborhood Retail/Mixed Use, Medium Density. The currentlyproposed rezoning of this same area to P-CPD is an implementation tool to carry out the land use
designation per the 2030 General Plan, and would not have environmental implications in
addition to those identified in the EIR for the 2030 General Plan. As such, this EIR does not
further consider the rezoning.
Draft EIR text on page 2-21, first paragraph, is revised as follows:
The courtyards of each building would also be landscaped to include lawns and trees. Figure 2-6
includes a legend of the proposed landscaping plan and Figures 2-6a through 2-6h depicts the
proposed landscaping plan.
Draft EIR text on page 2-21, first paragraph under “Construction”, have been revised as follows:
Construction of the proposed project is tentatively scheduled to start in late 2011 or early 2012
approximately 14 months after the EIR is approved. The duration of construction is projected to
be about 30 months. Assuming that construction would start in late 20131, construction would be
completed in mid 20154.
Draft EIR bulleted text starting on page 2-21, under “City Approvals”, have been revised as follows:


Environmental Review



Rezoning from C-SMU-SA and MU-SB to P-CPD, to implement Section 4.920 of Resolution
2003-79 to the West Side Specific Plan, andResolution 20082009-78 adopting the 2030
General Plan, and Ordinance 1438 adopting the Zoning Ordinance



Approval of Developmenta PD Plan and Development Standards



Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for non-residential use in the P-C District



Architectural Review for the new buildings



Grading/Dirt Haul Certificate



Tentative Map / Lot Line Adjustment



Review and approval by the Planning Commission and City Council



Heritage Tree removal permit



Development Permit for development within a special flood hazard area



Encroachment Permit to connect to city storm drain system



Building Permit, including approval of a site-specific Water Quality Management Plan

Draft EIR Figure 2-3, page 2-10, is revised and new Figure 2-6, page 2-23, is inserted as follows:
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FIGURE 2-3

Source: Legacy Partners Residential LLC, Inc., 2012.

Site Plan South - Holly Street to Cherry Street
1000000532

San Carlos Transit Village EIR
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FIGURE 2-6

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Landscaping Plan Notes
100000532

San Carlos Transit Village EIR

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
The Draft EIR text on pages 3.1-5, last paragraph, through 3.1-6, first paragraph, is revised as follows:
Aside from the other foreseeable development projects in Table 3.1-1, the cumulative scenario
also includes the Caltrain Electrification project and the anticipated California High Speed Rail
Train (HSRT) project. The Caltrain Electrification project would convert the existing Caltrain
line from the current diesel-electric locomotive power source to a fully electric rolling stock. The
Electrification project would also include the installation of an overhead contact system for the
distribution of electrical power to the electric rolling stock.
Within the City of San Carlos, the HSRT project would construct two additional tracks along the
existing Caltrain tracks for high speed rail train operations that would offer regional
transportation between San Francisco and Los Angeles. Based on the California High Speed Rail
Authority’s California’s Federal Stimulus Application Fact Sheet, construction of the HSR
project may begin in 2012.2 The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) released the
California High-Speed Rail Program Revised 2012 Business Plan.2 The Revised 2012 Business
Plan lays out a staged implementation framework for the HST project and includes the most
current timeline for construction and operation of the HST project. According to the Revised
2012 Business Plan, the San Francisco to San Jose Section would be included in Phase 1, which
would occur from 2026 to 2035. The construction period for the proposed San Carlos Transit
Village is anticipated to be about 30 months and would start if and when the proposed project is
approved by City Council. As such, construction of the proposed project and construction of the
HST project would not overlap based on the implementation schedule contained in the Draft 2012
Business Plan. Rather, construction of these projects would occur many years apart and, thus,
construction impacts from the proposed project and from the HST project would not cumulate
with one another and are not discussed further in this document.
While plans for the HSR project are being developed, conceptual alignments have been presented
to the City of San Carlos by the High Speed Rail Authority in October 2009. The conceptual
alignments showed that the anticipated HSR tracks would be at the same grade as the existing
Caltrain tracks, and is anticipated to include an overhead contact system, similar to the Caltrain
Electrification project. The proposed HST alignment adjacent to the project site is described in
the Alternatives Analysis Report, as amended.3 According to this report and its amendments, the
horizontal alignment alternative (or route) through San Carlos and areas immediately north and
south (labeled as Section 4B(2) in the Alternatives Analysis Report) is within the Caltrain rightof-way, to the extent feasible. The Alternatives Analysis Report examined several vertical
alignment alternatives (or profiles) for Section 4B(2). As an outcome of the Alternatives
Analysis process, an aerial viaduct, which would begin to transition from the grade separation at
Ralston Avenue to the north of the project site and continue as an aerial viaduct adjacent to the
project site, was recommended for further engineering and environmental consideration in the
project-level EIR/EIS for the San Francisco to San Jose Section. The other vertical alignment
options, including the existing above-grade berm, are not proposed for consideration in the HST
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project EIR/EIS. Accordingly, for the cumulative analysis in this Draft EIR, the aerial viaduct
option is discussed and analyzed, in combination with the impacts from the proposed project.
While this analysis is limited to cumulative impacts of the proposed project plus those of the
HSRT project and other foreseeable development, it should be noted that the HSRT impacts on
the proposed project and other part of San Carlos will be addressed and appropriately mitigated in
the environmental documents being prepared for the HSRT project. Nonetheless, in developing
the site plans for the proposed project, the project developer considered the development of the
HSRT project to the extent that information on the HSRT project was available.
__________
2

California High Speed Rail Authority, http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/news/Oct2FactSheet.pdf,
accessed October 2009. California High-Speed Rail Authority, California High-Speed Rail Program
Revised 2012 Business Plan, April, 2012.

3

California High-Speed Rail Authority, Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose
Section, Preliminary Report April 2010, Supplemental August 2010, and Errata/Addendum December
2010.

34

City staff has has regenerated the High Speed Rail Authority to study several alternative designs for
the HSRT project, including overhead, underground, and hybrid designs. This analysis addresses the
HSRT design as presented to the City by the HSR Authority,.

3.2 LAND USE
Draft EIR Figure 3.2-2 on page 3.2-7 is revised as follows:
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Draft EIR text on page 3.2-9 is revised as follows:
LU-1. Division of an Established Community.
established community. (NI LTS)

The proposed project would not divide an

The proposed project is an urban infill project within existing, underutilized parcels,
located immediately west of the existing elevated Caltrain tracks. While the proposed
project would be constructed adjacent to the elevated Caltrain tracks, the proposed
project would not further the current separation of east and west San Carlos that results
from the elevated Caltrain tracks. As previously described, the Caltrain tracks physically
separate the GESC neighborhoods from El Camino Real and western parts of the City.
Due to the project site’s location adjacent to the tracks at an elevation higher than the
GESC neighborhoods (approximately 10 feet) and El Camino Real (approximately 15
feet) and the height of proposed development (up to 49 feet in height), the proposed
project would contribute to the current separation between east and west San Carlos by
adding to the existing physical barrier. However, tThe proposed project would maintain
all existing physical connections and would not obstruct existing access between east and
west San Carlos, which is provided along arterials such as Holly Street, Brittan Avenue,
and Ralston Avenue. The proposed project would thus not physically divide the
community and there would be no impact.
Although the proposed project would add to the existing physical barrier, it would also
enhance connections between the GESC neighborhoods, the project site, and Downtown
San Carlos, reducing the severity of the separation between east and west San Carlos. The
provision of multi-family residential uses on a portion of the project site that is currently
vacant would provide for an appropriate transition between the single-family residential
uses in the GESC neighborhoods and Downtown San Carlos and is the envisioned use in
the General Plan and Resolution 2003-79.
Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.4, Transportation, in conjunction with the
proposed project, but as a separate project, the City seeks to construct a series of roadway
improvements that would make pedestrian circulation easier and safer in the vicinity of
the project site. These roadway changes are referred to as the San Carlos Avenue
Improvements. These improvements would be a response to the expected increase in
demand for pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real as a result of the proposed project
and would enhance pedestrian connectivity between downtown and the project site, in
particular at the intersections of El Camino Real/Holly Street and El Camino Real/San
Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements would, in combination with the
proposed project, improve pedestrian connections between the GESC neighborhoods and
Downtown San Carlos, including widening sidewalks and extending bike lanes on San
Carlos Avenue. The San Carlos Avenue Improvements were proposed by the City
independent of the proposed project. The City also has plans to improve and/or provide
bicycle routes on Old County Road north and south of the Caltrain Station and extend
bicycle lanes on East San Carlos Avenue to Industrial Road.
In addition to the bicycle improvements, the proposed project would provide a new
public pedestrian plaza, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR. The historic Train
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Depot building will remain as it is today and will be the centerpiece of the new plaza.
The City’s vision for the new plaza is to create a lively destination where a wide array of
public events and activities can take place. The plaza will include design elements such
as a public art, sitting areas, landscaped planters water feature, pedestrian accent paving
and landscaping, which will create an inviting new public space. The proposed project
would also provide a new Transit Center at the south end of the site. The Transit Center
will provide the same number of parking spots as currently exist (226) and will include
dedicated areas for shuttles, busses, and taxis. It will also include a kiss and ride area that
can be used to accommodate valet parking during non-peak transit hours. While shuttles
will continue to operate on the east side of the station, the creation of dedicated spots
within the new San Carlos Transit Center will accommodate any new shuttles, thus
reducing the potential future impact of shuttles on the east side. Further, the proposed
project would include retail and jobs opportunities, as well as a community gathering
place in the form of the proposed pedestrian plaza. These areas would be within walking
distance from the GESC neighborhoods and accessible via the East San Carlos Avenue
pedestrian undercrossing.
The physical division between east and west San Carlos is an existing condition and all
existing physical connections would be maintained. In addition, the proposed project
would enhance connections between the GESC neighborhoods, the project site, and
Downtown San Carlos. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact to the division of an
established community would occur.

3.3 VISUAL QUALITY
Revisions to Section 3.3, Visual Quality, are contained at the end of this document
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3.4 TRANSPORTATION
Draft EIR text starting on page 3.4-2 and continuing on page 3.4-4, is revised as follows:
1. El Camino Real and Ralston Avenue (City of Belmont)
2. Old County Road and Ralston Avenue (City of Belmont)
3. El Camino Real and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont)
4. Old County Road and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont Unincorporated San Mateo
County)
5. Industrial Road and Harbor Boulevard (City of Belmont Unincorporated San Mateo County)
6. El Camino Real and Oak Street (unsignalized)
7. El Camino Real and Bush Street (unsignalized)
8. Walnut Street and Holly Street (unsignalized)*
9. Laurel Street and Holly Street (unsignalized)*
10. El Camino Real and Holly Street*
11. Old County Road and Holly Street*
12. Industrial Road and Holly Street
13. Walnut Street and San Carlos Avenue*
14. Laurel Street and San Carlos Avenue*
15. El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue*
16. Laurel Street and Cherry Street (unsignalized)
17. El Camino Real and Cherry Street (future signal)
18. El Camino Real and Arroyo Avenue
19. El Camino Real and Brittan Avenue
20. Old County Road and Brittan Avenue
21. Industrial Road and Brittan Avenue
unsignalized = existing unsignalized intersection
future signal = planned future traffic signal
* = simulation study intersection
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Draft EIR text on page 3.4-5, (page 13 of the traffic study, Existing Transportation Facilities, second
paragraph), is revised as follows:
Other commuter transit services to the study area are provided by SamTrans. The 260 bus route provides
service between the College of San Mateo, the Carlmont Village shopping center, Downtown Belmont,
Redwood Shores, and the San Carlos Caltrain Station with approximately 30-minute headways during
commute hours. Bus route 295 provides service between Downtown San Mateo to Redwood City and
Menlo Park, Hillsdale Shopping Center, Sequoia Hospital, Redwood City, and Menlo Park via Alameda
De Las Pulgas, San Carlos Avenue, El Camino Real, and Brittan Avenue, with 30-minute to one hour
headways during commute hours. Bus route 390 provides service between Palo Alto to and the Daly City
BART station and all Caltrain and BART Stations in between via El Camino Real with approximately 30minute headways during commute hours. Bus route 391 provides service between Downtown San
Francisco and Redwood City via El Camino Real with approximately 20- to 30-minute headways during
commute hours. Bus route 397 provides service between Downtown San Francisco and the Palo Alto
Caltrain Station via El Camino Real with approximately 20- to 30-minute headways during commute
hours. In addition, the project area is served by two one express bus routes route. Express bus route KX
provides service between Palo Alto the Stanford Shopping Center in Palo Alto and Downtown San
Francisco via El Camino Real, and express bus route PX provides service between Downtown San
Francisco and Redwood City via El Camino Real with approximately 60-minute headways during
commute hours.
The following four existing shuttle services also serve the San Carlos Caltrain Station:


The Electronic Arts Employer shuttle provides service between the San Carlos
Caltrain Station and Hillsdale Caltrain Station and Electronic Arts during commute
hours.



The Oracle Employer shuttle provides service between the San Carlos and Hillsdale
Caltrain Stations and Oracle office buildings during commute hours.



The Redwood Shores (Bridge Park) Employer shuttle provides service between the
San Carlos Caltrain Station and Redwood Shores area office buildings during
commute hours.



The Redwood Shores (Clipper) Employer shuttle provides service between the San
Carlos Caltrain Station and Redwood Shores area office buildings during commute
hours.

These shuttle services are funded jointly by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Transportation Fund for Clean Air, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and their corresponding
employers: Electronic Arts, Oracle, and Redwood Shores Business Center Participants.”
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Draft EIR text starting on page 3.4-28, Table 3.4-9, is revised as follows:
See table on next page.
Draft EIR starting on page 3.4-37, last bullet on the page, is revised as follows:


To/from east – Sidewalks exist on the east side of Old County Road (and in some areas on the
west side). A signalized crosswalk exists at Holly Street. There is also a signalized
crosswalk in the vicinity of East San Carlos Avenue. The proposed project would enhance
this crosswalk with pavers and would add another (unsignalized) crosswalk opposite the
Caltrain Station. The exact improvements will be coordinated with the East Side Connect
project design. The Caltrain Station provides a location for pedestrians to cross under the
railroad tracks. Another undercrossing exists at Arroyo Avenue.

Draft EIR text on page 3.4-38, first bullet on the page, is revised as follows:


To/from north – Both El Camino Real and Old County Road are designated bike routes,
although El Camino Real is suited only for experienced riders. Bike lanes exit on Industrial
Road. The City is designing a project to add bicycle lanes on Old County Road.

Draft EIR text page 3.4-38, fourth bullet on the page, is revised as follows:


6-16

To/from east – No east-west bicycle facilities currently exists in east San Carlos. The City is
pursuingdesigning a project to add bicycle lanes, possibly on East San Carlos Avenue. At
Old County Road, bicycles could cross under the Caltrain tracks at Holly Street, with the
signal, or using the pedestrian/bike underpasses at the Caltrain Station and at Arroyo Avenue.
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Table 3.4-9
Project Trip Generation Estimates
AM Peak Hour
Land Use
Proposed Uses
Apartments a

Residential Subtotal:
General Retail b

Office c

Size

ITE
Code

Daily
Trip Rates

Daily
Trips

Pk-Hr
Rate

2810 units

220

6.65

1,8692

0.51

2810 units
14,326
square feet

23,797
square feet

Non-residential
Subtotal:

e

Out

In

Out

Total

Pk-Hr
Rate
0.62

Trips

Splits
In

Out

In

Out

Total

65
percent

35
percent

113

61

174

-25
88
26

-14
47
27

-39
135
53

-6
20
-2
6

-6
21
-2
29

-12
41
-4
35

20
80
percent percent
Recommended trip reduction (22.5 percent) per TDM pland:
1,8692
820
42.9
615
1.00
61
39
percent percent
Recommended trip reduction (22.5 percent) per TDM pland:

29

114

143

-7
22
9

-26
88
5

-33
110
14

-2
7

-1
4

-3
11

Pass-by Reduction (10 percent)e:
710
11.0
262
1.55
88
12
percent percent
Recommended trip reduction (22.5 percent) per TDM pland:

32

5

37

944877

-7
25
32

-1
4
8

-8
29
40

-1
5
23

-7
22
41

-8
27
64

2,813739

54

96

150

111

88

199

38,123
square feet

Total Project Trips:
Source:
Notes:
a
b
c
d

Trips

Splits
In

PM Peak Hour

3.73

1.49

49
percent

17
percent

51
percent

83
percent

ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition, 2008.
Apartment (220) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed residential units.
Shopping Center (820) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed retail space.
Office (710) trip generation rates (average rates) used for the proposed office space.
A 22.5 percent peak hour trip reduction was applied to the project, as prescribed by the TDM plan developed by Nelson/Nygaard (TDM & Trip Reduction Plan, September 4, 2008) due to the
location (close proximity to major public transportation and retail) and type (mixed-use) of development.
A 10 percent pass-by reduction was applied to the retail portion of the project during the PM peak hour.
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Draft EIR text on page 3.4-45, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
At the time of project submittal, Tthe City of San Carlos’ Municipal Code (Section 18.140 Offstreet Parking and Loading) indicates that multifamily dwelling units should have two parking
spaces (one covered and one open) for one and two-bedroom units, and 2.5 spaces (one covered
and 1.5 open) for 3-bedroom units. For both retail and office uses, the City’s parking
requirements are one open parking space for every 300 square feet of gross floor area. The
proposed project would provide 93 one-bedroom, 132 two-bedroom, and 55 three-bedroom units,
and would also provide 38,123 square feet of retail and office uses. Based on the Municipal Code
parking requirements, the proposed project would have to provide approximately 588 and 127
parking spaces for the residential and the retail/office portions of the project, respectively, for a
total of 715 parking spaces (see Table 3.4-16). The proposed 497 residential and retail/office
spaces would fall short the City requirement for both residential and retail/office. However, the
City’s Municipal Code requirements were developed for more traditional housing, and the
proposed project would be uniquely located directly adjacent to the Caltrain Station and the new
SamTrans Transit Center. The Municipal Code lists exceptions to the requirements that allow
new development to provide less parking supply than that prescribed in the Municipal Code.
Various exceptions are applicable to the proposed project, such as new residential units in
commercial areas, transit oriented development, developments that utilize underground parking
structures, among others. These exceptions were created for unique projects such as this one. It
should also be noted that the proposed project would rezone project site from the existing CSMU-SA Zoning District to a PCPD Zoning District. A P-CPD Zoning District would allow
flexibility of design which is in accordance with the objectives of the General Plan.
Draft EIR text on page 3.4-46, second paragraph is inserted and third paragraph is revised as follows:
Chapter 18.20.040, adopted by Ordinance 148, establishes parking requirements for Mixed-Use
Districts. For residential land uses one covered space per unit for studios, one-bedroom units, and
two or more bedroom units shall be provided. One additional guest parking space shall be
provided for every four units of projects greater than ten units. For two or more bedroom units
1.5 spaces shall be provided.
The 66 effective spaces that would be available for the retail/office component would fall short of
ITE-based retail/office demand by approximately 45 spaces and would fall short of the City’s
required retail/office demand by approximately 23 spaces. (see Table 3.4-16). However, it should
be considered that the proposed project would provide enhanced synergies, including enhanced
pedestrian connectivity, between the project site and Downtown San Carlos. On-street parking
along El Camino Real and within the downtown area would be available to serve the commercial
portion of the proposed project, and it is reasonably foreseeable that persons seeking parking
spaces to access the project site would use these off-site spaces. Nonetheless, mitigation to
reduce on-site parking demand, involving a parking and transportation demand management
program, is identified below to ensure that there would be adequate parking would to serve the
proposed project. Without this mitigation, impacts would be potentially significant.
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Draft EIR page 3.4-47, Table 3.4-16, is revised as follows:

Table 3.4-16
Parking Requirements1
Estimated Required Parking Supply
City of San Carlos
Rates a
Project
Description

ITE Rates b

Size

Rate

Required #
of Spaces

Rate

Required
# of
Spaces

93 units
132 units
55 units

21/unit
21.5/unit
21.5/unit

18693
264198
13883

1.20/unit
1.20/unit
1.20/unit

112
158
66

Proposed # of
Parking
Spaces

c

Residential
1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
Subtotal
Retail
Retail

280 units

588374

336

431

d

14,326
square feet
23,797
square feet

Office
Subtotal

4836

1/4300
square feet
1/300 450
square feet

38,123
square feet
Total:

7953

3.02/1,000
square feet
2.84/1,000
square feet

43
68

12789

111

662

715463

447

497

Sources:
a. City of San Carlos Municipal Code.
b. ITE Parking Generation, 3rd Edition.
c. City's rates for multifamily dwellings; ITE rates for apartment.
d. City's rates for retail store and general office; ITE rates for shopping center and general office.
Note:
1. This table updates Table 16 in the traffic study (Appendix C) with currently proposed office and retail square footage.
2. Includes 10 dedicated retail and office spaces, nine spaces to be shared with residential uses, and 47 time-restricted spaces
to be shared with Caltrain commuters.

Draft EIR Table 3.4-16 on page 3.4-48 has been deleted.

3.5

AIR QUALITY

There are no changes to Section 3.5, Air Quality.
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3.6

NOISE AND VIBRATION

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-23, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
It should be noted that the construction schedule for the HSRT project may will occur later and
would not coincide with that the construction of the proposed project. Also, impacts of the HSRT
project on the proposed project and other parts of San Carlos will be addressed and mitigated as
appropriate through the HSRT project environmental review.
Draft EIR text on page 3.6-9, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
San Carlos Noise Ordinance.2 Noise levels are regulated in part by the City of San Carlos
Municipal Code. Section 9.30.030 of the Municipal Code prohibits any individual from
producing noise that would exceed ambient noise levels by more than 10 dBA. Section 9.30.070
lists certain activities that are exempt from the noise standards of Section 9.30.030. One of these
exemptions is construction activities. This exemption only applies if construction would be
limited to the daytime hours of 78:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and to 9:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, and Sunday, and holidays. Section 18.21.050 of the Municipal Code
prohibits any activity from producing noise that would exceed ambient noise levels by more than
10 dBA for more than 15 minutes in any hour.
Draft EIR text on page 3.6-10 through 3.6-11, first bullet and the last bullet, are revised as follows:


Project noise-generating activities produce noise in excess of 10 dBA Leq above ambient
noise levels, as established by the City of San Carlos Noise Ordinance, except for
construction activity noise, which Section 9.30.070 of the San Carlos Municipal Code
exempts from the 10 dBA limit, provided it occurs during the daytime hours of 87:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, or from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, Sunday.
Construction is prohibited on nine federal and holidays;



The proposed project would result in an increase by 5 dBA or more in areas with noise
sensitive uses, such as residences or schools, where the existing Ldn is 10 dBA or more below
the standard (18.21.050.A.1.a);

Draft EIR text on page 3.6-13, last two sentences of the first paragraph, are revised as follows:
Further, the Noise Ordinance 10 dBA limit would not apply to project construction activities if
they were restricted to the hours of 78:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
on weekends. Construction is prohibited on nine federal holidays and holidays. Therefore,
construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant.

2
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City of San Carlos, Municipal Code, Chapter 9.30 noise control; passed 19912011, accessed October
2009March 2012 From: http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/sancarlos/ and Chapter 18.21.
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3.7

CULTURAL RESOURCES

There are no changes to Section 3.7, Cultural Resources.

3.8

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Draft EIR text on page 3.8-10, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
San Carlos Municipal Code. The City of San Carlos Municipal Code provides protection for
“heritage” trees on public and private owned lots in the City. Title 12, Streets, Sidewalks and
Public Places, of the Municipal Code defines protected trees as significant or heritage.
heritageSignificant trees asare “…any tree that is thirty-six inches in circumference (or more),
(which is approximately eleven and one-half inches in diameter), outside of bark, measured at
forty-eight inches above natural grade. Public trees are any tree located within any street median,
city park or other parcel of publicly owned property, including any tree located in a City
maintained park strip on Laurel Street, and San Carlos Avenue (1100 and 1200 blocks only). The
City requires a permit (Section 18.18.070) for the removal of any heritage significant tree. The
City Planning Director may require a report from a licensed arborist that identifies the species,
number, size, and location of all trees that are proposed to be removed. The City may also
require replacement of trees with a minimum size twenty-four inch box specimen tree as a
condition of approval.
Draft EIR text on page 3.8-13 through 3.8-14, Impact BR-6 at the bottom of the page and continuing on
to the next page, is revised as follows:
BR-6. Heritage Significant Tree Removal or Disturbance. While the proposed project could
remove on-site heritage significant trees, the proposed project would be subject to the
requirements of the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, which would render impacts
less than significant. (LTS)
A tree inventory for the project site was completed in March 2008 and identified 20
heritage (defined as significant by Ordinance 1439, Exhibit C) trees on site,3 many of
which could be impacted by the proposed project. Based on the March 26, 2008 site visit
and Biotic Evaluation for the project site, the proposed project could result in the removal
or encroachment into the dripline of several heritage (defined as significant by Ordinance
1439, Exhibit C) trees.4
However, removal of any on-site protected trees would be subject to the requirements
under Municipal Code Section 18.18.070 and Chapter 12.20, the City’s Tree Preservation
Ordinance. The intent of the Ordinance is to preserve, maintain, and replant trees for the
health and welfare of the City. Removal of heritage significant trees, i.e., those that
3
4

Horticultural Associates, Completed Tree Inventory Report, San Carlos Transit Village, San Carlos, California,
pp. 2 – 8, March 21, 2008,
Live Oak Associates, Inc. Legacy Caltrain Biotic Evaluation, January 31, 2007, pp. 24.
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exceed 36 inches in circumference or more measured at 48 inches above natural grade,
would require a tree removal permit. Under the Municipal Code, the existing ground
surface within the dripline of the heritagesignificant tree may not be cut, filled,
compacted, or paved without a permit from the Director. The City Planning Director
may require a report from a licensed arborist that identifies the species, number, size and
location of all trees that are proposed to be removed. The City may also require
replacement of trees with a minimum size twenty-four inch box specimen tree as a
condition of approval.
It is thus expected that any heritage significant tree removal can only occur with
conditional approval from the City. In addition, the proposed project includes an
extensive landscaping plan that would include the removal of 131 trees, while retaining
16 large coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) trees at the intersection of El Camino
Real/Holly Street, and several coast redwood and Callery pear (Pyrus calleryana) trees
along the Caltrain tracks. Therefore, adherence to the City’s conditions and retention of
several existing heritage significant trees would render proposed project impacts less than
significant.
Draft EIR text on page 3.8-15, second full paragraph, is revised as follows:
Heritage Significant Trees.
Development within the City could potentially remove
heritagesignificant trees throughout the City. However, any removal of heritage significant trees
would be subject to the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, which requires obtaining a permit
from the City, subject to conditional approval. Required adherence to the Tree Preservation
OrdinanceSection 18.18.070 would render cumulative impact less than significant.

3.9

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Draft EIR text on page 3.9-8, second full paragraph, is revised as follows:
Liquefaction. Although the project site is outside the area where mapping has been completed
by the CGS, the liquefaction potential of the area has been addressed in several publications,
including the CGS 2000 Open-File Report 00-444. Liquefaction potential at the project site was
estimated by the geotechnical consultant using the Liquefy Pro (version 5.2) program and sitespecific soils, groundwater, and peak horizontal ground acceleration data. The result of the
analysis indicates the liquefaction potential is low to very low.23 Liquefaction involves a sudden
loss in strength of a saturated, cohesionless, uniformly particle-sized soil, typically caused by
groundshaking activities that cause temporary transformation of the soil to a fluid mass. In rare
instances, groundborne vibrations can cause liquefaction from activities such as pile driving or
tunnel boring. If the liquefying layer is near the ground surface, the effects may resemble those of
quicksand. If the layer is deep below the ground surface, it may provide a sliding surface for the
material above it and/or cause differential settlement of the ground surface, which may damage
building foundations by altering weight-bearing characteristics.

6-22
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Liquefaction typically occurs when loose, cohesionless, water-saturated soils (generally
uniformly sized fine-grained sand) are subjected to strong seismic ground motion of significant
duration. These soils essentially behave similarly to liquids, losing bearing strength. Structures
built on these soils may tilt or settle when the soils liquefy. Liquefaction more often occurs in
earthquake-prone areas underlain by young sandy alluvium where the groundwater table is less
than 50 feet below the ground surface. According to the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) Liquefaction Susceptibility Map, the majority of the project site is located in an area of
moderate liquefaction susceptibility.23
23

23

________

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential
Development Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos
California, April 20, 2006.
Association of Bay Area Governments. Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (Source: USGS Open File
Reports 00-444 and 2006-1097), website: http://quake.abag.ca.gov/liquefaction/, accessed December
28, 2011.

Draft EIR text on page 3.9-8, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
Lateral Spreading. Lateral spreading is a potential hazard commonly associated with
liquefaction where extensional ground cracking and settlement occur in response to lateral
migration of subsurface liquefiable material or sensitive clays. Lateral spreading can occur on
relatively flat sites with very gentle slopes where the underlying liquefied soil rests on sloping
surfaces. Although liquefaction potential at the propose project site is moderate, there are no
significant steep open faces within 200 feet of the site where lateral spreading could occur.
Therefore, In the absence of slopes or open channels adjacent to the site, and with low
liquefaction potential, the geotechnical report concluded the potential for lateral spreading is very
low.5
Draft EIR text starting on page 3.9-9 through 3.9-10, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act became effective in 1991 to
identify and map seismic hazard zones for the purpose of assisting cities and counties in
preparing the safety elements of their general plans and to encourage land use management
policies and regulations that reduce seismic hazards. The recognized hazards include strong
groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other ground failure. These effects account for
approximately 95 percent of economic losses caused by earthquakes. The Act has resulted in the
preparation of maps delineating Liquefaction and Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zones of
Required Investigation. The project site is outside the area where mapping has been completed
by the CGS.6One of the State legislations protecting the public from geo-seismic hazards, other
than surface faulting, is the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (California 1991). The Act’s
regulations apply to public buildings intended for human occupancy and a large percentage of
Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential Development
Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos California, April 20, 2006.
5
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private buildings intended for human occupancy. The Act became effective in 1991 with the
purpose of identifying and mapping seismically hazardous areas to assist cities and counties in
preparing the safety elements of their general plans and to encourage land use management
policies and regulations that reduce seismic hazards. Under the terms of the Act, cities and
counties must require a geotechnical report defining and delineating any seismic hazard prior to
the approval of a project in a state-identified seismic hazard zone. The local jurisdiction is
required to submit one copy of the approved geotechnical report to the State Geologist within 30
days of approval of the report.
California Building Code and City of San Carlos Building Code.
The State regulations protecting human-occupied structures from geo-seismic hazards are
contained in California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building Code
[CBC]). These regulations apply to public buildings and a large percentage of private buildings
in the state. Until January 1, 2008, the CBC was based on the then current Uniform Building
Code and contained Additions, Amendments and Repeals specific to building conditions and
structural requirements in California. The 2010 CBC, effective January 1, 2011, is based on the
current (2009) International Building Code (IBC).7
Chapter 16 of the CBC deals with structural design requirements governing seismically resistant
construction (Section 1604), including (but not limited to) factors and coefficients used to
establish seismic site class and seismic occupancy category for the soil/rock at the building
location and the proposed building design (Sections 1613.5 through 1613.7). Chapter 18 includes
(but is not limited to) the requirements for foundation and soil investigations (Section 1803);
excavation, grading, and fill (Section 1804); allowable load-bearing values of soils
(Section 1806); and the design of footings, foundations, and slope clearances (Sections 1808 and
1809), retaining walls (Section 1807), and pier, pile, driven, and cast-in-place foundation support
systems (Section 1810). Chapter 33 includes (but is not limited to) requirements for safeguards at
work sites to ensure stable excavations and cut or fill slopes (Section 3304). Appendix J includes
(but is not limited to) grading requirements for the design of excavations and fills (Sections J106
and J107) and for erosion control (Sections J109 & J110).Construction activities are subject to
occupational safety standards for excavation, shoring, and trenching as specified in Cal-OSHA
regulations (CCR, Title 8).
Each jurisdiction in California may adopt its own building code based on the 2010 CBC. Local
codes are permitted to be more stringent than the 2010 CBC, but at a minimum, are required to
meet all state standards and enforce the regulations of the 2010 CBC beginning January 1, 2011.
Section 15.04.04 of the City of San Carlos Municipal Code provides for the adoption of the CBC
and identifies specific City-approved amendments to the CBC, as allowed under state law.

7
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California Building Standards Commission, 2010 California Building Code, California Code of Regulations,
Title 24,
Part 2,
Volumes 1
and
2,
effective
January 1,
2011.
http://publicecodes.citation.com/st/ca/st/b200v10/index.htm
(accessed
by
G.J. Burwasser,
PG7151,
January 16, 2010).
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The State regulations protecting human-occupied structures from geo-seismic hazards are
contained in California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (the California Building Code
[CBC]). These regulations apply to public buildings and a large percentage of private buildings
in the state. Until January 1, 2008, the CBC was based on the then-current Uniform Building
Code and contained Additions, Amendments and Repeals specific to building conditions and
structural requirements in the State of California (ICBO 1994). The 2007 CBC, effective
January 1, 2008, is based on the current (2006) International Building Code and contains
prominent enhancement of the sections dealing with fire safety, equal access for disabled persons,
and environmentally friendly construction. Seismic-resistant construction design is required to
meet more stringent technical standards than those set by previous versions of the CBC. The
previous (2001) CBC did not require a minimum bolt diameter or maximum spacing, but
specified that each such building be individually constructed to remain anchored during the
design earthquake for its building site.
Chapter 16 of the 2007 CBC deal with Structural Design requirements governing seismically
resistant construction, including (but not limited to) factors and coefficients used to establish
seismic site class and seismic occupancy category for the soil/rock at the building location and
the proposed building design. Chapter 18 of the 2007 CBC include (but are not limited to) the
requirements for foundation and soil investigations (Section 1802); excavation, grading, and fill
(Section 1803); allowable load-bearing values of soils (Section 1804); and the design of footings,
foundations, and slope clearances (Section 1805), retaining walls (Section 1806), and pier, pile,
driven, and cast-in-place foundation support systems (Sections 1808, 1809, 1810). Chapter 33 of
the 2007 CBC includes (but is not limited to) requirements for safeguards at work sites to ensure
stable excavations and cut or fill slopes (Section 3304). Appendix J of the 2007 CBC includes
(but is not limited to) grading requirements for the design of excavations and fills (Sections J106
and J107) and for erosion control (Section J110).
Cities and counties are required to enforce the regulations of the 2007 CBC beginning
January 1, 2008. Subsequently, each jurisdiction may adopt its own building code based on the
2007 CBC. City and county codes are permitted to be more stringent than the 2007 CBC, but are
required to be no less stringent. Section 15.04.04 of the City of San Carlos Municipal Code
provides for the adoption of the CBC and identifies specific City-approved amendments to the
CBC, as allowed under state law. The City of San Carlos adopted the 2007 CBC as the City
Building Code through Ordinance 1396 Section 2, on January 28, 2008.
Footnote 55 is added to the Draft EIR on page 3.9-14 to provide this information:
55

Krazan & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Proposed Residential
Development Caltrain Depot – El Camino Real Between Oak and Cherry Streets, San Carlos
California, April 20, 2006.p.5.

The Draft EIR on page 3.9-15, first paragraph under Impact GS-3, is revised as follows:
As stated in the “Environmental Setting,” above, although the site could be subject to earthquakes
that could result in secondary effects, the preliminary geotechnical report concluded liquefaction,
lateral spreading, and seismic-induced settlement would not present a substantial risk at the
San Carlos Transit Village Final EIR — Revisions to the Draft EIR
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project site. Liquefaction-related phenomena can include lateral spreading, loss of bearing
strength, vertical settlement from densification (subsidence), buoyancy effects, and flow failures,
all of which could cause damage to the proposed project. Foundations for structures and
pipelines would be the components most vulnerable to damage from liquefaction-related
phenomena. Seismically induced settlement can occur in areas underlain by compressible or
poorly consolidated sediments. Some artificial fills are susceptible to mobilization and
densification, resulting in earthquake-induced subsidence. According to ABAG’s Liquefaction
Susceptibility Map, the majority of the proposed project site is located in an area of moderate
liquefaction susceptibility.34 The 2010 CBC requires that all foundations and other improvements
(i.e., roads, driveways, utilities) be designed by a licensed professional engineer based on sitespecific soil investigations performed by a California Certified Engineering Geologist or
Geotechnical Engineer to ensure the suitability (especially considering the existence of
potentially liquefiable soils at the site) of the subsurface materials for adequately supporting the
proposed structures. This would include designing foundations so they are able to tolerate or
resist the anticipated total and differential settlement that can be caused by potential liquefaction.
The City would require a design-level foundation/geotechnical report containing constructionsite-specific recommendations to identify and treat or remove potentially liquefiable materials
prior to issuance of any grading or building permits. The proposed development would be
required to comply with construction standards and foundation design criteria contained in the
City Building Code. As evidenced by the level of development throughout the Bay Area,
successful building construction can be readily accomplished even where seismic hazards are
known to exist. The risks to public safety from seismic hazards can be mitigated to the extent
required by professional standards and building code regulations through implementation of the
proper design and construction methods, which would be within the responsibility of the City and
the project developer to monitor and enforce through its building permit process.
_________
34

Association of Bay Area Governments. Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (Source: USGS Open File
Reports 00-444 and 2006-1097), website: http://quake.abag.ca.gov/liquefaction/, accessed December
28, 2011.

3.10 HYDROLOGY
Draft EIR text on page 3.10-4, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
Flood Hazards. Except for localized flooding and standing water, which may occur during brief,
intensive storms when runoff exceeds the capacity of the storm drainage system, flooding is not a
potential year-to-year problem within the vicinity of the project site.11 The majority of the project
site is not located within the 100-year flood zone; however, the southern portion, south of Olive
Street, is located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone AE with a
100-year base flood elevation of 20 feet above mean sea level (msl). 12 The 100-year flood event
has a one percent chance of occurring in any given year. Consequently, the flood depth in this
area would be a maximum of about 1.6-feet deep during the 100-year flood event, but averaging
less than 0.5 feet deep.13 The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared an
update to the 1979 Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City of San Carlos. FIRMs identify
6-26
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areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one percent chance of occurrence in a
given year, also known as “base flood” or “100-year flood.” FEMA refers to the flood plain that
is at risk from a flood of this magnitude as a special flood hazard area. On September 29, 2011,
FEMA issued a Flood Insurance Study Report and FIRM Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to the
City of San Carlos with revised flood zone boundaries. As shown in Figure 3.10-2, the proposed
project is not located within a FIRM 100-year or 500-year special flood hazard zone as identified
by FEMA.12
Draft EIR text on page 3.10-15, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
California Building Code (CBC). As described in Section 3.9, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity,
the 2007 2010 CBC requires, among other things, recommendations for preventing substantial
erosion that would result from project construction. Chapters 18 and A33 of the CBC deal with
excavations, foundations, retaining walls, and grading, including (but not limited to) requirements
for stable cut and fill slopes and drainage and erosion control.
Draft EIR text on page 3.10-21 has been updated and revised as follows:
In order to accomplish its purposes, this chapter includes methods and provisions (15.56.110
Flood loss reduction methods, Ord. 984 § 2 (part), 1987) for:
A. Restricting or prohibiting uses which are dangerous to health, safety and property, due to
water or erosion hazards, or which result in damaging increases in erosion or flood
heights or velocities;
B. Requiring that uses vulnerable to floods, including facilities which serve such uses, be
protected against flood damage at the time of initial construction;
C. Controlling the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels and natural protective
barriers, which help accommodate or channel floodwaters;
D. Controlling filling, grading, dredging and other development which may increase flood
damage; and
E. Preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers which will unnaturally divert
floodwaters or which may increase flood hazards in other areas.
Development within a special flood hazard area (e.g., FEMA Zone A) require anchoring of
structures (15.56.130 Anchoring), construction using methods that minimize flood damage
(15.56.140 Materials and methods), elevation above the base flood elevation, or floodproofing for
non-residential structures (15.56.150 Elevation and floodproofing). Development within the
southern portion of the project site would be subject to this requirement.
Chapter 18.18: Landscaping. Water-efficient landscaping is required, including planting slopes
with water-conserving plants suitable for erosion control (18.18.010 and 18.18.030 Landscape
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design guidelines), and minimizing runoff and use of automatic control systems (18.18.080 Water
Efficient Landscaping and Irrigation).
Chapter 18.120: Parking and Loading. Parking lots shall incorporate stormwater pollution
reduction techniques (18.21.100 Parking Area Design and Development Standards).
Draft EIR text on page 3.10-35, second paragraph, has been updated and revised as follows:
approximately 32.5 percent, thereby increasing the potential amount of surface runoff and potential for
flooding at and around the site. Table 3.10-3 lists the estimated peak runoff rates for existing and
proposed project conditions.
Draft EIR text starting on page 3.10-37 through the first paragraph on page 3.10-38 have been updated
and revised as follows:
The project site is not located within a regulatory floodway; therefore, there would be no impact
associated with impedance or redirection of flood flows. While the majority of the project site
would not be located on either a 100-year floodplain, the most southern tip/area of the proposed
project area would be located on a 100-year floodplain. In the southern portion of the project site
the proposed project would construct a surface level parking lot, which would include
approximately 226 parking spaces. A small portion of the project site, south of Olive Street,
would be constructed within the 100-year floodplain boundary. This portion of the project site is
planned for an open multi-use area, and would not include the construction of structures. In
accordance with Municipal Code Section 15.56.070, a Development Permit would be required
before construction or development begins within this flood hazard area and would require
construction methods to prevent losses or risk to human health during a flood event. Additionally,
the BFE is less than half a foot above the project site elevation in the majority of this area; only a
very small portion of the site that would not be developed with structures would experience about
1.6 feet of flooding. As discussed above on page 3.10-4, the proposed project is not located
within a special flood hazard zone identified on the FIRM prepared by FEMA. In addition, there
are no natural waterways within the project site that could cause stream-related flooding.
Therefore, impacts related to development within a 100-year flood zone or risk due to flooding
would be less than significant.
According to the existingupdated FEMA FIRM, the project site is not located within an area
subject to levee failure. However, the existing (1979) FEMA maps may be in error because many
of the San Francisco Bay levees generally do not meet the specific levee criteria adopted by
FEMA in the mid 1980’s.8 Nonetheless, tThe project site is not located near any leveed creeks or
drainage channels; and all drainage channels are below-grade. Additionally, the project site is
bordered on the bay-ward side by the railroad track, which is about 10-feet higher (25 to 35 feet
above MSL) than the project site. Consequently, even if a San Francisco Bay levee failed, the

8
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City of San Carlos Public Works Department.
FEMA Flood Insurance Study
http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/dept/pubwks/fema_faq_mapping.html, accessed April 10, 2008.

FAQ.
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project site would be at least partially protected by the railroad alignment because it would serve
as a barrier to flood flows. Therefore, there are no potential impacts associated with levee failure.
__________
11
12

13

12

City of San Carlos, 1992, City of San Carlos General Plan.
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1979 FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map City of San Carlos,
California San Mateo County Panel 1 of 2 Community-Panel Number 060327 0001 C, revised August
21, 1979.
The approximate depth is based on the difference between the FEMA defined BFE of 20 feet above
msl for this area and the Civil Engineering Associates, 2009, San Carlos Transit Village Grading and
Drainage Plan, Planning Submittal, prepared for Legacy Partners, April 17, 2009 spot elevations.
FEMA, Flood Insurance Study Report and Flood Insurance Rate Map Letter of Map Revision,
September 29, 2011.

Draft EIR Figure 3.10-2 has been inserted as follows:
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3.11 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.11-5, starting at the second full paragraph after the bullets, is revised
as follows:
Site Management Plan
A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by West Environmental Services & Technology in
March 2010 on behalf of the San Mateo County Transit District, the Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board, and Legacy Partners Residential, LLC. The SMP was reviewed under the
oversight of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) San Francisco
Bay Region Resolution No. 92-49. The SMP details procedures and protocols to be implemented
in order to address the residual petroleum hydrocarbon and the volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) in soil, soil gas, and groundwater at the project site. The SMP includes a description of
the site; a summary of investigations; a Conceptual Site Model (CSM); an evaluation of project
site conditions; and soil and groundwater management protocols to be used during project
development activities. In addition, the SMP provides information on excavation, handling, and
disposal of the soil from the project site.
According to the SMP, residual petroleum hydrocarbons and VOCs are present in the project site
soil and groundwater due to the previous on-site and/or off-site uses. The following provides the
findings of the laboratory analysis of soil samples, soil gas samples and groundwater samples
from the project site:


The laboratory analysis of the soil samples revealed that the chemicals from the project site
are not present in soil above health-based screening levels and only diesel (TPHd) and
xylenes remain in the soil above groundwater protection screening levels. The following are
the findings of the SMP:
o

Lead was reported up to 45 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) on the northern portion
of the project site and up to 16.5 mg/kg on the southern portion of the project site.
This is below the California Environmental Protection Agency’s current residential
California Human Health Screening Level (CHHSL) of 80 mg/kg.

o

Arsenic was reported up to 2.85 mg/kg on the northern portion of the project site and
up to 3.79 mg/kg on the southern portion of the project site.

o

Benzene was reported ranging from 1.49 milligrams per kilogram (μg/kg) to 1.52
μg/kg on the project site which is below the Regional Board groundwater protection
environmental screening level (ESL) of 44 μg/kg.

o

Toluene and ethyl benzene were reported up to 270 μg/kg and 1,400 μg/kg
respectively on the project site, which are below their respective Regional Board
groundwater protection ESLs of 2,900 μg/kg and 3,300 μg/kg.
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o

Gasoline (TPHg) were detected on the northern portion of the project site between
340 mg/kg and 1,600 mg/kg, which is above the Regional Board’s groundwater
protection ESL of 83 mg/kg.

o

Xylenes were reported up to 15,000 μg/kg on the project site which is above the
Regional Board groundwater protection ESL of 2,300 μg/kg.

The laboratory analysis of the soil gas samples revealed that chemicals are not present at the
project site at concentrations above screening levels for protection of indoor air for
commercial workers at ground level based on the comparative analysis between the soil gas
sample analytical results and the applicable screening levels, the soil. The results of the
laboratory analysis are the following:
o

Trichloroethene (TCE) and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) were reported up to 68.7
micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) and up to 26.2 μg/m3 on the project site, which
are below their respective commercial indoor air protection CHHSLs for future
buildings of 4,400 μg/m3 and 120,000 μg/m3.

o

Benzene was reported up to 36.0 μg/m3 on the project site, which is below its
commercial indoor air protection CHHSL for future buildings of 280 μg/m3.

o

Toluene was not reported samples up to 36.0 μg/m3 on the project site, which is
below its commercial indoor air protection CHHSL for future buildings of 890,000
μg/m3.

o

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was reported up to 1,410 μg/m3 on the project site, which
are below the commercial indoor air protection CHHSL for future buildings of 1,600
μg/m3.

The following are the findings of the laboratory analysis of the groundwater samples
collected from the project site:
o

Benzene was reported up to 0.64 micrograms per liter (μg/l) in the groundwater
samples collected from monitoring wells at the project site which is below its
maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 1.0 μg/l.

o

Isopropyl benzene, n-propyl benzene, tert-butyl benzene, sec-butyl benzene, and nbutyl benzene were reported in the groundwater sample collected at the
concentrations of 48.8 μg/l, 163 μg/l, 13.2 μg/l, 1.17 μg/l and 27.4 μg/l respectively
on the project site, which are below their respective California notification levels of
770 μg/l, 260 μg/l, 260 μg/l, 260 μg/l, and 260 μg/l.

o

Laboratory analysis of the groundwater samples collected on the southern portion of
the project site did not reveal DCE, benzene, ethyl benzene or other petroleumrelated VOCs above their respective water quality objectives. However, on the
northern portion of the project site, DCE was reported up to 2.29 μg/l, which is below
its MCL of 6.0 μg/l; Ethyl benzene was reported up to 14.3 μg/l, which is below its
taste and odor threshold of 29 μg/l; and Petroleum hydrocarbons was detected with
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TPHd of up to 207 mg/l and TPHg of up to 28.5 mg/l, which is above the taste and
odor threshold of 0.100 mg/l.
o

PCE and TCE were found up to 33.6 μg/l and up to 6.23 μg/l on the project site,
which is above their MCL of 5.0 μg/l. PCE and TCE have been detected to be
migrating to the project site in the groundwater from upgradient offsite sources.

In summary, the SMP determined that based on the current and anticipated uses the soil or soil
gas conditions found at the project site would not represent a threat to human health. However,
with the excavation of approximately 25,000 cubic yards of soil anticipated during project
construction, future construction workers have the potential to be exposed to soil containing
TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above their groundwater protection screening levels. As such, the
SMP outlines soil management procedures to address health and safety of contractors during
work; provide for proper handling and disposition of the excavated soil; and reduce the potential
for ongoing contributions of petroleum hydrocarbons to groundwater. In addition to contaminated
soil, groundwater containing TPHd, TPHg, and VOCs above applicable water quality standards
may be encountered during construction activities. Should contaminated groundwater be
encountered during excavation, the removal, treatment, and disposal of the extracted groundwater
in accordance with applicable requirements would be necessary. A copy of the SMP is included
as Appendix N.
The Draft EIR, Impact HM-3, page 3.11-15, starting at the third paragraph, is revised as follows:
In addition, the SMP investigation determined that the soil or soil gas conditions at the project
site would not represent a threat to human health; except to the future construction workers
during the project construction. The SMP investigations indicated that during construction
activities soil containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above their groundwater protection screening
levels would be encountered. However, considering the closure of these contamination
contributing sites by the San Mateo County Health Services Agency (SMCHSA), it does not
appear that active remedial measures are necessary to address the residual petroleum
hydrocarbons. Nevertheless, due to the extent of excavation that would be conducted for the
proposed project, soil containing TPHg, TPHd, and xylenes above applicable screening levels
would need to be removed. In addition, groundwater containing TPHd, TPHg, VOCs above
applicable water quality standards may be encountered during construction activities.
The Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure HM-3.1, page 3.11-15 is revised as follows:
HM-3.1

Prepare and Implement Phase II Assessment and Risk Management Plan. In the
event that previously unknown or unidentified soil and/or groundwater contamination
that could present a threat to human health or the environment is encountered during
construction on the project site, construction activities in the immediate vicinity of
the contamination shall cease immediately. A qualified environmental specialist
(e.g., a licensed Professional Geologist [PG], a licensed Professional Engineer [PE]
or similarly qualified individual) shall conduct an investigation to identify and to
determine the level of soil and/or groundwater contamination. If contamination is
encountered, a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted and a
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Risk Management Plan shall be prepared and implemented that (1) identifies the
contaminants of concern and the potential risk each contaminant would pose to
human health and the environment during construction and post-development and (2)
describes measures to be taken to protect workers, and the public from exposure to
potential site hazards. Such measures could include a range of options, including, but
not limited to, physical site controls during construction, remediation, long-term
monitoring, post-development maintenance or access limitations, or some
combination thereof. Depending on the nature of contamination, if any, appropriate
agencies shall be notified (e.g., Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department). If needed, a
Site Health and Safety Plan that meets Occupational Safety and Health
Administration requirements shall be prepared and in place prior to commencement
of work in any contaminated area.
The Draft EIR text was revised on page 3.11-18 to include a new mitigation measure, as follows:
HM-3.2

3.12

Implement the Site Management Plan. The Site Management Plan prepared for the
proposed project shall be implemented in order to properly control and manage any
exposures to the contaminated soil and groundwater. As required, all construction
personnel shall adhere to the soil and groundwater management protocols of the Site
Management Plan.

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING

Draft EIR text on page 3.12-3, last paragraph, is revised as follows:
The City of San Carlos Below Market Rate Housing Program (Municipal Code Chapter 18.200)
was adopted to provide affordable housing opportunities in the City and to support the City’s
housing goals. A below market rate (BMR) unit is a dwelling unit that shall be offered at an
affordable rent or affordable ownership cost to median-, low- and very low-income households,
as defined by Municipal Code Section 18.16.030. The program requires all residential
developments of seven or more residential units to provide at least 15 percent of the total units as
restricted BMR units of which ten percent must be affordable to moderate-income households
and five percent affordable to low-income households unless an alternative is approved, as
required by Municipal Code Section 18.16.040(A)(2) . Accordingly, tThe proposed project would
be required to provide at least 42 BMR units of the 280 units proposed. The number of BMR
units required for a particular project is determined at the time of tentative or parcel map
approval, when the applicant must submit a BMR Housing Plan.
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3.13

PUBLIC SERVICES

Draft EIR text on page 3.13-2 through 3.12-3, fourth paragraph through next page, is revised as follows:

Fire Protection Service
San Carlos fire protection is provided by the Belmont – San Carlos Fire Department (BSCFD), a
joint powers authority responsible for fire protection in the cityies of San Carlos. and Belmont
(Belmont Fire Protection District), as well as Redwood Shores and the Harbor Industrial Area
(HIA) in San Mateo County. The BSCFD serves an area of 8.86approximately 4.0 square miles
with a population of 54,452.9 Table 3.13-1 identifies BSCFD facility locations and distance from
the project site.

Facility

Table 3.13-1
SCFD Facilities Locations and Distance from Project Site
Address
Distance from Project Site

Station 13

525 Laurel Street, San Carlos

400 feet southwest

Station 16

1260 Alameda de La Pulgas, San Carlos

1.2 miles south

South 14

911 Granada, Belmont

1 mile northwest

Source: Belmont-Jim Palisi, Fire Marshal, San Carlos Fire Department. 20092012. Fiscal Year 2009 Adopted Budget.

The BSCFD is a member of the San Mateo County Advanced Life Support Joint Powers
Agreement, under which paramedic services are also provided by the fire stations in San Mateo
County. This agreement is an automatic aid agreement, under which all fire agencies in San
Mateo County take part in a Boundary Drop Response Program, in which the closest agency
responds during a fire emergency.10 Geographically, the agency that patrols the area closest to
where the incident occurs would respond first. If additional assistance is needed, the next closest
unit to the incident would respond. A single County-wide dispatching and emergency
communication center in Redwood City serves the BSCFDSan Carlos, as well as the 174 other
fire departments in San Mateo County.
The Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department service contract expired October 12, 2011, at which
point the Redwood City Fire Department took over. The BSCFD operates two fire stations in San
Carlosand two fire stations in Belmont. First response to the project site would be provided by
Fire Station 13, located at 525 Laurel Street in the City of San Carlos, approximately 400 feet
southwest of the project site. The BSCFD has the following five functional divisions, which are
Management and Policy, Suppression and Rescue, Paramedic Services, Hazardous Materials
Response Services, and Prevention and Education. BSCFD has 48 full-time employees, one Fire
Chief, one Fire Marshal, two Fire Inspectors, one Disaster Preparedness Officer, one

9
10

Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department. Fiscal Year 2009 Adopted Budget, 2009.2010 U.S. Census.
Doug Fry, Fire Chief, BSCFD, phone conversation with PBS&J, November 12, 2009.
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Administrative Assistant, 12 Captains, 12 firefighters, and 15 fire fighters/paramedics.11 The
minimum daily on-duty suppression and rescue shift staffing is currently 13 7 personnel, plus a
shift supervisor from the Redwood City Fire Department.12
Currently, BSCFD apparatus/vehicle consists of three front lines engines, one front line ladder
truck, and one front line battalion command vehicle, six light vehicles, as well as one hazardous
response vehicle, one hazardous materials response trail, one brush patrol vehicle, and one utility
vehicle that are cross-staffed by front-line fire companies on an as needed basis. In addition, three
pumpers, one aerial ladder truck and one battalion command are in reserve status. The
department strives to achieve a maximum response time of six minutes, 59 seconds for
emergency calls.13
In 2007, the BSCFD responded to a total of 4,386 emergency incidents and 63 percent or 2,764
responses were emergency medical response.14 BSCFD has 12 firefighters on duty per day,
divided into six firefighters on duty for each community.15 BSCFD’s staffing average is one
firefighter for every 4,541 persons. The standard set by the National Fire Protection Association
recommends that there be one firefighter for every 1,000 population. Currently, BSCFD staffing
and equipment does not adequately serve the BSCFD’s service area needs for fire protection
service.16 According to the City’s Fire Marshal, the current need to address the deficiencies is to
increase staff and equipment of one fire engine with three firefighters, per shift, for three shifts.
Also, a new fire engine company at Fire Station 13 would be needed to adequately serve the
City’s needs. Staffing is restricted by budget constraints.
Draft EIR text on page 3.13-4, first paragraph, is revised as follows:
The project site is within the service boundaries of the San Carlos School District (SCSD) (K-8)
and Sequoia Union High School District (9-12). The SCSD includes four elementary (K-4)
schools: (Arundel, Brittan Acres, Heather, and White Oaks); two middle (5-8) schools (Central
and Tierra Linda); and one K-8 charter school (Charter Learning Center). The SCSD elementary
schools are currently overenrolled by approximately 180 students and SCSD middle schools are
currently at capacity.17 In the 2007 to 2008 school year, the total enrollment throughout SCSD
was approximately 2,869 students, with approximately 342 or more students attending each
elementary school; 580 total students attending Central Middle School; 554 total students
attending Tierra Linda Middle School; and approximately 239 at San Carlos Charter Learning
Center. The total student capacity of the school district is approximately 2,962.18 The SCSD are
mostly operating slightly under capacity, except Tierra Linda Middle School which was operating
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
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Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department, Fiscal Year 2009 Adopted Budget, 2009.
Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department, Fiscal Year 2009 Adopted Budget, 2009.Jim Palisi, Fire Marshal, SCFD,
electronic communication with PBS&J, April 4, 2008.
James Palisi, Fire Marshal, BSCFD, electronic communication with PBS&J, April 22, 2008.
Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department. Fiscal Year 2009 Adopted Budget, 2009
City of San Carlos, San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR, June 2009.
James Palisi, Fire Marshal, BSCFD, electronic communication with PBS&J, April 4, 2008.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
Sheryl A. King, Jack Schreder & Associates, electronic communication with PBS&J, May 1, 2007.
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over capacity by 63 students for the 2007 to 2008 school year.19 The majority of students in San
Carlos attend either one of two public high schools (Carlmont and Sequoia High Schools) which
is operated by the Sequoia Union High School District. Aurora High School, a local charter
school, also serves high school-aged San Carlos residents.
Draft EIR text on page 3.13-7, entire page, is revised as follows:
The BSCFD currently serves the project site. Currently, uses on the project site consist of a
vacant automobile dealership and the Caltrain Station parking facilities. These uses involve
materials and activities that pose potential structural and hazardous materials-related fire hazards
that could potentially result in an urban fire requiring a response from the BSCFD. The proposed
residential, retail, and office uses would similarly pose potential structural and hazardous
materials-related fire hazard, although would intensify on-site development and thus increase onsite fire service demand.
The proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s adopted Fire Code, which the
20100 Uniform California Fire Code, the 2001 California Amendments, all the Appendix
Chapters, and the local amendments. The BSCFD would review various plans (including
construction, fire service water main, and Automatic Fire Alarm System plans) to determine
conformance of the proposed project with the Fire Code prior to issuance of a building permit.
Also, the proposed project would be required to comply with standards set forth in the
UniformCalifornia Building Code, which has been adopted as the City’s Building Code.
Compliance with the Uniform California Building Code would ensure quality of building design
and safety.
The current staffing and equipment levels do notare adequately serve at this time for the
BSCFD’s service area needs for fire protection service.20 The current deficient staffing and
equipment structure one fire engine with three firefighters per shift for three shifts, for a total of
nine firefighters. A new fire engine company at Fire Station 13, would be needed to serve the
proposed project’s area. The increased developed space and activity associated with the proposed
project, would increase the demand on fire services. and thus exacerbate the current deficiency in
staffing and equipment. Although BSCFD has indicated that staffing and equipment levels are
not adequate to serve existing fire service demands, this is an existing condition and the proposed
project’s demand would not be expected to substantially increase the demand for fire services
such that there would be a need to alter or construct new fire facilities to maintain existing service
ratios. The project is an urban infill project on an existing site that is already served by the
BSCFD.
The development of the proposed project would indirectly contribute funding to the BSCFD
through the payment of one-time plan check fees, building and permitting fees in the form of
General Fund revenues, and an increase in tax revenue in the City. The BSCFD Fire Station 13
currently has sufficient space to accommodate the new equipment and additional staff required to
19
20

San Carlos General Plan, Exiting Conditions Briefing Book, Public Services, December 19, 2007.
James Palisi, Fire Marshal, BSCFD, electronic communication with PBS&J, April 4, 2008 and February 2012.
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adequately serve the proposed project.21 The additional staff and equipment demand from the
proposed project would thus have a less-than-significant impact on fire protection in San Carlos
because expansion or addition of new fire stations that could result in adverse environmental
impacts would not be required, and the proposed project would indirectly contribute monies,
through tax increment revenues, that would help ameliorate the existing BSCFD staffing and
equipment deficiencies concerns.
Draft EIR text on page 3.13-8, second paragraph, is revised as follows:
The proposed 280 residential units could directly increase the City population and add more
students to the SCSD. According to the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR (certified in October
2009), the student generation rate for kindergarten through eighth grades is 0.03 for multi-family
units.22 The 280 new residential units are projected to generate eight to nine new elementary and
middle school students (K-8) to the SCSD. According to the SCSDSan Carlos 2030 General Plan
EIR, the elementary schools in San Carlos are currently overenrolled by approximately 180
students and middle schools are at capacity.23 re is a remaining kindergarten through eighth grade
capacity for 340 students. However, even though the school district is at or over capacity and
would increase enrollment over existing projections, payment of the school impact fees enabled
by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) by the project sponsor is regarded
as sufficient to mitigate impacts to less than significant. As such, fulfillment of this requirement
would reduce impacts of the proposed project to less than significantthe demand from the
proposed project would be accommodated by existing facilities.
Draft EIR text on page 3.13-8, third paragraph, first two sentences, are revised as follows:
The above notwithstanding, according to the San Carlos 2030 General Plan EIR, the existing
facilities would have the capacity to absorb the new employees to accommodate the additional
BSCFD employees that would be required to meet the demand associated with growth under the
General Plan.24 However, the BSCFD would need to make some facility improvements within
their existing stations.

3.14

UTILITIES

There are no changes to Section 3.14, Utilities.

21
22
23
24
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James Palisi, Fire Marshal, BSCFD, electronic communication with PBS&J, April 4, 2008 and February 2012.
City of San Carlos, San Carlos 2030 General Plan San Carlos 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report,
prepared by Design, Community & Environment, June 25, 2009, certified October 2009.
Craig Baker, Superintendent, San Carlos School District, Email communication on March 6, 2012.
City of San Carlos, San Carlos 2030 General Plan San Carlos 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report,
prepared by Design, Community & Environment, June 25, 2009, certified October 2009.
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5.1

ALTERNATIVES

Draft EIR text on page 5-5, third paragraph, second sentence, is revised as follows:
The No Project Alternative would thus not conflict with the General Plan policies adopted for the
purposes of mitigating environmental impacts, other applicable plans and polices, because this
alternative would not allow for the proposed development of the project site or the rezoning of the
entire Railroad Corridor from Highway Commercial Service (Mixed-Use Station Area (MUSAC-S) to Planned Community Development (PCPD) zone to occur.
Draft EIR text on page 5-6, third paragraph, is revised as follows:
The No Project Alternative would not involve site development or construction activities. This
alternative would thus avoid the potentially significant but mitigable impacts on nesting birds that
would otherwise occur with the proposed project. This alternative would avoid the tree
disturbance and removal of significant and heritage trees that would occur under the proposed
project. The No Project Alternative would have no potential to contribute to cumulative impacts
on biological resources.

SECTION 3.3 VISUAL QUALITY
Section 3.3, Visual Quality, is provided in its entirety in the following pages due to the large amount of
revisions that have occurred. For further information on these revisions, please refer to Master Response
2 in Section 3 of this Responses to Comments document.
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3.3

VISUAL QUALITY

Introduction
This section documents the existing visual quality of the San Carlos Transit Village project site and its
surroundings, and the impacts of the proposed project on existing conditions. Visual quality is defined
by how people see and experience the environment. The degree of visual sensitivity of viewers to a
site, combined with the visual character of the site, is a measure of the visual quality of that site. As
such, descriptions of existing visual characteristics both on-site and in the vicinity of the project site,
along with the quality of the views within the project site as seen from sensitive public vantage points
and circulation routes of aesthetic importance, are presented. Potential project-related impacts to the
visual quality, such as increased light and glare or impacts to any scenic views, are evaluated based on
site reconnaissance and documentation (photographs) by PBS&J and City, and project data. To support
the impact analysis, visual simulations of the proposed project have been prepared by Square One
Productions and are provided in this section.
No public comments related to visual quality were received during the NOP review period for the
proposed project. However, the Greater East San Carlos (GESC) Association submitted a comment
letter after the close of the NOP review period. Based on the letter, CEQA-applicable GESC concerns
pertaining to visual quality include: (1) obstruction of views of the San Carlos and Belmont Hills due to
increased building height; and (2) increased shade at residences along Old County Road. While the
comment letter was submitted after the close of the NOP review period, the City is nonetheless
addressing these concerns in this section.

Existing Conditions
Visual Character
For the purpose of this analysis, visual character refers to the cumulative spatial and scale
relationships, line, form, color, and texture produced by an area’s natural features and man-made
elements. Natural features include landforms, street trees, rock outcrops, vegetation, and water
bodies. Man-made elements can include buildings, structures, parking areas, roads, roadway
interchanges and overpasses, above-ground utilities, signs, and lighting fixtures. These resources
cumulatively define an area’s visual character.
Regional and City Character. The City of San Carlos is located on the San Francisco Peninsula
(Peninsula) in southeast San Mateo County, approximately halfway between San Francisco and San
Jose. The Peninsula is bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west and San Francisco Bay on the east.
San Mateo County occupies most of the northern half of the Peninsula and is a mix of sprawling urban
development and natural areas. The San Andreas Rift Zone is one of the defining physical features of
the Peninsula. The San Andreas Fault Rift Zone approximately parallels Interstate 280 (I-280) through
San Mateo County, where the City is located. The densely forested Santa Cruz Mountains, along the
San Andreas Rift Zone and extending north and south through the middle of the County, creates a
San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR — Visual Quality
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backbone for the Peninsula. This ridge separates San Mateo County into two distinctive parts, the Bay
side to the east and the Coast side to the west. Each part has different physical characteristics, climates,
flora, and fauna. The Bay side is warm and relatively dry. The Coast side is a cool and damp region
physically isolated by the heavily vegetated Santa Cruz Mountains. Most urban development is on the
Bay side of the Peninsula, while the Coast side is largely rural. The City of San Carlos is located on
the Bay side of the Peninsula, just west of the San Francisco Bay and about 3.3 miles east of the Pulgas
Ridge, that peaks at about 700 feet above mean sea level (msl). The Pulgas Ridge is formed and
located near the northern edge of the Santa Cruz Mountains.
As stated in the introduction to this section, the GESC Association raised concerns regarding potential
obstruction of views of the San Carlos and Belmont Hills. For the purposes of this analysis, the San
Carlos and Belmont Hills identified by the GESC Association are collectively referred to as the
hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge. The hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge are a dominant physical feature of the
City. Elevations in the City increase west of El Camino Real, from approximately 50 feet above msl
along El Camino Real to 700 feet above msl roughly 3.3 miles west of El Camino Real (an average
slope of 3.7). The hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge begin approximately two miles west of the project site.
Within the lower elevations of the City, from sea level msl to about 200 feet above msl, visual
character is comprised of grid-pattern development and sparse to moderate landscaping. The densest
development in the region is typically located in the lower elevations, including larger-scale
commercial and industrial buildings, and multi-family and single-family homes that are tightly clustered
together. Exceptions to this dense development include open spaces along the waterfront, typically east
of US 101, and undeveloped surface parking areas or large setbacks along major arterials. Density of
development gradually decreases westward, as elevation increases. Development along the hillsides of
the Pulgas Ridge is prescribed by the contours of the land and increased vegetation. Structures along
the hillsides consist mainly of detached homes on larger parcels than those at lower elevations. Open
space areas are also extant within the hillside areas.
San Carlos is surrounded by neighboring cities on all sides, except to the east where the San Francisco
Bay makes up the City’s northeast border. The City is comprised of a number of neighborhoods,
districts and open spaces. Neighborhoods are predominantly residential, while districts contain a
variety of land uses including residential, commercial, and industrial. The visual character of the City
is similar to nearby Peninsula cities located on the bay side, in its urban built-out character, and
contains several aesthetic resources such as scenic vistas from the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge to the
west, cohesive residential neighborhoods and a historic downtown. There are six distinct geographic
areas in the City that are distinguished by their unique character and land use patterns: downtown, El
Camino Real, Laurel Street (south of Arroyo Street), the east side area, Harbor Industrial Area, and
residential neighborhoods west of El Camino Real.1

1

City of San Carlos, San Carlos 2030 General Plan, Land Use Element, Figure 3-4 (Major Developed Areas
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The proposed project site is located on the east side of the El Camino Real Corridor and is within the
Railroad Corridor as described in Resolution 2003-79.2 As discussed in Section 2, Project Description,
Resolution 2003-79, specifies land use and design goals for the Railroad Corridor in which the project
site is located.
Areas Surrounding the Project Site. Resolution 2003-79 identifies the project site as being part of
the Railroad Corridor, which extends from the northern boundary of the project site south to the San
Carlos/Redwood City border between the existing Caltrain railroad tracks and El Camino Real. The
Caltrain tracks are elevated tracks that divide west San Carlos (including Downtown San Carlos) from
east San Carlos. West of the project site, across El Camino Real is the Downtown San Carlos area, and
east of the project site across are the elevated Caltrain tracks and Old County Road are the GESC
neighborhoods, further east of the Caltrain tracks.
Development in the vicinity of the project site is suburban. Building heights range from one to four
stories, and the streetscape is broken by buildings and surface parking lots. Mature trees and minor
shrubbery are sporadically planted in the area. Overhead electric wires and traffic/pedestrian street
lighting are prevalent. Topography in this area is flat. There are no distinctive or predominant
multiple locations within the GESC neighborhoods with direct and prominent distant views of the
hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge or Belmont Hill; however, the ridgeline and Belmont Hill are not seen
together as a continuous, panoramic view in the immediate vicinity of the project site due to the flat
topography of the surrounding area and the presence of development and landscaping. Not until one is
sufficiently to the east, along Industrial Road or especially along U.S. 101, does a viewer get a true
perspective of the scenic landforms and hillsides to the west. Because of the close spacing and
arrangement of the single-story buildings and street trees in the GESC neighborhoods, the views are
typically although channeled along the east-west streets, and background views of the hillsides of the
Pulgas Ridge are featured typically serve as a visual backdrop to residential development or the
Caltrain berm which occupy the foreground views looking facing west and northwest. The
predominant visual features of the area surrounding the project site are:


2

3

San Carlos Historic Train Depot, San Carlos Caltrain Station and the Elevated Caltrain
Tracks. The Historic Depot is an historical structure that is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (see Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, for a further discussion). It is located
immediately adjacent to the project site, within the same parcel. The Historic Depot is a
single-story building that features a Richardson Romanesque architectural style and a small
tower on it east side.3 The Caltrain railroad tracks run along the east side of the Historic
Depot and the project site. The Caltrain tracks are elevated tracks that divide west San Carlos
(including Downtown San Carlos) from east San Carlos. The Caltrain tracks are elevated
approximately 15 feet above the elevation of Old County Road, east of the tracks, and
approximately 10 feet above the elevation of the project site and El Camino Real, west of the

City of San Carlos, Resolution Number 2003-79, website: http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/planning/
completed_projects/railroad_land_use/resolution_no_2003_79.asp, accessed February 2, 2012.
Archaeological Resource Service, A Cultural Resource Evaluation of the San Carlos Caltrain Site, Located
Along El Camino Real, San Carlos, San Mateo County, California, January 29, 2007.
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tracks. Between Holly Street and Cherry Street, the Caltrain tracks are located on top of a
berm with sandstone-colored masonry along the face of the embankment. North of Holly
Street and south of Cherry Street, the Caltrain tracks are located on a landscaped berm. The
Historic Depot is within the Caltrain Station. The Caltrain Station is comprised of an elevated
platform with pay stations, the Historic Depot, a vehicular entrance and turn-around in front of
the Historic Depot, a pedestrian undercrossing at East San Carlos Avenue, and two parking
lots, that are located to the north and south of the vehicular entrance comprising 226 surface
parking spaces that serve Caltrain commuters.4 While the elevated Caltrain tracks and San
Carlos Caltrain Station platform are widely visible from both west and east San Carlos, the
visibility of the Historic Depot is extremely limited from east San Carlos due to the berm that
supports the elevated tracks.


Downtown San Carlos. Downtown San Carlos is across El Camino Real from the project
site. Downtown San Carlos features a pedestrian-oriented environment with a grid street
pattern and landscaping. Building heights vary but are mostly one to two stories with building
fronts built to the sidewalk. The tallest buildings in Downtown San Carlos are four stories tall.
An existing gateway feature into Downtown San Carlos features signage with muted colors and
finishes that are compatible with the Historic Depot. This gateway feature is located at San
Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real. The gateway is also characterized by the architecturally
unique and historic Drake building and Carlos Club. Building facades, commercial frontages,
pedestrian amenities, landscaping, and awnings provide high visual quality within Downtown
San Carlos.



El Camino Real Corridor. The El Camino Real Corridor that encompasses along which the
project site is located features disparate useselements, including auto-related businesses,
lodging, restaurants, and miscellaneous small businesses. The El Camino Real Corridor is
largely auto-oriented. The west side of El Camino Real features older, single-story buildings
with surface parking lots, and large signs catering to automobile drivers. A few older, multistory buildings also exist along this corridor. The Caltrain tracks run parallel to El Camino
Real and the majority of the land between the tracks and the road is vacant with limited
landscaping north and south of the project site. Due to the elevated railroad tracks, located
approximately 10 feet above the elevation of El Camino Real, views east of the El Camino
Real Corridor are limited, creating a visual barrier between the El Camino Real Corridor and
the GESC neighborhoods. Portions of the median of El Camino Real, including the median
immediately in front of the project site, is landscaped with evenly spaced trees and
groundcover.

The project site is bounded by commercial uses to the north; the elevated Caltrain tracks, Old County
Road, and the GESC neighborhoods to the east; El Camino Real and Downtown San Carlos to the
west; and vacant land and automobile service and retail uses within the remaining portion of the
Railroad Corridor to the south.

4

Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, Transit Ridership Impacts of the Proposed San Carlos Transit
Village Memorandum, June 1, 2009.
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Greater East San Carlos Neighborhoods. East of the Caltrain tracks, between Old County Road and
Industrial Road, are the neighborhoods of northeast San Carlos and southeast San Carlos, which are
collectively referred to as the GESC neighborhoods. The GESC neighborhoods are well-maintained,
attractive residential areas, defined by one-story and two-story single family homes, mature street
trees, and landscaped front yards. The area is visually cohesive and is defined by Old County Road
and the Caltrain tracks to the west and Industrial Road to the east. The northeast San Carlos
neighborhood extends from north of Holly Street to just north of Northwood Drive, and the southeast
San Carlos neighborhood extends from south of Holly Street to Hall Street. Visually, the northeast and
southeast neighborhoods are similar, except that the portion north of Holly Street has more extensive
and mature street trees and utilities are undergrounded; whereas, south of Holly Street, there are more
businesses that front Old County Road and utility lines are visible. These neighborhoods are
predominantly comprised of one or two story single-family homes that are set back from tree-lined
streets.
Views from the GESC neighborhoods vary depending on the location of the viewer, the viewer’s
position, orientation, proximity to Old County Road (for east-west streets), and the presence and
maturity of street trees. From the GESC neighborhoods, there are no views of the waterfront along the
Bay, Downtown San Carlos, or the Railroad Corridor and only limited views of the Historic Depot
from a short stretch along Old County Road. As described above, the elevated Caltrain tracks, located
approximately 15 feet above the elevation of Old County Road, serve as are a visual barrier between
the GESC neighborhoods and west San Carlos. Due to elevated Caltrain tracks, views from the GESC
neighborhoods, particularly those along Old County Road and those along east-west streets near Old
County Road, looking towards the project site are typically dominated by the embankment, the
landscaped berm, and the station in the foreground and midground and open sky in the background.
However, from some Nevertheless, there are many vantage points areas in the GESC neighborhoods,
such as along Old County Road and along east-west streets in both the northeast GESC neighborhood
and the southeast GESC neighborhood Sylvan Drive, there are isolated background with direct,
unobscured views of the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge or Belmont Hill hillsides. Specifically, there are
good views from Bayport Avenue, across Laureola Park, and from several locations along Fairfield
Drive. Occasional views of the Belmont Hill from other north-south streets in the GESC
neighborhoods, in addition to Old County Road, are also available. The prominence and visibility of
the hillsides and Belmont Hill are highly dependent on the viewer’s location in the GESC
neighborhoods, as views of the scenic landforms vary from house to house and as the viewer walks or
drives along the neighborhood streets. When hillside views to the west are available, they tend to be
channelized, due to the height of the elevated Caltrain tracks, surrounding development, and street
trees. However, along Old County Road, which runs parallel to the Caltrain tracks, views of the upper
elevations of Belmont Hill to the northwest are unobstructed for about two blocks south of Holly Street
and for about four blocks north of Holly Street, although the hill appears in the distance above the
berm which remains a prominent visual feature in the viewshed due to its proximity. Accordingly, the
views of the hillsides and Belmont Hill from the GESC neighborhoods are an integral contributor to the
visual setting; but views of the hillsides are prominent from relatively few locations within the
neighborhoods. Representative views from the GESC neighborhoods are included as Figure 3.3-2A
and B, Figure 3.3-3A and B, Figure 3.3-5, and Figure 3.3-6.
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Between Cherry Avenue and Holly Street on Old County Road, opposite the Historic Depot, low-scale
commercial uses exist on the east side of the roadway and the elevated Caltrain tracks are situated on
top of a large, steep embankmentwall. The tracks themselves are not visible from the roadway. In
some areas along Old County Road, north of Holly Street, where residential uses front the Caltrain
tracks are situated, the tracks are located on top of a landscaped berm which landscaping conceals the
Caltrain tracks, and no wall or fencing is present. A pedestrian entrance to the Caltrain Station is
provided at Old County Road and San Carlos Avenue, and the elevated Caltrain Station platform is
visible from the neighborhood. Unobstructed views of the eastern façade of the Historic Depot are not
available from the GESC neighborhoods. However, from vantage points along Old County Road
between Montgomery Street and McCue Avenue, partial views of the tower of the Historic Depot are
available. Existing dDevelopment on the project site, which is limited to a one-story vacant auto
dealership, is not visible from the GESC neighborhoods due to the elevated tracks.
Project Site. The project site itself is relatively flat with an average elevation of 20 to 30 feet above
msl, approximately 10 feet lower than the adjacent elevated Caltrain tracks. Existing development on
the project site consists of a vacant auto dealership, vacant land, and two surface parking lots. The
auto dealership structure is a boxy concrete structure with no architectural merit.5 The project site is
sparsely landscaped. Figures 3.3-1A and B through 3.3-3A and B, Existing Views of the Project Site,
depict the existing visual character of the project site from several vantage points. Although not
included as part of the proposed project, the Historic Depot is located in the plaza of the Caltrain
Station, at the intersection of San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real. A photograph of the Historic
Depot has been included in Figure 3.3-1A. The Caltrain Station, including the Historic Depot and
parking facilities, and the station barrier wall embankment on which the Caltrain tracks are located
extend from just south of Holly Street to Cherry Street.
The Historic Depot and Caltrain parking lots are directly visible from El Camino Real, while views
from San Carlos Avenue are obstructed by mature trees and shrubbery (see Figures 3.3-1A and B).
Views of the project site from Old County Road are obstructed by the elevated Caltrain tracks (see
Figure 3.3-2A and B). The project site north of Holly Street consists entirely of vacant land and the
abandoned auto dealership.

Scenic Corridors
The visual impression of a neighborhood, district, or community is derived in two ways: (1) by views
observed from a scenic corridor along and through the area, and (2) by the impressions/experience one
has at the pedestrian-level while walking along neighborhood streets. Views provide a sense of
orientation for those traveling/walking through an area. According to the Circulation and Scenic
Highways Element of the City of San Carlos 2030 General Plan, a scenic corridor is defined as the
visual land area outside the road right-of-way and is described as the view from the road. The
paragraphs below describe the views of the streets in the project site vicinity in terms of use,
vegetation, and views of the project site and surrounding area.
5

Archaeological Resource Service, A Cultural Resource Evaluation of the San Carlos Caltrain Site, Located
Along El Camino Real, San Carlos, San Mateo County, California, January 29, 2007.
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A. View of the project site from San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real, facing northeast

B. View of the project site from San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real, facing southeast

FIGURE 3.3-1

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing Views of the Project Site from El Camino Real
100000532
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A. View of the project site from East Holly Street and Old County Road, facing south

B. View of the project site from McCue Avenue and Old County Road, facing northwest

FIGURE 3.3-2

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing Views of the Project Site from Old County Road
100000532
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A. View of the project site from Old County Road north of Holly Street, facing northwest

B. View of the project site from El Camino Real north of Holly Street, facing north

FIGURE 3.3-3

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing Views of the Project Site from Holly Street
100000532
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FIGURE 3.3-4

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing View from El Camino Real at Holly Street, Facing East
100000532
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State Scenic Highways. There are no designated State Scenic Highways in the project vicinity. The
nearest State Scenic Highway is the Junipero Serra Freeway (I-280), which extends the entire length of
San Mateo County from Daly City to Menlo Park. The project site is not visible from this highway.
City Scenic Roads. The Circulation and Scenic Highways Element identifies six City scenic roadways.
Along these scenic corridors, all signage, structures, and site development are subject to City review to
ensure the appropriateness of the design and materials, and proper placement of structures and
vegetative screening where necessary. This is evidenced in the consistent type of signage, building
facades, and landscaping along each of these roadways. Three of these scenic roadways either parallel
or intersect the project site:


El Camino Real, which parallels the entirety of the project site, is a State Highway. El
Camino Real’s visual character is provided above, under Areas Surrounding the Project Site.



Holly Street, which intersects the project site, is a two- to four-lane arterial and is identified
asconsidered a primary entrance gateway to the City, east of El Camino Real. The arterial
features entryway decorative features, grade separation, and landscaping. The eastern corners
of the Holly Street/El Camino Real intersection are heavily landscaped with a variety of shrubs
and mature trees, such as Coast Redwoods (see Figure 3.3-4, View of El Camino Real at
Holly Street, Facing East). Between Old County Road and El Camino Real, Holly Street
travels beneath the Caltrain tracks via an underpass that allows for through traffic.



San Carlos Avenue, which dead ends at El Camino Real and the Caltrain Station, is a two- to
four-lane arterial. When traveling east on San Carlos Avenue into the downtown area, this
street features limited views of the project site and the Historic Depot. Due to extensive
landscaping along either side of San Carlos Avenue and in the median, views looking east
towards the project site are limited.

Sensitive Viewers
Sensitive viewers are individuals whose views are highly sensitive to alteration. Viewer sensitivity, or
exposure potential, is determined based on all or a number of the criteria listed below:


Population addresses the number of people with views of the project. In suburban and rural
areas, almost all population movement is by automobile. Road designations (e.g., highway,
arterial street, or local roadway) provide an indication of the number of potential observers. It
is difficult to assess the exact number of residences (stationary viewers) that may be exposed to
the project at any particular place. For this analysis, estimates are made by field observation.



Attention is an index of the amount of attention an individual may devote to scanning portions
of the landscape while in a vehicle. A viewer may be distracted from observing the project by
competing elements, such as structures (e.g., stores, houses), planned attention-getters (e.g.,
billboards, traffic signs), transportation elements (e.g., moving traffic, parked cars,
intersections), and human activities (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists).
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Observer position refers to the relative location of an observer looking upon the project.
When an observer is above the viewed object (viewer superior), views can be direct with little
visual blockage. When an observer is below the surrounding landscape (viewer inferior),
views of project facilities are more readily blocked or partially screened by vegetation,
landforms, and structures. When a viewer is at the same level as the viewed object, some
characteristics of both the inferior and superior occur.



A scenic vista is visible from the location of the viewer such that the project construction
would potentially obstruct and alter the vista as seen from the observer location.



The type of land use at the viewer’s location is dependent on surrounding views to
appropriately maintain its function. For example, a scenic recreational trail is dependent on
surrounding scenic views to appropriately maintain its function; therefore, trail users would be
sensitive to changes in the surrounding views.

Given the above considerations, those viewers that are considered sensitive to visual changes resulting
from the proposed project are listed below. Sensitive viewer locations have been selected from the
above mentioned land uses and roadways and compared against the sensitive viewers criteria listed
above.


Residential Uses East of the Project Site. The residences in the GESC neighborhoods, as
described above, are located east of the project site approximately 125 feet at the closest points,
and are buffered from the project site by Old County Road and the existing elevated Caltrain
tracks. The Caltrain berm is tracks are landscaped along most of the west side of Old County
Road, where residential uses exist. The elevated Caltrain tracks, existing residential
development, and street trees obstruct most westward and northwest views of the Pulgas Ridge
hillsides and Belmont Hill from much of the GESC neighborhoods; however, distant views of
large trees and portions of the hillside areas or Belmont Hill are visible along some portions
areas of the GESC neighborhoods, particularly along Old County Road north of Springfield
Drive (such as its intersection with Sylvan Drive), and east-west streets when looking across
the project site. These views are an integral contributor to the visual setting of these
neighborhoods as they offer a visual backdrop to residential development and the Caltrain berm
which occupy the foreground and midground views of the neighborhood. Accordingly,
Rresidences in these areas would be sensitive to the substantial obstruction of hillside views.
Figures 3.3-5 and Figure 3.3-6 provide representative views from northeast San Carlos,
looking westward from Old County Road and Riverton Drive, and Old County Road and
Sylvan Drive, respectively.



Residential Uses along the Pulgas Ridge foothills, west of the Project Site. Numerous
residential neighborhoods are located west of the project site, on the hillsides of the Pulgas
Ridge. These viewers have a superior view of the project site and surrounding areas and, on
clear days, a scenic vista of the San Francisco Bay. Given the residential uses at these viewer
locations, these viewers could be sensitive to development at the project site. Figure 3.3-7
illustrates views of the project site and the surrounding area from the hillsides of the Pulgas
Ridge.
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FIGURE 3.3-5

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing View from Riverton Drive and Old County Road, Facing West
100000532
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FIGURE 3.3-6

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing View from Sylvan Road and Old County Road, Facing West
100000532
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FIGURE 3.3-7

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Existing View from Hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge, Facing Southeast
100000532
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Users of Parks and Recreational Areas. Laureola Park, located in the southeast San Carlos
residential neighborhood, features background views of the hillsides. Users of the park for
passive activities, reflection, and scenery would be visually sensitive if views of these hillsides
were obstructed; users of the park for active recreation such as baseball or softball would be
less sensitive to alterations to views of the hillsides.



Travelers along the City Scenic Roads. Holly Street, San Carlos Avenue, and El Camino
Real are defined as City Scenic Roads in the City’s General Plan. As designated scenic
roadways, these roads exhibitwarrant an aesthetically pleasing character. Travelers along these
roadways would be sensitive to the proposed project because the project site is directly visible
from these roads. Refer to Figures 3.3-1, 3.3-2, and 3.3-3.

It should be noted that travelers along other main corridors in the area, including the sections where
commercial or industrial businesses front onto Old County Road, and east-west Downtown roadways
that intersect El Camino Real are not considered sensitive viewers as these roads are not identified as
City Scenic Roads. Although these viewers would be plentiful and would have direct views of the
project site, commercial employees and patrons are not regarded as sensitive viewers in the same
fashion as residents. the roads on which they are located are not considered scenic roads. As
previously discussed, surrounding uses along these roads consist of commercial elements and are not
considered locations of sensitive viewers.

Applicable Plans and Regulations
The San Carlos 2030 General Plan and the San Carlos Municipal Code (Title 18, Zoning) contain
policies concerning visual quality for the project site as well as for the City in general. The proposed
project would also be subject to the land use and design goals and policies of Resolution 2003-79,
included as Appendix L. The project site is also within the coverage area for the City’s Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines.6 the proposed project would be subject to architectural review to ensure
compliance with the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance Criteria
Potential impacts resulting from a change in visual character are partially subjective. To some, any
development and change in the existing setting, regardless of the design, is considered significantly
adverse, while others may consider any development to be beneficial. This EIR identifies significance
criteria based on CEQA and general urban design principles. According to Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines and urban design principles, significant visual impacts would arise if the proposed project
would:

6

City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2001, website:
http://www.cityofsancarlos.org/pdf/vsc-designguidelines090302.pdf, accessed on February 2, 2012.
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Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;



Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;



Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or



Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Environmental Analysis
As described in Section 3.1, for each potential impact associated with the proposed project, a level of
significance is determined and is reported in the impact statement. Conclusions of significance are
defined as follows: significant (S), potentially significant (PS), less than significant (LTS), and no
impact (NI). If the mitigation measures would not diminish potentially significant or significant effects
to a less-than-significant level, the impacts are classified as “significant unavoidable effects (SU).” For
this section, VQ refers to visual quality.
To demonstrate impacts specifically from the proposed project, photographs of the existing site and
simulations of the proposed project are provided in the following impact analysis. The simulations of
the proposed project have been prepared from eight six vantage points that represent views from
sensitive viewer locations relative to the project site and from vantage points that have been identified
as areas of concern during the scoping process for the project. Figure 3.3-8 depicts the six vantage
points, which are illustrated in the corresponding figures. Visual simulations for the projected views
depict the proposed building massing, scale, orientation, architectural design, and landscaping.
Additionally, Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f) illustrate proposed building elevations and Figures 2-6
through 2.6h, in the Project Description, illustrate the proposed landscaping plan.
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FIGURE 3.3-8

Source: PBS&J, 2009.

Vantage Points for Project Simulations
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FIGURE 3.3-8(a)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Building 1
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FIGURE 3.3-8(b)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Building 2
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FIGURE 3.3-8(c)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Building 3
100000532
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FIGURE 3.3-8(d)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Building 4
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NORTH
NOT TO SCALE

FIGURE 3.3-8(e)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Buildings 5 and 6
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NORTH
NOT TO SCALE

FIGURE 3.3-8(f)

Source: Christani Johnson, 2011.

Proposed Building Elevations - Buildings 7 and 8
100000532
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VQ-1. Degradation of Scenic Vistas. The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista. (LTS)
For this analysis, scenic vistas are considered broad and expansive views of a significant
landscape feature, such as a mountain range, lake, or coastline, or panoramic views of
significant historical or architectural features, such as views of the Golden Gate Bridge. Only
one scenic vista could potentially be affected by the proposed project: views of the San
Francisco Bay as seen from residents along the higher-elevation Pulgas Ridge hillsides to the
west of the project site. No other scenic vista could be affected by the proposed project since
proposed development would not obstruct other scenic vistas.
As described under Existing Conditions, the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge are visible from some
portions of the GESC neighborhoods, primarily from Old Country Road and from east/west
roadways in northeast San Carlos. Views of the hillsides from these areas are channeled and
background views, as a result of distance and intervening existing development, landscaping,
and the elevated Caltrain tracks. Such background and channeled there are multiple locations
within the GESC neighborhoods with direct and prominent background views of the hillsides of
the Pulgas Ridge or Belmont Hill; however, the ridgeline and Belmont Hill are not seen as a
continuous, panoramic view due to the flat topography of the surrounding area and the
presence of development and landscaping. While these views serve as a pleasing visual
backdrop to the GESC neighborhoods that is valued by the community, these Views of the
hillsides from these areas are channeled and background views, as a result of distance and
intervening existing development, landscaping, and the elevated Caltrain tracks. Such
background and channeled views do not comprise a scenic vista as they do not include a broad
and expansive view of a significant landscape feature, and no further discussion is required.
For a discussion of impacts on resulting from the loss of views of the hillsides from the GESC
neighborhoods and on in the context of the degradation of the visual character and quality of
the area, see Impact VQ-3.
Views of the Historic Depot, considered a significant historical feature, would not be obstructed as
a result of the proposed project. As described under Existing Conditions, unobstructed views of
the eastern façade of the Historic Depot are not available from the GESC neighborhoods due to
the Caltrain Station platform. However, from vantage points along Old County Road between
Montgomery Street and McCue Avenue, partial views of the tower of the Historic Depot are
available. As such, views of the Historic Depot from the GESC neighborhoods do not
constitute a scenic vista. As illustrated in Figure 3.3-9(a), views of the Historic Depot from
San Carlos Avenue and El Camino Real would not be obstructed as a result of the proposed
project because the proposed project would not include construction of structures to the west of
the Historic Depot. Further, as discussed in greater detail under Impact VQ-2, the proposed
project would accentuate the Historic Depot structure, making it the focal point of the Historic
Depot area. Accordingly, scenic views of the Historic Depot would not be adversely affected
due to the proposed project.
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A. Existing View

PROPOSED STRUCTURES

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-9

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge, Facing East
100000532
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a. Existing

b. Proposed

NORTH
NOT TO SCALE

FIGURE 3.3-9(a)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue
100000532
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Residents along the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge currently have a superior view of the project site
and, on a clear day, long-range views of the San Francisco Bay. New development on the project
site would be subject to height restrictions that would prevent substantial increases in massing. The
General Plan’s Land Use Element Downtown Urban Design Guidelines identifies a maximum
building height of 50 feet in the downtown area at the project site. As shown in Figures 3.3-8(a)
through 3.3-8(f), Proposed Building Elevations, nNone of the structures proposed would exceed 50
feet in height or four stories. The proposed building height would not substantially affect the
scenic vista from Pulgas Ridge Hillsides due to the distance from the viewers to the project site,
the superior position of the viewers relative to the project site, the built-out urban nature of the
City, and the vast expanse of the Bay views that would remain unaffected by the proposed
project. Figure 3.3-9A and B depict representative views from the Pulgas Ridge hillside and
resulting views from the construction of the proposed project. As shown, the proposed structures
would not comprise a substantial change to the existing view. Because the project site is located in
an urban built out environment, the proposed structures would comprise a minor element in views
from the homes along the Pulgas Ridge hillsides and the proposed build heights would not affect
views of the Bay from this vantage point. As such, the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact on views of the Bay as seen from residences along the Pulgas Ridge hillsides.
VQ-2. Damage to Scenic Resources. The proposed project could inadvertently damage the Historic
Depot during construction. The proposed project would not damage trees, rock outcroppings,
or other resources within a State scenic highway. (PS)
No State-designated scenic highways are located within close proximity to the project site.
Nevertheless, scenic resources that occur in the project vicinity are identified below and
discussed in terms of the proposed project’s effect on them.
Trees. A tree inventory for the project site was completed in March 2008 and identified 20
heritage trees (currently defined as significant trees per Ordinance 143.8 Exhibit C) on site (see
Appendix B).7 These trees could be impacted by the proposed project. The proposed project
could result in the removal or encroachment into the dripline of several heritagesignificant
trees.8 However, removal of any on-site heritage protected trees would be subject to the
requirements under Municipal Code Chapter 12.20, the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.
Under the Ordinance, removal of heritage significant trees, i.e., those that exceed 36 inches in
circumference or more, measured at 48 inches above natural grade, would require a tree
removal permit. The City may also require replacement of trees with a minimum size 24-inch
box specimen tree as a condition of approval.
The above notwithstanding, the proposed project includes an extensive landscaping plan
provided as Figures 2.6 through 2.6(h) in the Project Description, that would retain 16 large
Coast Redwood trees along Holly Street and the Caltrain tracks, as well as several Sequoia

7

8

Horticultural Associates, Completed Tree Inventory Report, San Carlos Transit Village, San Carlos,
California, pp. 2 – 8, March 21, 2008,
Live Oak Associates, Inc. Legacy CalTrain Biotic Evaluation, January 31, 2007, pp. 24.

3.3-28

San Carlos Transit Village Draft EIR — Visual Quality

trees and Pyrus c. (pear) trees along the Caltrain tracks. Further, the landscaping plan would
plant additional trees around the project site perimeter. The landscaping plan was developed
by the project developer in consultation with the City, SamTrans, the surrounding community,
and the Joint Powers Board Authority (see Section 2, Project Description). Given the Tree
Preservation Ordinance and landscaping plan, impacts due to tree removal would be less than
significant.
Historic Resources. As discussed under Existing Conditions, the Historic Depot is an
historical structure located immediately adjacent to the project site within the Caltrain Station.
The proposed project would not directly alter the Historic Depot structure itself. The Historic
Depot is directly adjacent to and most visible from El Camino Real and San Carlos Avenue,
one of the primary gateways to Downtown San Carlos (see Figure 3.3-1A). The proposed
project would not include construction of structures to the west of the Historic Depot and,
therefore, would not obstruct views of the Historic Depot from El Camino Real or San Carlos
Avenue.
The proposed project has been designed in compliance with Section 4.840, Design
Policies/Guidelines of Resolution 2003-79 and Appendix D, Site Specific Design Guidelines, of
the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines which identify design guidelines applicable to
proposed project related to building height, massing and design, intended to ensure that
development within the railroad corridor is sensitive to the Historic Depot. The proposed
project would include the development of a pedestrian plaza and public gathering space
adjacent to the Historic Depot, in compliance with Section 4.823 and Section 4.845 of
Resolution 2003-79.The proposed retail and office structures, which would not exceed 43 feet
in height (three stories), would be set back from the Historic Depot on either side of the plaza.
The pedestrian plaza would feature a large fountain, a pedestrian walkway, benches, improved
landscaping, and would incorporate the existing plaque, El Camino Bell, and an existing
sculpture into the design of the pedestrian plaza. As required by the Site Specific Design
Guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, Section 4.845 and Section 4.848 of
Resolution 2003-79, and illustrated in Figure 3.3-8(f), the proposed buildings would vary in
height and articulation, and building stories would be stepped back from the Historic Depot to
break up massing and the bulk of the buildings. As illustrated in Figure 3.3-8(f), Building 7
north of the Historic Depot would not exceed 38 feet in height at the roof midpoint and
Building 8 located south of the Historic Depot would not exceed 43 feet in height at the roof
midpoint. Proposed development would incorporate elements of the Historic Depot and other
architectural features into the design of the proposed structures, such as stone veneer, neutral
colors, shingled roofs, and metal accents, in compliance with Section 4.843 of Resolution
2003-79. These features would also create visual interest as required by the Section 4.848 of
Resolution 2003-79 and the Site Specific Design Guidelines. The pedestrian plaza, in
combination with the proposed buildings, would accentuate the Historic Depot structure,
making it the focal point of the Historic Depot area, consistent with Sections 4.843 and 4.845
of Resolution 2003-79 and the City’s goals in the General Plan Policy LU-11.13, which
encourage distinctive architectural features, such as a plaza at visually significant locations
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within gateway areas. Project components, elements, and architectural features of the proposed
project that attempt to foster visual compatibility with the Historic Depot are illustrated in
Figure 3.3-9(a).
Review of the proposed buildings by the Planning Commission’s
Architectural Review Committee, as required by Section 4.841 of Resolution 2003-79, would
further promote visual compatibility between the proposed buildings and architecturally
significant buildings in vicinity. As a result, alterations would occur to the Historic Depot
visual setting but the changes would be less that significant.
However, as discussed in Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, the proposed project could
inadvertently damage the adjacent Historic Depot during construction, which would include
pavement breaking and use of heavy machinery close to the Historic Depot. Damage to this
resource is considered a potentially significant cultural resources impact.
Mitigation Measure. Mitigation Measure CR-1.1, involving preparation of a plan to identify
protective measures, and implementing those measures, would reduce impacts to the Historic
Depot to less than significant. (LTS)
VQ-3. Degradation of Site and Surrounding Visual Character. The proposed project would not
substantially degrade existing character or quality on site, at sensitive viewer locations, or
along scenic roadways. (LTS)
For the purposes of this analysis, a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or
quality of the site would occur if the proposed project would introduce a new visible element
that would be inconsistent with the overall quality, scale, and character of the surrounding
development. The analysis considers the degree of contrast between proposed features and
existing features that represent the area’s valued aesthetic image, in addition to the degree to
which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value. This analysis examines the
changes in visual character and quality of the site itself, and also examines how the proposed
project would change the existing visual character and quality as seen from scenic roadways
and sensitive vantage points identified under Existing Conditions.
This analysis also considers the proposed project’s consistency with the City’s Downtown
Urban Design Guidelines, and the design guidelines contained in Resolution 2003-79.
Resolution 2003-79 identifies the Railroad Corridor, in which the project site is located, as an
area planned for overall architecturally exceptional transit oriented development. The design of
the Railroad Corridor would reflect and complement the architectural style of significant
buildings within in the community and would be sensitive to the scale and massing of adjacent
and surrounding buildings, consistent with Resolution 2003-79 Section 4.830, Design Goal.
Impacts on On-Site Character or Quality. Of the 10.53-acre site, approximately 6.85 acres
is undeveloped and the remaining acreage is developed with a surface parking lot and a vacant
33,451-square-foot automobile dealership. The proposed project would redevelop the project
site with six four-story buildings, one three-story building, and one two-story building on a site
that is primarily undeveloped, representing a change in the visual character of the project site.
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However, this change in visual character has been encouraged by the City through policies and
design guidelines contained in Resolution 2003-79 and the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines.
Building Heights and Massing. As shown in Figures 3.3-8(a) through 3.3-8(f), Buildings 1
through 6 would be four stories with the maximum height of approximately 49 feet at the roof
midpoint, and Building 7 would be two stories with a maximum height of approximately 38
feet at the roof midpoint, and Building 8 would be three stories with a maximum height of
approximately 43 feet at the roof midpoint. Buildings across El Camino Real and buildings in
the downtown area range from one to four stories. As such, tThe tallest proposed structures
would be approximately twice the size in height of the existing development across along El
Camino Real and three to four times the size in height of the residential structures across Old
County Road in the GESC neighborhoods. However, Appendix B, Building Height and
Massing, of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines the Land Use Element allows the
development of buildings up to 50 feet in height to the bottom of the cornice or parapet wall
and an additional 4 feet in height associated with a parapet wall, cornice or sloping roof at the
project site. Additionally, as required by Sections 4.848 and 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79, Site
Specific Guidelines, and General Plan Policy LU-8.10, and illustrated in Figures 3.3-8(a)
through 3.3-8(f), proposed buildings would be spaced out across the project site, the height of
buildings would vary, building stories would be stepped back, and building elevations would be
articulated. These design and architectural features serve to break up the massing and bulk of
the buildings, and provide for visual relief from what otherwise could be a large, blank, flat
surface. Accordingly, the height and massing of the proposed buildings comply with Resolution
2003-79, the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the City’s General Plan.
Architectural Features and Character. As required by Section 4.843 of Resolution 2003-79,
pProposed development would incorporate elements of the Historic Depot, into the design of
the proposed structures. Common elements include stone veneer, neutral colors, shingled
roofs, and metal accents. Several of the existing developments in the adjacent downtown area,
across from the Historic Depot, feature similar elements. The visual character of the downtown
area has been influenced by the presence of historical features which includes the Historic
Depot, similar to the proposed project. Residential buildings would feature tiered building
heights, articulation of building elevations, composite shingle roofs, gable accents, stone
veneer, decorate metal railing, timber entry awnings, metal Juliet or wood balconies, bay
windows, and extensive landscaping. Retail buildings would feature limestone veneer, large
windows, metal awnings, timber trellises, and extensive landscaping. These features would
promote visual compatibility with surrounding development and create visual interest provide
visual relief with regard to height and mass for viewers, as seen from street level, and from the
residential uses to the east of the project site, in compliance with Section 4.848 and 4.849, the
Site Specific Guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and General Plan Policy
8.10. Accordingly, tThe proposed project would be consistent with Resolution 2003-79, the
Building Articulation Guidelines contained in the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and the
City’s General Plan with regard to architectural features and elements of the proposed project.
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The six residential structures would be arranged in a row, running from north to south, with
Building 1 located at the northern most portion of the project site and Building 6 located just
north of the Historic Depot. Each of the six building would be sited perpendicular to El
Camino Real, and be oriented around an internal courtyard, which all units would front. All
building entries would face onto El Camino Real. Windows would feature ornamental iron and
wood accents and various types of balconies, and building colors would be of neutral color
palette that complements the existing architectural features of the Historic Depot, which the
project is being built around. Elements incorporated into project design are intended to
complement the architectural features of the Historic Depot, as well as the downtown San
Carlos area.
Massing and Views. Separations between each building, in the form of surface parking lots,
would be between Buildings 1 and 2, Buildings 3 and 4, and Buildings 6 and 7, and in the form
of a swimming pool area between Buildings 2 and 3, would range in width from 40 feet to 76
feet. These operations would break apart the building mass to create light and view corridors,
and serve to avoid a “solid wall” effect for either side of the tracks, as required by the Site
Specific Design Guidelines. These view corridors would allow for channeled views of the hills
from the GESC neighborhoods, consistent with existing conditions, and would help reduce
complete obstruction of existing views, in compliance with Section 4.849 of Resolution 200379 which requires building architecture to accommodate and preserve views and General Plan
Policies LU-8.19 and LU-9.9 which require new development to minimize the obstruction of
views to the greatest extent possible. Garage entries would be screened from El Camino Real,
and parking areas would be landscaped and appropriately lit, as required by Section 4.855 of
Resolution 2003-79.
Relationship to the Historic Depot. The retail and office component of the proposed project,
included in Buildings 7 and 8, would be two and three stories in height and would be located
on either side of the Historic Depot and the proposed pedestrian plaza. The design of the
structures would complement and reflect the character of the Historic Depot and would
contribute to making the Historic Depot structure the focal point of the project site, consistent
with Section 4.830 of Resolution 2003-79. Because the gateway into Downtown San Carlos is
complementary to the Historic Depot, the proposed structures would also complement the
gateway into Downtown San Carlos. The retail buildings would feature metal roofs, limestone
veneer, ornamental sconces and metal retail awnings, consistent with character of the Historic
Depot. Storefronts would have large windows, signage and loggias with decorative metal
railings. A surface parking lot would be provided to the south of Building 8 and a smaller
parking lot, intended for office and retail uses, would be constructed between Buildings 6
and 7.
Signage and Landscaping. All signage under the proposed project would be coordinated under
a project-specific signage and lighting program, as required by Section 4.847 of Resolution
2003-79, and consistent with the San Carlos Municipal Code and the City’s Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines.
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Additionally, Legacy Partners would incorporate a landscaping plan that was designed in
collaboration with the City, SamTrans, surrounding community, and the JPB. The landscaping
plan would cover 40 percent of the project site with a variety of trees, shrubs, perennial,
grasses, vines and ground covers. Figures 2-6 through 2-6(h), in the Project Description,
depict the proposed landscaping plan. The perimeter of the project site along El Camino Real
would be planted with a combination of Russet Southern Magnolia and Green Vase Zelkova
trees. Along the back of each building and within the pedestrian pathway/emergency access
lane, trees would be planted and existing landscaping along the existing perimeter wall would
be maintained. Existing large Coastal Redwood trees, and other trees along Holly Street and
the Caltrain tracks, would be maintained. The courtyards of each building would also be
landscaped to include lawns and trees. Off-site landscaping would also be provided between
the Caltrain tracks and Old County Road, along the Railroad Corridor extending south of the
project site to the San Carlos/Redwood City border between the Caltrain tracks and El Camino
Real, and along the east side of El Camino Real in front of the project site. Along Old
Country Road, existing landscaping would be replaced with 11 Catalina Ironwood trees, as
well as extensive ground covering. Landscape plans for the Railroad Corridor are not available
at this time but would be consistent with landscaping provided on the project site, as well as
street trees planted both in the median and on the west side of El Camino Real. New street
trees along the east side of El Camino Real would be consistent with the new street trees along
the west side of El Camino Real currently being studied by the City. As such the proposed
project would be consistent with Section 4.842 of Resolution 2003-79 which requires the
provision of a unified landscaped strip accenting the development along the perimeter of the
project site and Section 4.854 which encourages accent landscaping, including trees along the
perimeter of buildings to provide a visual buffer between land uses and soften the visual
impact.
The trees planted around the project site would accent the proposed development and would
partially shield views of the buildings from adjacent streets and the GESC neighborhoods. The
increased landscaping both on- and off-site would enhance the character of the project site and
the Railroad Corridor as a whole, in a manner consistent with community goals.
Summary. In light of the above discussions, while the proposed project would substantially
increase on-site building height and bulk, the proposed project would have a less-thansignificant impact on on-site visual character or quality because: (1) the proposed project would
be consistent with the City’s development goals and vision for the site, as articulated in the
City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, 2030 General Plan, and Resolution 2003-79; and
(2) the proposed project would replace the vacant automobile dealership structure and
undeveloped land with enhanced landscaping, pedestrian amenities, and finely designed
structures that would complement the City’s valued Historic Depot and the gateway into
Downtown San Carlos. It can be argued that the proposed project would enhance the visual
character or quality of the project site and adjacent downtown area since the proposed project
would incorporate distinctive landmark features into a site that does not currently feature any
significant aesthetic or visual characteristics that are unique to the City.
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Impacts on Sensitive Vantage Points and Scenic Roadways. The sensitive vantage points
identified under Existing Conditions include: (1) residences along the hillsides of the Pulgas
Ridge; (2) residences in isolated locations in the GESC neighborhoods area, particularly along
Old County Road; (3) Laureola Park; and (4) nearby City Scenic Roads, including Holly
Street, San Carlos Avenue, and El Camino Real. Impacts on residences along the hillsides of
the Pulgas Ridge are discussed under Impact VQ-1.
Impacts from Residences in the GESC Neighborhoods. As described under Existing Conditions,
existing development on the project site is not currently visible from the GESC neighborhoods
due to the presence of the elevated Caltrain tracks. However, views of the Historic Depot
tower are visible from certain locations. Existing westward views looking towards the project
site, from the neighborhoods east of the project site, as shown in Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6,
typically consist of foreground views of single-family homes, street trees, and roadways,
midground views of are limited in most locations due to the elevated Caltrain tracks and
vegetation along Old County Road, and background views of open sky. However, direct
vViews of the hillsides of Pulgas Ridge are available along Old County Road, generally from
Cherry Street to Montgomery Street, and along east-west streets in both the northeast GESC
neighborhood and the southeast GESC neighborhood. As previously described, hillside views
to the west tend to be channelized, due to the height of the elevated Caltrain tracks,
surrounding development, and street trees. Along Old County Road, looking northwest, views
of the upper elevations of Belmont Hill beyond the Caltrain berm are unobstructed for about
two blocks south of Holly Street and for about four blocks north of Holly Street (starting
around Springfield Drive and Sylvan Drive); although the berm remains the dominant visual
feature in the viewshed due to its proximity from this neighborhood are isolated to certain areas
and are considered background views (see Figure 3.3-7 for a representative view). Views of
the Belmont Hill are also occasionally available from other north-south streets in the GESC
neighborhoods. Accordingly, the views of the hillsides and Belmont Hill from the GESC
neighborhoods are an integral contributor to the visual setting of these neighborhoods as they
offer a visual backdrop to residential development or the Caltrain berm which occupy the
foreground of views looking west and northwest but the availability of these views of the
hillsides looking across the project site is not continuous through the neighborhoods.
Although the availability of views of the hillsides from the GESC neighborhoods when looking
towards the project site is limited due to the elevated Caltrain tracks, these views are protected
by Section 4.849 of Resolution 2003-79 which requires development in the railroad corridor to
accommodate and preserve significant views from the east side residential areas, Appendix D,
Site-Specific Guidelines of the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines which requires buildings
be designed and located to mitigate impact on views of the hills for residents on the east side of
the tracks; and General Plan Policies LU-8.19 and LU-9.9 which require new development to
minimize the obstruction of views.
Due to the height and mass of proposed development, and the elevation of the project site
which is approximately 5 feet higher than the GESC neighborhoods, implementation of the
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proposed project would result in the obstruction of hillside views from most vantage points in
the GESC neighborhoods where views are currently available beyond the project site, as shown
in Figure 3.3-9A and B through Figure 3.3-12(b). However, hillside views would continue to
be available from vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods that do not include proposed
development in its viewshed. Further, as required by the Site Specific Guidelines and Section
4.851 of Resolution 2003-79, proposed buildings have been spaced out across the project site to
allow for view corridors between buildings. The provision of view corridors would allow for
channeled views of the hillsides from select vantage points in the GESC neighborhoods,
consistent with existing conditions, and in compliance with policies and guidelines referenced
above which require that views are preserved and the obstruction of views is minimized. As
such, the proposed project would obstruct views of the hillsides from vantage points in the
GESC neighborhoods; however, because the availability and prominence of these views vary
throughout the GESC neighborhoods and the provision of view corridors between proposed
buildings would preserve views of the hillsides from east-west streets in the GESC
neighborhoods, in compliance with Resolution 2003-79, the Site Specific Guidelines and the
General Plan, the visual quality and character of the GESC neighborhood overall, would not be
degraded such that a significant impact would occur,
As a result of the proposed project, existing views from the GESC neighborhoods looking
westward would be replaced with views of proposed development consisting of six four-story
buildings, one three-story building, and one two-story building. The scale and mass of
proposed development would be substantial compared to the scale and mass of existing oneand two-story single-family homes across Old County Road. However, Section 4.851 of
Resolution 2003-79 allows for the construction of buildings exceeding the City’s surrounding
height limit with incorporation of several elements including exceptional architecture and
substantial view corridors. Proposed development would be setback from existing single family
homes in the GESC neighborhoods by Old County Road and the elevated Caltrain tracks, at a
distance of approximately 125 feet. Additionally, as described above, the proposed project has
incorporated various architectural techniques such as separations between buildings to avoid the
solid wall effect, the tiering of building heights, and articulation of building elevations in order
to break up the massing and bulk of buildings and provide for visual relief, as required by
Section 4.848 of Resolution 2003-79, the Site Specific Guidelines, and General Plan Policy
LU-8.10. Further, as illustrated in Figures 2-6 through 2-6(h), the proposed project would
include extensive landscaping along the eastern perimeter of the project site and between Old
County Road and the elevated Caltrain tracks, in compliance with Section 4.842 and Section
4.854 of Resolution 2003-79 which encourages accent landscaping along the perimeter of
buildings to provide a buffer between land uses and soften the visual impacts of buildings. The
provision of landscaping would partially screen views of the Caltrain tracks and proposed
development. As the proposed project would be setback, buffered, and screened from singlefamily homes, as required by General Plan Policy LU-9.5 and has incorporated various
architectural techniques to break up the mass and bulk of the proposed buildings, the proposed
project, while larger in scale and mass, would not be visually overwhelming or incompatible
with the GESC neighborhoods.
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Project compliance with applicable plans and regulations related to building height and
massing, and visual compatibility between new development and adjacent residential
neighborhoods would be ensured through a number of required site plan reviews prior to
project approval. As required by Section 18.104.04036.030 of the City’s Zoning Code, the
project’s Development Plan would be subject to review and approval by the City’s Planning
Commission and City Council. As required by Section 4.841 of Resolution 2003-79, the City’s
Planning Commission Architectural Review Committee would review the proposed project for
compatibility with other architecturally significant building in the vicinity. Additionally, design
review and approval of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making body for
compliance with site planning, architecture, signing and landscaping criteria prior to project
approval is required by General Plan Policy LU-8.20. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed project would not result in the degradation of the visual character or quality of the
GESC neighborhoods, as the project has been designed in compliance with the City’s design
guidelines and policies specific to the project site and would therefore be visually consistent
with City’s vision for the project site and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
As shown in Figure 3.3-10A and B, the proposed project would obstruct a large portion of
existing hillside views from Old County Road and Sylvan Drive. The hillsides are not a
dominant component of the views from this location, nor are they a dominant feature in the
GESC neighborhoods as a whole. The obstruction of hillside views from this representative
location is thus considered a less-than-significant impact. Additionally, the proposed project
would enhance landscaping along Old County Road and incorporate finely designed structures
into the views from Old County Road and Sylvan Drive.
It should be noted that resulting obstructions of hillside views would only occur in isolated
areas of the GESC neighborhoods. As shown in Figure 3.3-11A and B, while the proposed
project would impose views of new four-story structures and increased landscaping, the
proposed project would not obstruct existing views of hillsides because there are none from this
location. The proposed structures would introduce increased building mass into the
middleground views from this vantage point. However, the proposed structures would be set
back beyond the intervening elevated Caltrain tracks and would be partially concealed by
increased landscaping. The proposed structures would not result in an abrupt change in
massing from the residences so as to be overwhelming. As such, impacts from the proposed
project that do not involve obstruction of hillside views would also be less than significant.
The above notwithstanding, the proposed project would be subject to architectural review, per
Section 4.840 Design Policies/Guidelines of Resolution 2003-079. The review would ensure
compatibility with the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines and the City’s design goals
for the area.
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A. Existing View

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-10

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Sylvan Road and Old County Road, Facing West
100000532
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A. Existing View

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-11

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Riverton Road and Old County Road, Facing West
100000532
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HILLSIDES OF PULGAS RIDGE

A. Existing View
PROPOSED STRUCTURES

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-12

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Laureola Park, Facing West
100000532
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a. Existing

b. Proposed
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FIGURE 3.3-12(a)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post Construction Views of Laureola Park, Facing West
100000532
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a. Existing

b. Proposed
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FIGURE 3.3-12(b)

Source: Square One, 2011.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from Holly Street and Old County Road, Facing Northwest
100000532

San Carlos Transit Village EIR

Impacts from Laureola Park. As shown in Figure 3.3-12A and B, Laureola Park and Figure
3.3-12(a), which is are within the GESC neighborhoods area, offers minor background views
of the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge. The proposed project would partially obstruct the hillside
views from the park. Given that the hillside views comprise a minor feature of the park’s
character, the resulting obstruction of those hillside views is considered a less-than-significant
impact.
Impacts from Scenic Roadways. Nearby scenic roads with views of the proposed project
include Holly Street, San Carlos Avenue, and El Camino Real. Holly Street intersects the
project site and would feature views of the proposed buildings. Between Old County Road and
El Camino Real, Holly Street travels beneath the Caltrain tracks via an underpass that allows
for through traffic. The eastern corners of the Holly Street/El Camino Real intersection are
heavily landscaped with a variety of shrubs and mature trees, such as Coast Redwoods (see
Figure 3.3-4, View of El Camino Real at Holly Street, Facing East). Minimal landscaping is
located on the western corners of the Holly Street/Old County Road intersection. As illustrated
in Figures 3.3-2A, 3.3-4 and 3.3-12(b), tThe elevated Caltrain tracks cross over Holly Street
and depressed roadway are thus the dominant feature at Holly Street near the project site. The
project site on both sides of Holly Street is currently vacant. When approaching the elevated
Caltrain tracks from the east on Holly Street, features minor background expansive views of
the hillsides of the Pulgas Ridge and tall trees are available beyond the Caltrain tracks,
providing a scenic backdrop to one of the City’s primary gateways facing northwest. With
implementation of the proposed project, existing landscaping on either side of Holly Street at
the project site would remain and proposed development would be setback from Holly Street by
these landscaped areas. Due to the height of proposed buildings, existing expansive views of
the hillsides would become narrower as seen looking west on Holly Street as illustrated in
Figure 3.3-12(b). Accordingly, the proposed project would alter the visual character of Holly
Street at the project site by introducing new development and limiting the availability of hillside
views but would not substantially degrade the visual quality of the project site and surrounding
area which would still function as a major gateway. The proposed project would obstruct the
hillside views and would introduce substantially increased building massing than currently
exists. However, the hillside obstruction would not comprise a significant impact since the
hillsides are a minor feature along Holly Street. Additionally, the proposed development
would be consistent with the City’s development goals for the area as articulated in the General
Plan and Resolution 2003-79, and would incorporate enhanced landscaping along its street
frontages. Lastly, the proposed project would be subject to architectural review, which would
review for design consistency with the City’s Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. As such,
impacts along Holly Street would be less than significant.
San Carlos Avenue serves as the gateway into Downtown San Carlos, which is across El
Camino Real from the project site. The proposed project would be designed to complement the
gateway into Downtown San Carlos. As described previously, the visual character of the
downtown area has been influenced by the presence of historical features which includes the
Historic Depot. The proposed project would be consistent with the Building Articulation
3.3-42
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Guidelines contained in the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and would be subject to
architectural review to ensure compliance. The increased development in the project site has
been encouraged by the City through policies and design guidelines contained in Resolution
2003-79 (Section 4.840 Design Policies/Guidelines), and the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines. Lastly, the proposed project would not obstruct hillside views from San Carlos
Avenue. Impacts along San Carlos Avenue would be less than significant.
El Camino Real features direct views of the project site. As described under Existing
Conditions, El Camino Real is an auto-oriented corridor that features disparate element, which
are mostly low-scale (one to two stories) with some new four-story development. Visual
quality along this corridor is low to moderate. There are minor, background views of hillsides
facing northwest from El Camino Real near Holly Street; these views would not be affected by
the proposed project. Along the project site, the Historic Depot, the Caltrain Station and
elevated Caltrain tracks are the dominant feature. Figures 3.3-9(b), 3.3-13A and B, and 3.314A and B depict existing and post-construction views along El Camino Real. The proposed
project would substantially change the character and scale along the El Camino Real corridor
by replacing the largely undeveloped site with eight buildings that would reach up to 49 feet in
height. However, the changes would not be adverse because: (1) increased development in the
project site been encouraged by the City through policies and design guidelines contained in
Resolution 2003-79 (Section 4.8480 Design Policies/Guidelines), and the Downtown Urban
Design Guidelines; (2) the proposed project would be consistent with the Building Articulation
Guidelines contained in the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, and would be subject to
deisgndesign review by the City’s Architectural Review CommitteePlanning Commission to
ensure compliance; (3) the proposed project would incorporate fine design and enhanced
landscaping along El Camino Real; (4) the proposed project would complement and continue
the development character in the downtown area across El Camino Real; and (5) the proposed
structures would minimize the not obstruction of hillside views.
In light of the above discussions, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts
on views from Holly Street, San Carlos Avenue, and El Camino Real, which are scenic
roadways.
Shadows. In response to the GESC Association’s concerns, shading (or shadow) impacts from
the proposed project on residences along Old County Road are discussed here for informational
purposes. It should be noted that the City’s significance criteria do not include shadow
impacts; as such, no significance conclusions are provided here regarding shadows. Shading
refers to preventing existing land uses from directly accessing sunlight due to shadows cast by
off-site buildings or structures. The consequences of shadows on land uses may be positive,
including cooling effects during warm weather, or negative, such as the loss of natural light
necessary for solar energy purposes or the loss of warming influences during cool weather.
Shadow effects are dependent upon several factors, including the local topography, the height
and bulk of a project’s structural elements, the shade sensitivity of adjacent land uses, the
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A. Existing View

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-13

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from El Camino Real and Oak Street, Facing South
100000532
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A. Existing View

B. Post-Construction View

FIGURE 3.3-14

Source: Square One Productions, 2009.

Existing and Post-Construction Views from El Camino Real and Bush Street, Facing South
100000532
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season and consequent length of shadows, and the duration of shadow projection. Facilities
and operations sensitive to the effects of shading include, but are not necessarily limited to,
residential, recreational, institutional uses (e.g., schools, nursing homes, etc.), some public
outdoor spaces or restaurants with outdoor eating areas, plant nurseries, and existing solar
collectors. These uses are considered sensitive because sunlight is important to function,
physical comfort, or commerce. Shadow length and bearing (the direction in which they are
cast) is dependent on the location (latitude and longitude) of the project site, which dictates the
angle of the sun relative to the project site. The potential for off-site effects is dependent on
the distance between the project site and the nearest shade-sensitive land uses and the duration
of shading.
Figures 3.3-15 through 3.3-198 illustrate the resulting shadows during the autumn and spring
equinox, and summer and winter solstice. Shadows at 10:00 a.m., noon, and 3:00 p.m., 4:00
p.m., and 5:00 p.m. are provided. As shown in the figures, the greatest resulting shadow
lengths would occur during the afternoon of the winter solstice. At this time of the year,
shadows from the proposed project would be cast on single family residential parcels north of
Holly Street, along Old County Road (approximately eight residences) and approximately four
residences east of Old County Road (totaling up to approximately 24 homes), between the
hours of 3:00 p.m. and sunset (approximately 5:00 p.m. on the winter solstice). Only a limited
number of homes would be cast in shadow during this timeframe, as illustrated in Figure 3.315. Additionally, on the autumn equinox between the hours of 5:00 p.m. and sunset
(approximately 6:00 p.m. on the autumn equinox), shadows from the proposed project would
be cast on approximately seven residences along Old County Road, as illustrated in Figure 3.318. No shadows would be cast on these residential properties at other times of the year. As
such, although shadows would be cast on residences in the GESC neighborhood during winter
afternoons, residences and other light sensitive uses would not be significantly impacted
because the functionality of these uses would not be significantly reduced as a result of the
proposed project. Additionally, General Plan Policy LU-8.19 requires residential structures to
be designed to avoid interference with the right and ability to use solar energy. Design review
of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making body for compliance with site
planning, architecture, signage, and landscaping criteria prior to project approval, as required
General Plan Policy LU-8.20, would ensure that the proposed project does not substantially
interfere with right and ability to use solar energy. It should be noted that mature trees are
extant on most of these properties and currently cast shadows within the properties. It should
also be noted that no project shadows would be cast on Laureola Park, the nearest public park
relative to the project site.
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VQ-4. Light and Glare. The proposed project would potentially significantly increase light and glare
in the project vicinity. (PS)
The proposed project would rezone the project site from Highway Service Commercial Zoning
District (C-S) Mixed Use Station Area (MU-SA) to Planned Community Development (PCPD). Although no regulation is currently in place that would specifically prohibit off-site
light and glare spillage within P-CPD zoning districts, it is City custom and practice to include
conditions to restrict light and glare spillage. The proposed project would increase overall
nighttime lighting in the area by introducing additional exterior lighting along the length of the
project site. Land uses across El Camino Real from the project site are commercial in nature
and would not be sensitive to nighttime lighting. However, residential uses across Old County
Road to the east of the project site could be affected by nighttime lighting associated with the
proposed project.
Night illumination can affect people in several ways. For example, where intense lighting is
viewed against a dark background, the contrast attracts the attention of the viewer and could be
considered an annoyance. Under low-light conditions, the human eye adjusts to the brightest
light within the field of view. If the range of light intensity to which the eye is exposed is large,
the eye will be relatively insensitive to the more dimly lighted areas within the field of view. In
addition, increased illumination can affect the suitability of sleeping areas, use of outdoor areas
at natural light levels, and privacy. The degree of impacts may be related to the degree of
change from the illumination levels to which people have become accustomed.
Due to the developed nature of the surrounding area, a significant amount of ambient nighttime
light currently exists, reducing the views of stars and affecting views of the nighttime sky.
Streetlights and station lighting provide the majority of light along the streets that surround the
project site. Surrounding uses also provide exterior lighting.
The proposed project would increase lighting on the project site. However, existing street
lighting, nighttime vehicular traffic, train headlights, and the presence of proposed landscaped
buffers would help reduce the amount of light spilling onto nearby residential areas from the
proposed project. While the proposed project would be subject to Architectural Review, the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, which the project would be reviewed against, only
recommends (and does not require) that light spillage be precluded.9 Nonetheless, without
mitigation, substantial light spillage could occur, resulting in potentially significant impacts.
MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measures VQ-4.1 and VQ-4.2 below would ensure that the
proposed project would not result in an excessive amount spillover light onto adjacent light
sensitive receptors. As such, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. (LTS)
VQ-4.1

9

Prepare Lighting Plan. The project developer shall prepare a lighting plan for City
review and approval prior to issuance of a building permit.

City of San Carlos, Downtown Urban Guidelines, p.22, adopted July 23, 2001.
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VQ-4.2

Install Design Prevention and Control Devices for Exterior Lighting. The project
developer shall design the exterior lighting for the proposed project such that
illumination is focused and directed in a manner that provides for circulation and
security while reducing the incidence of spillover light into adjacent properties. If
necessary, to minimize intrusive light and glare effects, the exterior light fixtures
shall be equipped with lenses or hoods or equivalent equipment to control spillover
light and glare.

Cumulative Impacts
This cumulative visual quality analysis considers foreseeable development in the west and east San
Carlos because the project site is at the boundary of these distinct planning sectors within the City.
Even though the project site is within west San Carlos and the elevated Caltrain tracks provide a visual
divide between east and west San Carlos, the proposed three- to four-story structures would still be
visible from east San Carlos. Therefore, east San Carlos is included in the cumulative study area.
Cumulative projects within the study area are listed in Section 3.1 of this document.
VQ-5. Cumulative Visual Impacts.
significant. (LTS)

Cumulative impacts on visual quality would be less than

Other than the anticipated Caltrain Electrification project, Caltrain High Speed Rail Train
(HSRHST) project and the City’s lighting and landscaping project along the east side of El
Camino Real, there are no other developments anticipated to occur within the immediate
vicinity of the proposed project, including the El Camino Real corridor. Other foreseeable
projects would be removed from the project site, and thus would not visually cumulate with the
proposed project. The HSRHST project would incorporate additional train tracks within the
Caltrain right-of-way, at the same grade as the existing tracks. The Caltrain Electrification
project would incorporate overhead electrification structures along the elevated Caltrain tracks,
which would adversely affect visual conditions and exacerbate the visual barrier caused by the
existing Caltrain tracks. The City’s landscaping and lighting project along the east side of El
Camino Real would plant new street trees and lighting poles across from the project site; the
City is coordinating both their landscaping project with the proposed project so that landscaping
matches. Both the proposed project structures and the Caltrain Electrification project structures
would be visible along the Caltrain tracks. The visibility of these projects along the Caltrain
tracks would cumulate.
However, the cumulative visibility of the projects would not obstruct any more hillside views
than the proposed project alone. Hillside obstruction would be isolated and no significant
views of hillsides would be lost. While the Caltrain Electrification project would have adverse
impacts on on-site character, the proposed project would help reduce the impact by enhancing
landscaping along the Caltrain tracks, including extensive landscaping along the eastern
perimeter of the project site and between Old County Road and the elevated Caltrain tracks, in
compliance with Section 4.842 and Section 4.854 of Resolution 2003-79 which encourages
accent landscaping along the perimeter of buildings to provide a buffer between land uses and
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soften the visual impacts of buildings. The provision of landscaping would partially screen
views of the Caltrain tracks and proposed development.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the surrounding context is critical when determining
whether a visual impact is significant. The project site is situated in an urban setting and, as
such, construction of the proposed project would not be out of context with surrounding
development. Design review of the proposed project by the appropriate decision making body
for compliance with site planning, architecture, signage, and landscaping criteria prior to
project approval, as required General Plan Policy LU-8.20, would ensure that potential visual
impacts from the proposed project are minimized to the full extent possible. As such,
cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
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