

























































































Project Description

The project site is a neighborhood park located in a single-family residential neighborhood in the
city of Menlo Park. Flood County Park originally opened in the early 1930s, and existing adobe
structures on-site were constructed during that era as Works Progress Administration (WPA)
projects. These adobe structures include an administrative office, a ranger residence, maintenance
and electrical buildings, restrooms, and remaining fragments of an adobe wall adjacent to Bay Road.
The adobe administrative office is uninhabited but used occasionally for storage.

The park has a mixture of passive recreational facilities, such as group and individual picnic areas
and trails, and active recreation facilities like a ballfield, tennis courts, a playground, sand volleyball
courts, and a gravel pétanque court. An asphalt trail loops eastward from the central playground
through picnic areas in the southern part of the park back to the western parking lot. Chain-link
fencing approximately five to nine feet tall encloses the park in all directions.

Flood County Park has an open, spacious visual character with large patches of woodland, especially
in its southern half. Prominent heritage trees of the following species abound at the park:

=  Quercus agrifolia (coast live oak)

= Quercus lobata (valley oak)

= Quercus ilex (holly oak)

= Sequoia sempervirens (coast redwood)

= Umbellularia californica (California bay laurel)
= Ulmus genus (elm)

= Platanus x acerifolia (London plane tree)

= Pyrus calleryana (Callery pear)

=  Fraxinus genus (ash)

= Acacia melanoxylon (Australian blackwood)
= Callitris genus (pine)

A 2015 assessment of the property revealed that many park features and core infrastructure
components are in need of major repair or replacement. The ballfield, for example, is currently in
disrepair and was last used in 2010. Current visitorship is lower than its peak from the late 1990s
and early 2000s; however, the number of visitors has been steadily rebounding following the park’s
2011 reopening after a year-long closure for replacement of the Hetch Hetchy water pipeline in the
SFPUC right-of-way.

Lands immediately surrounding the project site are occupied primarily by single-family residences
with the exception of a vacant former school site and the Haven Family House to the northeast. The
Haven Family House consists of two-story buildings that provide transitional housing to homeless
people. The vacant school is in a deferred maintenance condition, with broken windows and graffiti.
Nearby residences range from one to two stories in height. Trees and shrubs near the property lines
partially obstruct views of Flood County Park from adjacent residences. U.S. 101 is approximately
275 feet northeast of the park.

2.4 Project Features

The proposed project entails a Landscape Plan for the long-term redevelopment of San Mateo
County’s Flood County Park in the city of Menlo Park. The planning process for development of the
Landscape Plan took place between May and December 2015. On April 7, 2016, the County Parks
and Recreation Commission voted to approve this plan as the Draft Preferred Alternative for
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improving Flood County Park. The Landscape Plan was refined through a series of community
outreach efforts structured to identify community values, preferred uses, and site layout
preferences. In response to public comment, the County has refined the proposed plan to optimize
preservation of large oak and bay trees, increase offerings of sports, and provide a variety of active
and passive uses for a range of user groups.

Table 5 lists the proposed recreational facilities in the Landscape Plan and their anticipated phasing.

Table 5 Proposed Recreational Facilities and Phasing

Phase Improvements

Phase | Baseball field replacement and bathroom
Soccer/lacrosse field
Two tennis courts
Sand volleyball court replacement
Basketball court
Pump track
Asphalt paths
Adobe bathroom renovation
Tree-lined promenade
Drop off at playground area
New utilities: water, electric, gas, greywater piping1
Phase I Restrooms
Demonstration gardens
Playground replacement
Individual picnic area renovations
Gathering meadow (performance space)
Phase llI Rehabilitation of adobe administrative building2
Group picnic area renovations with shade shelters
Completion of all pathways with exercise stations
Gathering plazas

Focal element (may incorporate existing water pump feature)

! purple piping may be installed for the future use of greywater.

* The adobe administrative building would be rehabilitated for seismic stability and use by park visitors.

Because the Landscape Plan is a high-level plan intended to guide the long-term redevelopment of
the park and would not directly involve the construction of recreational facilities listed in Table 5,
this EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of Phase Il and lll improvements at a programmatic
level. However, the EIR evaluates proposed Phase | improvements at a more detailed, project-
specific level to the extent feasible, as they would be constructed in the near term and their scope
of physical disturbance and their construction schedule are more defined.

Figure 4 shows the layout of recreational facilities in the proposed Landscape Plan. The largest
recreational facilities would be sited in the northern portion of the park, where the existing ballfield
would be reconstructed and the soccer/lacrosse field would be installed at the northeast corner,
replacing the existing pétanque court and a portion of the existing tennis courts. The promenade
would run eastward across the center of the park from the parking lot. Picnic areas clustered in the
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southern half of the park would be reconstructed. A demonstration garden would be established in
the western part of the park, near the parking lot entrance off Bay Road. In addition, the following
recreational facilities would be located within the SFPUC right-of-way outlined in Figure 4: a
ballfield, soccer/lacrosse field, basketball court, and promenade. The Parks Department would
preserve existing adobe buildings on-site, with the exception of demolishing the adobe Restroom D
located west of the existing tennis courts. The adobe administrative building in the southwest part
of the park would be rehabilitated for seismic stability.

Fencing and/or netting would be installed around the proposed athletic fields. The reconstructed
ballfield would be bordered by chain-link fencing of similar height and placement to the existing
field. Based on the industry standard for soccer and lacrosse fields, it is assumed that fencing four to
six feet in height would ring the soccer/lacrosse field (Sprecher 2012). Netting would likely be
installed to contain soccer and lacrosse balls within this field. This netting is often set at a 20-foot
height at the ends of the field or encircling the field (Sprecher 2012). This analysis conservatively
assumes the installation of 20 to 30-foot-tall netting that encircles the soccer/lacrosse field.

Table 6 compares recent historical recreational use of Flood County Park to projected future use
under implementation of the Landscape Plan. The recent historical data in Table 6 dates from 2009
to 2010, when the existing ballfield was last in use. This data serves as a point of comparison to
projected future use with a reconstructed ballfield at the park. Nevertheless, because the ballfield
has been inactive for a period of more than five years, existing use of the park is the most
reasonable baseline against which to evaluate the Landscape Plan’s environmental impacts from
future use. As shown in the table below, the projected use of athletic field improvements under the
Landscape Plan (i.e., a reconstructed ballfield and new soccer/lacrosse field) would generally be
highest during the summer, when the Menlo Park Legends or other athletic groups would be most
active at the reconstructed ballfield. It is anticipated that organized activities at the athletic fields
would occur no earlier than 9 am and no later than 8 pm. No additional lighting that would enable
nighttime use of athletic facilities is proposed as part of the Landscape Plan, although path lights
that could be manually turned on and off for special events may be installed. The park’s existing
hours of use would not change.

Grading and Construction

It is anticipated that implementation of the Landscape Plan would occur in three phases: Phase |,
Phase I, and Phase lll, The Phase | improvements are expected to be completed in approximately
the first two years. The County anticipates initiating the improvements identified under Phase |
within one to two years after issuance of the EIR, with construction estimated to take from a year to
eighteen months. During this construction period, the portion of the park to be improved would be
closed to public access. Phases Il and Il would be implemented subsequent to Phase |, as funding
permits and after project-level CEQA is prepared. While precise timeframes are uncertain, the
County’s goal would be to implement Phase Il within five to seven years and Phase Ill within seven
to ten years so that the revitalization of Flood County Park is completed within ten years of issuance
of the EIR.

During Phase |, the northern portion of the park stretching from the proposed central promenade to
the north and east would be graded. The area of grading in this phase would total approximately
nine acres, including 3.4 acres at the ballfield and 1.6 acres at the soccer/lacrosse field. Grading
activity would be required primarily to raise the ground surface above the SFPUC pipelines;
reconstruct the ballfield; install a soccer/lacrosse field, pump track, and new underground utilities;
demolish the existing playground, the adobe restroom next to the existing tennis courts, and asphalt
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Figure 4 Proposed Landscape Plan
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Table 6 Comparison of Historical and Anticipated Future Use of Athletic Fields at Flood County Park

Activity/Group Daily Use

Historical Use

Summit High School 8 7 5 3 1 game/day N/A
Everest High School 8 7 5 3 1 game/day N/A
Bay Area Men’s Senior League 2 4 2 2 games/day N/A
Palo Alto Babe Ruth 4 7 11 6 1 game/day N/A
SF National Adult 2 4 6 10 10 19 5 2 games/day N/A
BAMSBL 4 8 4 6 4 6 2 games/day N/A
Little League 1 game/day N/A
Total 0 16 24 29 27 24 14 25 11 0 0 0

Projected Use’

Baseball 1 19 13 17 46 46 42 10 5 3 5 93m-8pm2 14-60

Soccer 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 4-6pm/ 24-72
1lam-2pm

Total 25 43 37 41 24 46 46 42 34 29 27 29

N/A = not available at this time

! Data from the Menlo Park Legends (baseball) and Sheriff’s Activity League (soccer) were used to estimate potential future use of the proposed athletic fields. These numbers reflected desired
levels of use and were used as a predictor of potential maximum field usage. Use of these numbers for the purposes of this environmental analysis does not indicate that the County has committed
to a particular level of use or to use of the athletic fields by any specific entity.

* This is a conservative assumption for the timing of daily ballfield use. It is anticipated that baseball events would occur no earlier than 9 am and no later than 8 pm.
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5.21 - Site Treatment
a. Encourage the protection and preservation of archaeological sites.

b. Temporarily suspend construction work when archaeological/paleontological sites are
discovered. Establish procedures which allow for the timely investigation and/or excavation
of such sites by qualified professionals as may be appropriate.

c. Cooperate with institutions of higher learning and interested organizations to record,
preserve, and excavate sites.

Eligibility of Historic Resources

Figure 5 shows the location of structures in Flood County Park’s built environment. Table 12 lists
these structural elements in order their corresponding number in Figure 5 as well as their date of
construction.

Figure 5 Built Environment Elements of Flood County Park
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Table 12 Built Environment Resources of Flood County Park

Map Reference Built Environment Resource Construction Date
1 Ticket Office ca. 1960s

2 Maintenance Building Unknown; moved ca. 1980s
3 Ranger’s House 1938

4 Oak Shelter Picnic Area ca. 1988

5 Adobe Maintenance Building ca. 1938

6 Restroom A ca. 1988

7 Park Administrative Office ca. 1938

8 Electrical Building ca. 1938

9 Play Area ca. 1988

10 Baseball Field ca. 1945

11 Baseball Field Restroom 2003

12 Pétanque Court ca. 1988

13 Tennis Courts ca. 1942

14 Softball Field ca. 1942

15 Restroom D ca. 1938

16 Restroom B 2003

17 Restroom C ca. 1960s/1980s
18 Adobe Entrance Wall ca. 1938

Extant adobe structures at the park that date to the WPA era of the 1930s include the ranger’s
house (#3), the adobe maintenance building (#4), the administrative office building (#7), the
electrical building (#8), Restroom D (#15), and the adobe entrance wall (#18). Figures 6 through 11
present photos of existing conditions at these structures, and the Cultural Resources Study
(Appendix E) details the physical form of these buildings.

The WPA was one of the largest and most ambitious programs of the New Deal and was responsible
for over 1,000 public works projects across California between 1935 and 1943 (The Living New Deal
2016). Initially constructed in 1938, Flood County Park was the second WPA park project in San
Mateo County and was the result of resourceful County leaders who recognized the future need for
parkland in a rapidly developing area. Unlike Memorial Park (the County’s first WPA park project)
and many other WPA park projects, Flood County Park was unique in that it was developed as a
smaller urban recreational facility. An examination of other extant WPA projects in San Mateo
County and the surrounding San Francisco Bay area indicates that WPA parks of this size are a rare
variation of the property type (The Living New Deal 2016). Although Flood County Park was small in
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Figure 6 Ranger’s House, Facing North
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Figure 8 Administrative Office Building, Facing Northwest

Figure 9
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Figure 10 Restroom D Building, Facing Northwest
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size compared to other park projects, it was developed using the same the design principles and
construction methods utilized by its larger counterparts. The use of adobe blocks, which were
handmade on-site for the park’s buildings, is not only unique for northern California, but also
consistent with the larger principles of Rustic Style of architecture that was promoted and adopted
by the WPA and other New Deal programs. The period of significance for these associations begins
in 1938 with the initial development of the park and the construction of the adobe buildings, and
ends in 1943 following the dissolution of the WPA.

Many of the park’s extant features are not associated with the WPA and were constructed after the
period of significance, which ends in 1943 with the dissolution of the New Deal program. For this
reason they do not contribute to the significance of the property and are considered non-character
defining. Although the former adobe entrance wall exhibits the same materials and design principles
as many of the extant adobe buildings, it is in a state of substantial disrepair and no longer retains
sufficient integrity of materials, design, and workmanship to convey the reasons for Flood County
Park’s significance. In addition, although the tennis courts, ballfield, and softball field were possibly
developed using WPA labor, they are ubiquitous property types that do not represent the design
principles and design principles of the WPA and its workers, and are not considered contributing
historic elements at Flood County Park.

The extant adobe buildings represent a direct association with the WPA program in San Mateo
County and embody a significant architectural type and method of construction. Furthermore, they
remain in their original location and have not been substantially altered. The overall park also
appears largely as it has since its dedication in 1938, despite alterations that have slightly changed
the overall setting. For these reasons, the property retains sufficient integrity of location, design,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association to meet the threshold for CRHR listing. Therefore,
Flood County Park is recommended eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 1 (Association
with Significant Events) and Criterion 3 (Architectural Significance). It is considered a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA, with the following contributing elements: ranger’s house, adobe
maintenance building, electrical building, administrative office building, and Restroom D.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist, impacts to cultural
and paleontological resources would be significant if the project would:

1 Cause a significant adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Section 15064.5;

2 Cause a significant adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5;

3 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature; or

4 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
A “significant adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource is defined as “physical

demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.” State CEQA Guidelines
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Section 15064.5(b) states that the significance of an historical resource is “materially impaired”
when a project does any of the following:

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

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account
for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources... or its identification in an historical
resources survey..., unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or
Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for
purposes of CEQA

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 also states that the term “historical resources” shall include the
following:

1 Avresource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code
Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et.seq.).

2 Avresource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k)
of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey
meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be
presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such
resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not
historically or culturally significant.

3 Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California, may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a
resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the
resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources
(Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) as follows:

a. lIs associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;

b. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

c. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or

d. Hasyielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(Guidelines Section 15064.5)

Draft Environmental Impact Report 87



County of San Mateo Parks Department
Flood County Park Landscape Plan

Project Impacts
Threshold 1

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 15064.5.

Impact CUL-1 : THE LANDSCAPE PLAN WOULD PRESERVE EXISTING ADOBE BUILDINGS THAT
CONTRIBUTE TO FLOOD COUNTY PARK’S ELIGIBILITY AS AN HISTORICAL RESOURCE, EXCEPT FOR THE
PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF THE RESTROOM D BUILDING. BY DOCUMENTING HISTORICAL RESOURCES FOR
ARCHIVAL PURPOSES AND ADHERING TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR
REHABILITATION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE BUILDING, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE A LESS THAT
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON HISTORICAL RESOURCES WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

As discussed in the Cultural Setting, Flood County Park is eligible for listing as an historical resource
under the CRHR. Five extant adobe buildings serve as contributing elements to the park’s status as
an eligible historical resource: the ranger’s house, adobe maintenance building, electrical building,
administrative office building, and Restroom D. The Landscape Plan would preserve four of these
five adobe buildings, while demolishing the small Restroom D building that is adjacent to the
existing tennis courts. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, a project would result in a
significant adverse impact on the environment if it materially impaired a historical resource; that is,
alter in adverse manner those characteristics that convey its historical significance. Restroom D is
one of five extant buildings that contribute to Flood County Park’s significance. This building does
not meet modern accessibility standards under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and is not
currently used as a restroom. Although demolition of Restroom D would result in the partial loss of
historic characteristics at Flood County Park, the remaining four adobe buildings would be still be
able to convey the park’s significant associations with the WPA program and architecture.

The project also proposes to seismically retrofit the adobe administrative office building, which is
centrally located at Flood County Park and a key contributing element to the park’s historic
significance. Although this action would ensure that the building is seismically safe and would
withstand damage from earthquakes, if insensitively completed it has the potential to negatively
affect significant characteristics of the building, which could result in its material impairment.
Therefore, the Landscape Plan’s impacts to historical structures would be potentially significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM CUL-1(A) HISTORIC DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE

Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the County shall ensure that documentation of the buildings
proposed for demolition is completed in the form of a Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-like
documentation that shall comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation (National Park Service [NPS] 1990). The documentation shall generally
follow the HABS Level Ill requirements and include digital photographic recordation, detailed
historic narrative report, and compilation of historic research. The documentation shall be
completed by a qualified architectural historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History and/or Architectural History (NPS 1983).
The original archival-quality documentation shall be offered as donated material to the County of
San Mateo Parks Department where it would be available for current and future generations.
Archival copies of the documentation also shall be submitted to the City of San Mateo Library and
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the San Mateo County History Museum where they would be available to local researchers.
Completion of this mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by the lead agency.

MM CUL-1(B) STANDARDS OF REVIEW

The seismic retrofit of the adobe administrative office building shall be consistent with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Standards), thereby avoiding
significant adverse direct or indirect impacts to historical resources. An architectural historian or
historic architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards shall
be retained to prior to the start of the seismic retrofit to review proposed plans and provide input to
the County to avoid any direct or indirect physical changes to the building. The findings and
recommendations of the architectural historian or historic architect shall be documented in a
Standards Project Review Memorandum, at the schematic design phase. This memorandum shall
analyze all project components for compliance with the Standards. Should design modifications be
necessary to bring projects into compliance with the Standards, the memorandum shall document
those recommendations. The document shall be subsequently submitted to County of San Mateo
Parks Department for review and comment.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Mitigation Measures CUL-1(a) and CUL-1(b) would ensure historical documentation of the adobe
restroom and seismic retrofitting of the office building that follows the Standards. A project that
follows the Standards generally shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant
impact on the historical resource (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[b][3]). While the Standards
present guidelines for four treatments (Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and
Reconstruction), Rehabilitation is perhaps most frequently used as it provides the greatest flexibility
for making alterations to a historic property in accommodating a compatible and contemporary use.
Incorporation of the mitigation measures detailed above would reduce impacts to historical
resources to less than significant.

Thresholds 2 and 4

Cause a substantial significant adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
Impact CUL-2 : GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES UNDER THE LANDSCAPE PLAN COULD RESULT IN

DAMAGE TO OR DESTRUCTION OF UNANTICIPATED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES OR HUMAN REMAINS.
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

The 24.5-acre project site has been previously developed, and the site contains buildings and
infrastructure such as parking lots, pavement, and landscaping. It is likely that surface soils have
been scattered across the surface of the site during previous construction, grading, and landscaping,
and that the proposed recreational improvements are unlikely to occur at soil depths below those
which have been previously disturbed. No archaeological resources or human remains were
identified within the project site. However, it is possible that ground-disturbing activities during all
project phases, such as utility connections and grading for recreational facilities, could disturb
unanticipated archaeological resources or human remains. Impacts would be potentially significant.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

MM CUL-2(A) ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

If archaeological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the
immediate area shall be halted and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (NPS 1983) shall be contacted immediately to
evaluate the find. If necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan and
archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility. If the discovery proves to be significant under CEQA and
cannot be avoided by the proposed project, additional work such as data recovery excavation may
be warranted to mitigate any significant impacts to historical resources.

MM CUL-2(B) UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY OF HUMAN REMAINS

If human remains are found, State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that
no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated
discovery of human remains, the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. If the human
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD shall
complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific
removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American
burials.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Impacts to archaeological and tribal cultural resources would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a) through CUL-2(c) which would require evaluation
and appropriate treatment of encountered archaeological resources or human remains.

Threshold 3

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.

Impact CUL-3 : GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH DEVELOPMENT UNDER THE
LANDSCAPE PLAN COULD RESULT IN DAMAGE TO OR DESTRUCTION OF POTENTIAL FOSSIL RESOURCES
WITHIN ROCK UNITS OR GEOLOGIC FEATURES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH
MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

Construction of proposed recreational improvements would involve disturbance of soils and rocks that
may have paleontological sensitivity. Excavation for new utility connections during Phase | of the
Landscape Plan could disturb the soil to a depth of an estimated five feet. Ground-disturbing activities in
geologic units with high paleontological sensitivity (per SVP 2010) have the potential to damage or
destroy paleontological resources that may be present below the ground surface. Because ground
disturbance would mostly take place in fill and above the current surface grade in sediments mapped as
Holocene alluvium (Dibblee and Minch 2007), disturbance of high sensitivity geologic units are unlikely.
However, However, due to the documented presence of Pleistocene fossils in sediments mapped as
Holocene within Silicon Valley (Santa Clara County), there is some potential for fossils to be uncovered
on the project site. Therefore, construction activities would have a potentially significant impact from
damage or destruction of fossils.
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MITIGATION MEASURE

Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would protect paleontological resources in the event of their discovery
during construction.

MM CUL-3 UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY OF PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

In the event of a fossil discovery by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the
find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to evaluate the find before
restarting work in the area. The qualified paleontologist shall be an individual with an M.S. or Ph.D.
in paleontology or geology who is experienced with paleontological procedures and techniques,
who is knowledgeable in the geology of California, and who has worked as a paleontological
mitigation project supervisor for a least one year (SVP 2010). If the qualified paleontologist
determines that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the find shall be recovered under
his/her supervision. The paleontologist shall have the authority to temporarily direct, divert or halt
construction activity to ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely manner. Once
salvaged, significant fossils shall be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared to a
curation-ready condition and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological
collection (such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology), along with all pertinent
field notes, photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of collection
may also warrant curation at the discretion of the project paleontologist.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would protect fossils if discovered on-site, reducing
the impact to paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level.

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative context for cultural resources analysis considers a broad regional system of which
the resources are a part. The cumulative context for archaeological resources and human remains is
the former territory of the Costanoan people. Costanoan territory extends from the point where the
San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers issue into the San Francisco Bay southward to Point Sur, with the
inland boundary most likely constituted by the interior Coast Ranges (Kroeber 1925). The
cumulative context for paleontological resources is considered to be the San Francisco Peninsula.

Earth-disturbing activities during implementation of the Landscape Plan, in combination with other
development in the region, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique
archaeological or paleontological resource. However, no known archaeological or paleontological
resources are located within the boundaries of the project site. With the proposed mitigation
measures identified herein, the project would not considerably contribute to cumulative impacts to
cultural resources.

It is speculative to assume that cumulative development outside of the project site would or would
not necessarily be able to avoid cultural resources. Each individual development proposal is
reviewed by a jurisdiction and undergoes environmental review when it is determined that potential
for significant impacts exist. In the event that future cumulative development would result in
impacts to known or unknown cultural and paleontological resources, impacts to such resources
would be addressed on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the requirements of the County’s
General Plan and CEQA. Therefore, impacts related to the incremental loss of cultural resources
would not be cumulatively considerable.
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4.5 Geology and Soils

This section analyzes the project’s temporary and long-term impacts on the geologic stability of the
project site and the exposure of park visitors to seismic and geologic hazards. Data used to prepare
this section were obtained from the California Geological Survey (CGS), the United States Geological
Survey (USGS), the County of San Mateo General Plan, County of San Mateo Planning and Building
Department policies, and Flood County Park redevelopment plans provided by the applicant.

Environmental Setting

Regional Geology

The City of Menlo Park is located in the Coast Range Geomorphic Province. This province is
characterized by parallel northwest trending mountain ranges formed over the past 10 million years
or less by active uplift related to complex tectonics of the San Andreas fault/plate boundary system
(CGS 2002). The city is bordered on the northeast by the San Francisco Bay and stretches to the
southwest along the generally flat alluvial plain between the San Francisco Bay and the Santa Cruz
Mountains. Elevation in the city ranges from approximately 11 feet along the San Francisco Bay to
approximately 350 in southwest portion of the city, at the base of the foothills of the Santa Cruz
Mountains (USGS, 2017). Geologic units in Menlo Park consist primarily of late Holocene mud
deposits near the San Francisco Bay, and Holocene alluvium and Pleistocene alluvium as one
traverses the city to the southwest, towards the Santa Cruz Mountains (USGS, 2006).

Soil complexes in the city include Novato clay along the San Francisco Bay, Urban land-Orthents
(reclaimed complex and cut and fill complex) moving towards the southwest, Botella-Urban land
complex moving further to the southwest, and Accelerator-Fagan-Urban land complex in the
southwestern most portion of the city (NRCS, 2014). The Novato clay, also known as Bay Mud,
consists of silty clay, sand, gravel, and peat (City of Menlo Park, 2016). This soil type is particularly
susceptible to liquefaction. The Urban land-Orthents are poorly drained, texturally heterogeneous
soils that have been used for fill along the edge of the San Francisco Bay (City of Menlo Park, 2016).
Like the Bay Mud, this artificial fill is also susceptible to liquefaction. The Botella-Urban land
complex consists of deep or very deep, well-drained clay loams (City of Menlo Park, 2016). The
Accelerator-Fagan-Urban land complex consists of deep, well-drained loams or clay loams in the
southern foothills (City of Menlo Park, 2016).

The most significant regional faults include the San Andreas Fault to the west of the city and the
Hayward Fault to the east of the city, across the San Francisco Bay. Both of these faults are classified
as historically active and have experienced movement within the last 200 years. The Monte Vista
Fault, located south of the city, has been active during the Holocene period (within the last 11,700
years). Several inactive Quaternary faults occur in or near the city, including the Palo Alto Fault, the
Pulgas Fault, the San Jose Fault, and the Stanford Fault. These faults have not moved during
Holocene or historic times and are not considered active faults.

The following site-specific setting discussion is focused on the potential for strong ground shaking,
liquefaction, erosion, and expansive soils. As described below under the heading Methodology and
Significance Thresholds, preliminary analysis determined that the project would not result in
potentially significant impacts with respect to rupture of a known earthquake fault, landslides,
coastal or bluff stability, or the use of septic tanks. Therefore, this section only discusses the
environmental setting as it relates to potentially significant impacts.
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Local Geology

Strong ground shaking at the project site would occur during an earthquake along any of the nearby
active faults, especially the Hayward Fault and the San Andreas Fault. The probability of a
magnitude 6.7 earthquake or greater in the San Francisco Bay Region from 2014 to 2043 is 72
percent (USGS, 2016). The probability of a magnitude 6.7 earthquake or greater along the Hayward
Fault or the San Andreas Fault during the same period is 33 percent and 22 percent, respectively
(USGS, 2016). Ground accelerations from earthquakes of this magnitude can cause major damage to
structures and improperly designed foundations. Underground utilities, such as gas and water lines,
may rupture if they lack sufficient flexibility to accommodate the seismic ground motion.

The northern and western portions of the project site are underlain by the Orthents (cut and fill) soil
group and the Urban land-Orthents cut and fill soil complex. These soil types are susceptible to
seismically induced liquefaction. Although the southern portion of the project site is underlain by
the Botella-Urban land soil complex, which is less susceptible to liquefaction, the entire project site
is shown as located in a Liquefaction Zone on the Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation — Palo
Alto Quadrangle (CGS, 2006).

The relatively flat nature of the project site minimizes the potential for substantial erosion.
However, some of the underlying soils contain fine particles such as silt and fine sands that would
be susceptible to erosion by wind and water following soil disturbance.

Expansive soils are typically very fine-grained with a high to very high percentage of certain types of
clay that expand when wet and shrink when dry. These soils typically belong to the Vertisols soil
order. The project site is underlain primarily by Entisols and Mollisols and therefore expansive soils
are less likely to occur. However, site specific investigations would be required to determine the
presence or absence of expansive soils prior to the rehabilitation or reconstruction of any
foundations.

Regulatory Setting
Federal

Clean Water Act

Congress enacted the Clean Water Act (CWA), formerly the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972, with the intent of restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
the waters of the United States. The CWA requires states to set standards to protect, maintain, and
restore water quality through the regulation of point source and non-point source discharges to
surface water. Those discharges are regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit process (CWA Section 402). NPDES permitting authority is administered by
the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCBs). The project site is within a watershed administered by the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB). Operational storm water discharges at
Flood County Park are governed by the SFBRWQCB Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit
(Order No. R2-2015-0049; NPDES Permit No. CAS612008). This Municipal Regional Stormwater
Permit prohibits the discharge of non-storm water into storm drains and watercourses.

Individual projects that disturb more than one acre would be required to obtain NPDES coverage
under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit; Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ; NPDES No.
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CAS000002). The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) describing Best Management Practices (BMPs) the
discharger would use to prevent and retain storm water runoff and to prevent soil erosion.

International Building Code

The International Building Code is published by the International Code Council. The scope of this
code covers major aspects of construction and design of structures and buildings. The International
Building Code has replaced the Uniform Building Code as the basis for the California Building Code
and contains provisions for structural engineering design. The 2015 International Building Code
addresses the design and installation of structures and building systems through requirements that
emphasize performance. The International Building Code includes codes governing structural as well
as fire- and life-safety provisions covering seismic, wind, accessibility, egress, occupancy, and roofs.
The International Building Code is updated every three years.

State

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 was passed into law following the
destructive February 9, 1971 Mw 6.6 San Fernando earthquake. The Act provides a mechanism for
reducing losses from surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of the Act is to ensure
public safety by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human occupancy across traces of
active faults that constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. This
Act groups faults into categories of active, potentially active, and inactive. Historic and Holocene age
faults are considered active, Late Quaternary and Quaternary age faults are considered potentially
active, and pre-Quaternary age faults are considered inactive.

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (the Act) of 1990 was passed into law following the destructive
October 17, 1989 Mw 6.9 Loma Prieta earthquake. The Act directs the California Geological Survey
(CGS) to delineate Seismic Hazard Zones. The purpose of the Act is to reduce the threat to public
health and safety and to minimize the loss of life and property by identifying and mitigating seismic
hazards. Cities, counties, and State agencies are directed to use seismic hazard zone maps
developed by CGS in their land-use planning and permitting processes. The Act requires that site-
specific geotechnical investigations be performed prior to permitting most urban development
projects within seismic hazard zones.

California Building Code

The CBC, Title 24, Part 2 provides building codes and standards for the design and construction of
structures in California. The 2016 California Building Code is based on the 2015 International
Building Code with the addition of more extensive structural seismic provisions. Chapter 16 of the
California Building Code contains definitions of seismic sources and the procedure used to calculate
seismic forces on structures.
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Local

San Mateo County Code of Ordinances

Chapter 4.100 of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances (Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control) contains discharge prohibitions and BMPs to prevent non-storm water
discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). These BMPs include, but are not
limited to, filter materials at catch basins to retain any debris and dirt flowing into the County’s
storm sewer system.

San Mateo County Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

The San Mateo County Planning and Building Department requires the submittal of an erosion and
sediment control plan for review and approval prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or
building permit that involves site disturbance. Although the County would not be required to obtain
a grading permit for work on its own property, the County would elect to implement Best
Management Practices for erosion control that would otherwise be required by this ordinance.
These BMPs include but are not limited to stabilizing disturbed bare earth areas, using diversion
berms to divert water from unstable or denuded areas, and directing water from construction areas
to designated temporary filtration/detention areas.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist, impacts related to
geology and soils would be significant if the project would:

1 Expose people or structures to potential significant adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving the following, or create a situation that results in:

a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
significant evidence of a known fault;

b. Strong seismic ground shaking;
c. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction and differential settling;
d. Landslides;
e. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or erosion;
2 Result in significant soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;

3 Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
severe erosion, liquefaction or collapse;

4 Be located on expansive soil, as noted in the 2010 California Building Code, creating significant
risks to life or property; or

5 Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.

96



Environmental Impact Analysis
Geology and Soils

Because the project is not located in an Earthquake Fault Zone or underlain by an active fault trace,
is situated on relatively flat land and is not located in a mapped Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zone,
is located approximately 15 miles from the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean and would not affect the
stability of coastal cliffs or bluffs, and would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems, Thresholds 1.i, 1.iv, 1.v, and 5 are discussed in Section 5, Effects Found
Not to Be Significant.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1.ii

Expose people or structures to potential significant adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving, or create a situation that results in, strong seismic ground shaking.

Impact GEO-1 The Landscape Plan would reconstruct or rehabilitate some existing recreational
facilities and on-site structures and would add new recreational facilities.
Redevelopment of Flood County Park would result in an incremental increase in
recreational users at the park, which would slightly increase the number of people
at the project site that could be exposed to strong ground shaking. However,
redevelopment of the park would not include construction of habitable structures
and impacts related to strong ground shaking would be less than significant.

Phases |, Il, and llI

Flood County Park is located in a seismically active area that would experience strong ground
shaking following an earthquake along any one of several nearby faults, such as the Hayward Fault,
the Monte Vista Fault, or the San Andreas Fault. This strong ground shaking could damage
structures and result in a risk of loss, injury, or death. However, redevelopment of Flood County
Park under the proposed Landscape Plan would not include construction of habitable structures and
therefore would not expose residents to a risk of injury or death following strong ground shaking.
Although redevelopment of the park would result in an incremental increase in the number of
visitors at the park, those visitors would generally be located in open spaces such as softball and
soccer/lacrosse fields, tennis courts, and walking paths, and would not be exposed to overhead
hazards such as collapsing buildings that could cause injury or death following strong ground
shaking. Existing on-site structures, such as the existing adobe buildings, would be used by visitors
and park administrators but would not be inhabited. While it is anticipated that the adobe
administrative office building would be open for public use, it would be seismically reinforced in
accordance with California Building Codes. Therefore the risk of injury or death from collapse of
existing on-site structures would be reduced with implementation of the Landscape Plan. Impacts
related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Threshold 1.iii

Expose people or structures to potential significant adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving, or create a situation that results in, seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction and differential settling.

Threshold 3

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, severe
erosion, liquefaction or collapse

Impact GEO-2 Flood County Park is located in a mapped Liquefaction Zone and redevelopment of
the park could result in damage to reconstructed or rehabilitated structures due to
seismically induced liquefaction. However, redevelopment of the park would not
include the construction of habitable structures and adherence to California
Building Codes would minimize the potential for damage of uninhabited structures
from liquefaction. Impacts related to seismically induced liquefaction would be less
than significant.

Phases |, Il, and IlI

Flood County Park is located in a mapped Liquefaction Zone as shown on the Earthquake Zones of
Required Investigation - Palo Alto Quadrangle (CGS, 2006). Implementation of the Landscape Plan
would include rehabilitation and reconstruction of recreational facilities (such as a ballfield, a
soccer/lacrosse field, and tennis courts) and demolition, reconstruction, and/or rehabilitation of on-
site structures (such as the existing adobe buildings). Redevelopment of Flood County Park under
the proposed Landscape Plan would not include construction of habitable structures and therefore
would not expose residents to a risk of injury or death following seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction. Grading activities associated with implementation of the Landscape Plan
would remove soils subject to liquefaction to the extent feasible and would replace those soils with
clean, engineered fill. Therefore, implementation of the Landscape Plan would reduce the potential
risk of loss, injury, or death from seismically-induced ground failure, including liquefaction.
Rehabilitated structures, such as the existing adobe buildings, would be reinforced to resist seismic
forces, including seismically-induced ground failure, in accordance with applicable California
Building Codes. Overall, implementation of the Landscape Plan would reduce the likelihood of loss,
injury, or death from liquefaction and this impact would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION
This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
Threshold 2

Result in significant soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
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Impact GEO-3 Implementation of the Landscape Plan would involve soil disturbance that could
result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. However, compliance with existing
regulations, including the NPDES Construction General Permit, would ensure that
disturbed soil is properly managed to minimize the potential for erosion. Impacts
related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

Phase |

During Phase | of the Landscape Plan, grading would total approximately nine acres. If not properly
managed, this disturbed soil could be eroded during a subsequent storm event. The generally flat
nature of the project site would minimize the potential for substantial soil erosion. Also, because
project activities under Phase | would disturb more than one acre, the applicant would be required
to obtain coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. Compliance with the permit
requires each qualifying development project to file a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB. Permit
conditions require development of a SWPPP, which must describe the site, the facility, erosion and
sediment controls, runoff water quality monitoring, means of waste disposal, implementation of
approved local plans, control of construction sediment and erosion control measures, maintenance
responsibilities, and non-storm water management controls. Inspection of construction sites before
and after storms is also required to identify storm water discharge from the construction activity
and to identify and implement erosion controls, where necessary. Chapter 4.100 of the San Mateo
County Code of Ordinances would similarly prohibit non-storm water discharges to the MS4
drainage infrastructure and would require BMPs to prevent dirt or debris from entering that system.
Finally, the applicant would elect to implement BMPs for erosion control similar to those required
by the County’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. These BMPs include but are not limited to
stabilizing disturbed bare earth areas, using diversion berms to divert water from unstable or
denuded areas, and directing water from construction areas to designated temporary
filtration/detention areas. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of voluntary
storm water BMPs would ensure that disturbed soils are properly managed and that the potential
for erosion or loss of topsoil is minimized. This impact would be less than significant.

Phases Il and IlI

Phases Il and Il of the Landscape Plan would include less soil disturbance than Phase I, and
therefore would result in a lower potential for erosion and the loss of topsoil. In the event that
Phase Il and Il activities disturb less than one acre, the applicant would not be required to obtain
coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. However the applicant would implement
BMPs to control erosion and storm water discharge of sediment in compliance with Chapter 4.100
of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances. Also, the applicant would elect to implement BMPs
for erosion control similar to those required by the County’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, as
described above. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of voluntary storm
water BMPs would ensure that disturbed soils are properly managed and that the potential for
erosion or loss of topsoil is minimized. This impact would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Threshold 4

Be located on expansive soil, as noted in the 2010 California Building Code, creating significant risks
to life or property.

Impact GEO-4 The Landscape Plan would involve the rehabilitation or reconstruction of structures
that could be located on expansive soils. However, soils would be evaluated for
their expansive potential during grading and would be removed and replaced with
non-expansive soils as necessary. Also, the Landscape Plan would not include
construction of habitable structures and therefore would not place people at risk to
safety hazards from expansive soils. Adherence to California Building Codes would
ensure that impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.

The project site is not underlain by typically expansive soils (soils belonging to the Vertisols soil
order). However, site-specific conditions may differ from the general soil types expected in the area
and the project site may contain expansive soils. Grading associated with Phases |, Il, and Il would
remove problematic soils as necessary and replace those soils with clean, engineered fill.
Implementation of the Landscape Plan does not involve construction of habitable structures and
therefore the potential for significant risks to life is negligible. Also, in accordance with California
Building Codes, if expansive soils are encountered within four feet of the finish grade of any area
intended or designed as a location for a building then the applicant shall remove such expansive soil
to a minimum depth of four feet below finish grade within the building footprint area and replace
that soil with non-expansive, properly compacted soil. Adherence to California Building Code
requirements would ensure that significant risks to property would be avoided. This impact would
be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would generally increase ground disturbance during
construction activities, which could result in subsequent soil erosion and loss of topsoil. However,
other cumulative projects would be subject to the same laws and regulations to avoid or minimize
erosion and loss of topsoil as the proposed project. Impacts from the proposed project related to
the exposure of people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death from strong ground shaking,
liguefaction, or expansive soils would be site-specific and would not combine with adverse effects
from other projects to produce a cumulatively considerable impact. As described above, the
proposed project would not result in significant impacts to geology and soils, and would not cause,
accelerate, or otherwise exacerbate off-site impacts related to erosion and loss of topsoil.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to geology
and soils.
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4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Environmental Setting

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases
(GHGs). The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate
change include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxides (N,O), fluorinated gases such as
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg). Water vapor
is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CH, are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO, are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices
and landfills.

Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO,, include
fluorinated gases and SF¢ (California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA] 2006). Different
types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO,) is used to relate the
amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide
equivalent” (CO,e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a
100-year GWP of one. By contrast, methane CH, has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect
is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC 2007).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories

Federal Emissions Inventory

Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,586.7 million metric tons (MMT or gigatonne) CO,e in 2015 (U.S.
EPA 2017). Total U.S. emissions have increased by 3.5 percent since 1990; emissions decreased by
2.3 percent from 2014 to 2015 (U.S. EPA 2017). The decrease from 2014 to 2015 was a result of
multiple factors, including: (1) substitution from coal to natural gas consumption in the electric
power sector; (2) warmer winter conditions in 2015 resulting in a decreased demand for heating
fuel in the residential and commercial sectors; and (3) a slight decrease in electricity demand (U.S.
EPA 2017). Since 1990, U.S. emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.2 percent. In
2015, the industrial and transportation end-use sectors accounted for 29 percent and 27 percent of
CO, emissions (with electricity-related emissions distributed), respectively. Meanwhile, the
residential and commercial end-use sectors accounted for 16 percent and 17 percent of CO,
emissions, respectively (U.S. EPA 2017).

California Emissions Inventory

Based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-
2014, California produced 441.5 MMT CO,e in 2014 (CARB 2016). The largest single source of GHG in
California is transportation, contributing 37 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions. Industrial
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sources are the second largest source of the state’s GHG emissions, contributing 24 percent of the
state’s GHG emissions (CARB 2016). California emissions are due in part to its large size and large
population compared to other states. However, the state’s mild climate reduces California’s per
capita fuel use and GHG emissions as compared to other states. CARB has projected statewide
unregulated GHG emissions for the year 2020 will be 509.4 MMT CO,e (CARB 2016). These
projections represent the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG
reduction actions.

San Mateo County Emissions Inventory

San Mateo County developed an inventory of community-wide emissions for the baseline year 2005,
which was used to develop appropriate GHG emissions reduction strategies in the County’s 2014
Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Plan. In 2005, San Mateo County produced an estimated
782,080 MT CO,e (San Mateo County 2014). The transportation sector had the largest contribution
at 61%, followed by commercial and industrial energy at 21%. Residential energy represented 12%
while off-road represented 5%. Solid waste contributed only 1%, and agriculture, water, and
wastewater represented less than 1%.

Potential Effects of Climate Change

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling
predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme
climate changes during the 21% century than were observed during the 20" century. Long-term
trends have found that each of the past three decades has been warmer than all the previous
decades in the instrumental record, and the decade from 2000 through 2010 has been the warmest.
The global combined land and ocean temperature data show an increase of about 0.89°C (0.69°C—
1.08°C) over the period 1901-2012 and about 0.72°C (0.49°C—0.89°C) over the period 1951-2012
when described by a linear trend. Several independently analyzed data records of global and
regional Land-Surface Air Temperature (LSAT) obtained from station observations are in agreement
that LSAT as well as sea surface temperatures have increased. In addition to these findings, there
are identifiable signs that global warming is currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in
the Arctic over the past two decades (IPCC 2014).

Potential impacts of climate change in California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years
(CalEPA 2010). Below is a summary of some of the potential effects that could be experienced in
California as a result of climate change.

Air Quality

Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen air quality in
California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone, but the
magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. If higher temperatures are
accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could increase, which, in turn,
would further worsen air quality. However, if higher temperatures are accompanied by wetter,
rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear the air of particulate
pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thereby ameliorating the pollution associated
with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier conditions and poor air quality could
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increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and asthma attacks throughout the state
(California Energy Commission [CEC] 2009).

Water Supply

Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of stream flow and precipitation)
indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic conditions in California and the west,
including a pattern of recurring and extended droughts. Uncertainty remains with respect to the
overall impact of climate change on future water supplies in California. However, the average early
spring snowpack in the Sierra Nevada decreased by about 10 percent during the last century, a loss
of 1.5 million acre-feet of snowpack storage. During the same period, sea level rose eight inches
along California’s coast. California’s temperature has risen 1°F, mostly at night and during the
winter, with higher elevations experiencing the highest increase. Many Southern California cities
have experienced their lowest recorded annual precipitation twice within the past decade. In a span
of only two years, Los Angeles experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (California
Department of Water Resources [DWR] 2008; CCCC 2009).

This uncertainty complicates the analysis of future water demand, especially where the relationship
between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well understood. The Sierra
snowpack provides the majority of California's water supply by accumulating snow during the state’s
wet winters and releasing it slowly during the state’s dry springs and summers. Based on historical
data and modeling DWR projects that the Sierra snowpack will experience a 25 to 40 percent
reduction from its historic average by 2050. Climate change is also anticipated to bring warmer
storms that result in less snowfall at lower elevations, reducing the total snowpack (DWR 2008).

Hydrology and Sea Level Rise

As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect: the amount of snowfall, rainfall, and
snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs (flash floods, rain or snow
events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise and coastal flooding; coastal
erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. According to The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the
California Coast, prepared by the California Climate Change Center (CCCC) (CCCC 2009), climate
change has the potential to induce substantial sea level rise in the coming century. The rising sea
level increases the likelihood and risk of flooding. The rate of increase of global mean sea levels over
the 2001-2010 decade, as observed by satellites, ocean buoys and land gauges, was approximately
3.2 mm per year, which is double the observed 20th century trend of 1.6 mm per year (World
Meteorological Organization [WMQ] 2013). As a result, sea levels averaged over the last decade
were about 8 inches higher than those of 1880 (WMO 2013). Sea levels are rising faster now than in
the previous two millennia, and the rise is expected to accelerate, even with robust GHG emission
control measures. The most recent IPCC report (2013) predicts a mean sea—level rise of 11-38 inches
by 2100. This prediction is more than 50 percent higher than earlier projections of 7-23 inches,
when comparing the same emissions scenarios and time periods. A rise in sea levels could result in
coastal flooding and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply due to salt water
intrusion. In addition, increased CO, emissions can cause oceans to acidify due to the carbonic acid
it forms. Increased storm intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities,
including levees, to handle storm events.
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Agriculture

California has a $30 billion annual agricultural industry that produces half of the country’s fruits and
vegetables. Higher CO, levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use
efficiency. However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water demand could increase;
crop-yield could be threatened by a less reliable water supply; and greater air pollution could render
plants more susceptible to pest and disease outbreaks. In addition, temperature increases could
change the time of year certain crops, such as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their
quality (CCCC 2006).

Ecosystems and Wildlife

Climate change and the potential resulting changes in weather patterns could have ecological
effects on a global and local scale. Increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the
rate of climate change. Scientists project that the average global surface temperature could rise by
1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) in the next 50 years, and 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next century, with
substantial regional variation. Soil moisture is likely to decline in many regions, and intense
rainstorms are likely to become more frequent. Rising temperatures could have four major impacts
on plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological events; (2) geographic range; (3) species’ composition
within communities; and (4) ecosystem processes, such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan
2006).

Regulatory Setting

The following regulations address both climate change and GHG emissions.

Federal

The U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. ([2007]
549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the U.S. EPA has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG emissions
under the federal Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG
emissions in October 2009. This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers,
direct GHG emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines,
and requires annual reporting of emissions. In 2012 the U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule that establishes
the GHG permitting thresholds that determine when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source
Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit programs are
required for new and existing industrial facilities.

In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court in Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA (134 S. Ct. 2427 [2014]) held
that U.S. EPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a source
is @ major source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. The Court also held that PSD permits
that are otherwise required (based on emissions of other pollutants) may continue to require
limitations on GHG emissions based on the application of Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

State

CARB is responsible for the coordination and oversight of State and local air pollution control
programs in California. California has a numerous regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG
emissions. These initiatives are summarized below.
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California Advanced Clean Cars Program

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”),
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, U.S. EPA granted the
waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its greenhouse gas emission standards for
motor vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley | regulates model years from 2009 to
2016 and Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) Il GHG” regulates model
years from 2017 to 2025. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low
Emissions Vehicles (LEV), Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs, and would
provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 2025, when the rules will be fully implemented, new
automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from
their model year 2016 levels (CARB 2011).

Assembly Bill 32

California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
“California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the
statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and requires CARB to prepare a
Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline.
In addition, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of
statewide GHG emissions. Based on this guidance, CARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and
2020 limit of 427 MMT CO,e. The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008, and
included measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water
use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures. Many of the GHG reduction measures
included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and
Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted since approval of the Scoping Plan.

In May 2014, CARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The 2013 Scoping Plan
update defines CARB'’s climate change priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork to
reach post-2020 statewide goals. The update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the
“near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the original Scoping Plan. It also
evaluates how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction strategies with other State policy
priorities, such as for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy and transportation, and land use
(CARB 2017).

Senate Bill 97

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental
issue that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March
2010, the California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA
Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The
adopted guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for
the assessment and mitigation of GHG and climate change impacts.

Senate Bill 375

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by
directing CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger
vehicles for 2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan
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Planning Organizations (MPQ) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP).

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) were assigned targets of a 7% reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 2020 and a
15% reduction by 2035. ABAG and MTC adopted a RTP/SCS, called Plan Bay Area, which, when
implemented, would meet the assigned targets by achieving a 10% per capita GHG emissions
reduction in 2020 and a 16% reduction in 2035.

Senate Bill 32

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, extending AB 32 by
requiring the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other
provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). CARB is currently working to update the Scoping Plan to
provide a framework for achieving the 2030 target. The updated Scoping Plan is expected to be
completed and adopted by CARB in 2017 (CARB 2015).

For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills, Executive Orders, and reports discussed
above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the following websites:
www.climatechange.ca.gov and www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm.

California Environmental Quality Act

Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the Resources Agency has adopted amendments to the
State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.
The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide general regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of
GHG emissions in CEQA documents, while giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or
qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. To
date, a variety of air districts have adopted quantitative significance thresholds for GHGs.

Regional Regulations

Consistent with statewide goals, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has set
goals in the 2017 Clean Air Plan to reduce GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and to
80% below 1990 levels by 2050. The 2017 Clean Air Plan, which identifies potential rules, programs,
and strategies to reduce GHG emissions, includes 85 control measures to decrease fossil fuel
consumption, improve energy efficiency, and decrease emissions of potent GHGs and other
pollutants.

Local Regulations

The Energy and Climate Change Element of the San Mateo County General Plan demonstrates the
County’s commitment to achieve energy efficiency and mitigate its impact on climate change. The
Element includes goals, policies, and implementation strategies to reduce greenhouse gases. In
addition, San Mateo County adopted an Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) in June 2013.
The EECAP reductions strategies were based on the GHG emissions inventory completed for the
baseline year 2005, which quantified community-wide emissions by sector. Reduction measures
included in the EECAP provide a diverse mix of regulatory and incentive-based programs to help the
County reach its reduction goal of 17% below baseline emissions by 2020.
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Impact Analysis

Based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist, impacts related to
GHG emissions from the proposed project would be significant if the project would:

1 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment;

2 Conflict with an applicable plan (including a local climate plan), policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases;

3 Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest uses, such that it would
release significant amounts of GHG emissions, or significantly reduce GHG sequestering;

4 Expose new or existing structures and/or infrastructure (e.g., leach fields) to accelerated coastal
cliff/bluff erosion due to rising sea levels;

5 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving sea level rise;

6 Place structures within an anticipated 100-year flood area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; and/or

7 Place within an anticipated 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows.

Thresholds 3 through 7 are discussed in Section 5, Effects Found Not to Be Significant.

The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).

Significance Thresholds

In late 2015, the California Supreme Court’s Newhall Ranch decision confirmed that there are
multiple potential pathways for evaluating GHG emissions consistent with CEQA, depending on the
circumstances of a given project (Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife
(2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204). The decision also identified the need to analyze both near term and post-
2020 emissions, as applicable, stating that an “EIR taking a goal-consistency approach to CEQA
significance may in the near future need to consider the project’s effects on meeting longer term
emissions reduction targets.” While not legally binding on local land use agencies, SB 32 extends the
statewide AB 32 reduction goal, requiring the State to further reduce GHGs to 40% below 1990
levels by 2030, and Executive Order S-03-05 has set forth a long-term reduction target to reduce
GHG emissions in California by 80% below 1990 levels by the year 2050.

While the State has adopted the AB 32 Scoping Plan and multiple regulations to achieve the AB 32
year 2020 target, there is no currently adopted State plan to meet post-2020 GHG reduction goals.
CARB is currently working to update the Scoping Plan to provide a framework for achieving the 2030
target set forth by SB 32 (CARB 2015). As a result, State reduction strategies cannot be applied to
the project to achieve long-term reductions. Achieving these long-term GHG reduction policies will
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require State and federal plans and policies for achieving post-2020 reduction goals. Placing the
entire burden of meeting long-term reduction targets on local government or individual new
development projects would be disproportionate and likely ineffective.

Given the recent legislative attention and judicial action regarding post-2020 goals and the scientific
evidence that additional GHG reductions are needed through the year 2050, the Association of
Environmental Professionals’ (AEP) Climate Change Committee published a white paper in October
2016 to provide guidance on defensible GHG thresholds for use in CEQA analyses and GHG
reduction targets in climate action plans in light of the change in focus on the 2030 reduction target
and questions raised in the Newhall Ranch case. The following methods for assessing construction
and operational emissions are described below.

Construction Emissions

The AEP Climate Change Committee white paper stated that construction emissions can be
evaluated in one of two methods.

(1) Using best management practices (BMPs). Construction-related emissions would be less than
significant if a project implements all feasible BMPs, including alternatively fueled vehicles,
reduction of worker trips, and sourcing construction materials from local sources when possible
(without substantial cost implications).

(2) Amortizing construction emissions over the operational lifetime. Construction-related
emissions are quantified and amortized over the lifetime of a project. The amortized
construction emissions are added to the operational emissions to calculate the total annualized
emissions. If the annualized emissions are below quantitative thresholds, GHG emissions would
be less than significant.

This analysis uses method (2) for construction emissions since it may not be possible to apply all
feasible BMPs. Construction emissions were amortized over the operational lifetime in order to
qguantify GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions

The AEP Climate Change Committee white paper identified seven thresholds for operational
emissions. The following four methods described are the most widely used evaluation criteria.

(1) Consistency with a qualified GHG reduction plan. For a project located within a jurisdiction
that has adopted a qualified GHG reduction plan (as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5), GHG emissions would be less than significant if the project is anticipated by the
plan and fully consistent with the plan. However, projects with a horizon year beyond 2020
should not tier from a plan that is qualified up to 2020.

(2) Bright line thresholds. There are two types of bright line thresholds:

a. Standalone threshold: Emissions exceeding standalone thresholds would be considered
significant.

b. Screening threshold: Emissions exceeding screening thresholds would require
evaluation using a second tier threshold, such as an efficiency threshold or other
threshold concept to determine whether project emissions would be considered
significant.
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However, projects with a horizon year beyond 2020 should take into account the type and
amount of land use projects and their expected emissions out to the year 2030.

(3) Efficiency thresholds. Land use sector efficiency thresholds are currently based on AB 32
targets and should not be used for projects with a horizon year beyond 2020. Efficiency
metrics should be adjusted for 2030 and include applicable land uses.

(4) Percent below “Business as Usual” (BAU). GHG emissions would be less than significant if
the project reduces BAU emissions by the same amount as the statewide 2020 reductions.
However, this method is no longer recommended following the Newhall Ranch ruling.

Operational emissions methods (1), (3), and (4) were not applicable. Although Menlo Park has a
CAP, it is not considered a qualified GHG reduction plan by BAAQMD standards. The BAAQMD has
adopted efficiency thresholds of 4.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO,e) per service
population per year; however, this threshold was based on AB 32 targets and is not applicable for SB
32 consistency. BAU emissions are no longer recommended following the Newhall Ranch ruling.

Although the BAAQMD has adopted a bright line threshold of 1,100 MT CO.e, this figure is also
based on AB 32. Without further guidance on SB 32, a conservative approach would be to assume
the threshold would reduce by 40%, consistent with SB 32. This would mean that the project’s
emissions would not be significant if emissions do not exceed 660 MT CO,e.

Methodology

The significance thresholds described in the previous section represent the levels at which a
project’s individual emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the Basin’s existing air quality conditions. All proposed recreational
improvements in the Landscape Plan would result in temporary construction-related and long-term
operational emissions. At this time, only the Phase | improvements are defined to an extent that
would warrant project-level analysis. This phase is analyzed on a project-level basis. However, the
proposed Phase Il and Ill improvements are not defined to a level that would warrant project-level
analysis and thus it would be speculative to include project-level impacts as part of this analysis.
Rather, impacts for Phases Il and Ill are discussed qualitatively. Because Phase | includes the most
substantial recreational improvements in the Landscape Plan, the elements in following phases are
assumed to result in similar or fewer emissions. The California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) version 2016.3.1 was used to calculate construction and operational emissions for
Phase I. The analysis focuses on CO,, CH,4, and N,0 because these make up 98.9% of all GHG
emissions by volume (IPCC 2007) and are the GHG emissions that would be emitted in the largest
quantities. Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SFs, were also considered for the analysis.
However, because the project is a Landscape Plan for a park, the quantity of fluorinated gases would
not be significant since fluorinated gases are primarily associated with industrial processes.
Emissions of all GHGs were converted into their equivalent GWP in terms of CO, (CO,e). Minimal
amounts of other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]) would be emitted; however, these
other GHG emissions would not substantially add to the total calculated CO,e amounts. Calculations
were based on the methodologies discussed in the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) CEQA and Climate Change white paper (CAPCOA 2008) and included the use
of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009).
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Operational Emissions

CalEEMod provides operational emissions of CO,, N,0, and CH,. Emissions associated with area
sources, including landscape maintenance, were calculated in CalEEMod and utilize standard
emission rates from CARB, U.S. EPA, and emission factor values provided by the local air district
(CalEEMod User Guide 2016).

Emissions from energy use include electricity and natural gas use. The emissions factors for natural
gas combustion are based on EPA’s AP-42, (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors) and
CCAR. Electricity emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use times the carbon intensity
of the utility district per kilowatt hour (CalEEMod User Guide 2016). The default electricity
consumption values in CalEEMod include the CEC-sponsored California Commercial End Use Survey
(CEUS) and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS) studies.

Emissions from waste generation were also calculated in CalEEMod and are based on the IPCC’s
methods for quantifying GHG emissions from solid waste using the degradable organic content of
waste (CalEEMod User Guide 2016). Waste disposal rates by land use and overall composition of
municipal solid waste in California was primarily based on data provided by the California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).

Emissions from water and wastewater usage calculated in CalEEMod were based on the default
electricity intensity from the CEC’s 2006 Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in
California using the average values for Northern and Southern California.

For mobile sources, CO, and CH, emissions were quantified in CalEEMod. Because CalEEMod does
not calculate N,0 emissions from mobile sources, N,O emissions were quantified using the
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CAPCOA 2009) direct emissions
factors for mobile combustion (see Appendix B for calculations). The estimate of total daily trips
associated with the proposed project was based on the traffic study (see Appendix H) and was
calculated and extrapolated to derive total annual mileage in CalEEMod. Emission rates for N,0
emissions were based on the vehicle mix output generated by CalEEMod and the emission factors
found in the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.

Construction Emissions

Construction of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions on a temporary basis primarily
due to the operation of construction equipment on-site as well as from vehicles transporting
construction workers to and from the project site and heavy trucks to export earth materials offsite.
Site preparation and grading typically generate the greatest amount of emissions due to the use of
grading equipment and soil hauling. CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions resulting from
project construction. BAAQMD recommends amortizing construction-related emissions over a 30-
year period. Amortized construction emissions were added to operational emissions to calculate the
total annualized emissions, as recommended by the AEP Climate Change Committee white paper.

Project Impacts
Threshold 1

Generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (including methane), either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment.
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Impact GHG-1 : CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN
THE LANDSCAPE PLAN WOULD GENERATE GHG EMISSIONS. THESE EMISSIONS WOULD NOT HINDER OR
DELAY ACHIEVEMENT OF STATE GHG REDUCTION TARGETS ESTABLISHED BY AB 32 OR SB 32.
THEREFORE, THE PROJECT’S IMPACT TO CLIMATE CHANGE WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Phase |
Construction Emissions

Project-related construction emissions are confined to a relatively short period of time in relation to
the overall life of the proposed improvements at Flood County Park. Construction of recreational
improvements during Phase | would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due to the
operation of construction equipment and truck trips. As shown in Table 13, this phase of
construction would generate an estimated 834 MT CO,e. Amortized over a 30-year period,
construction would generate an estimated 28 MT CO,e per year.

Table 13 Construction GHG Emissions — Phase |

Year Phase | Emissions (MT CO,e)

2017 90

2018 673

2019 71

Total 834 MT CO,e total
Total Amortized over 30 Years 28 MT CO,e per year

See Appendix B for CalEEMod worksheets.

Combined Construction, Stationary, and Mobile Source Emissions

Table 14 combines the construction, operational, and mobile GHG emissions associated with Phase
I. The combined annual emissions for Phase | improvements would be approximately 309 MT CO,e
per year. Since Phase | emissions would not exceed the adjusted BAAQMD threshold, the project
would not hinder or delay achievement of state GHG reduction targets established by AB 32 or SB
32.
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Table 14 Total GHG Emissions — Phase |

Phase | Emissions

Emission Source (MT CO,e)
Construction 28
Operational

Area <1
Energy 0
Solid Waste <1
Water 11
Mobile

CO, and CH, 256
N,O 14
Total Emissions 309
BAAQMD Threshold 1,100
Adjusted BAAQMD Threshold (40% below existing

threshold) 660
Threshold Exceeded? No

See Appendix B for CalEEMod worksheets.

Phases Il and Il

At this time, the recreational improvements during Phases Il and Ill are not defined to a level that
would enable project-level analysis and quantification of associated GHG emissions. However, it is
possible to use estimated Phase | emissions as a point of comparison. As shown in Table 14, the
majority of GHG emissions in Phase | would result from increased mobile trips to the project site,
driven primarily by new mobile trips associated with use of the proposed sports fields. In
comparison, the smaller-scale passive recreational elements in Phases Il and Il would generate
substantially fewer emissions. Since Phase | emissions would not exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and
emissions during Phases Il and lll would be less, these emissions also would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURE

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION
This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
Threshold 2

Conflict with an applicable plan (including a local climate action plan), policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.
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Impact GHG-2 : CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN
THE LANDSCAPE PLAN WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ENERGY EFFICIENCY
CLIMATE ACTION PLAN. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT’S IMPACT RELATED TO CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS TO
ADDRESS CLIMATE CHANGE WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

As discussed above, San Mateo County adopted the Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) in
2013. The EECAP is a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy that builds on local and statewide planning
efforts. San Mateo County’s reduction target of 17% below 2005 emissions levels by 2020 exceeds
the State-recommended 15% target and is intended to satisfy BAAQMD requirements for a Qualified
GHG Reduction Strategy. The project would follow Bay-Friendly principles and be consistent with
applicable measures listed in the EECAP, as shown in Table 15. Therefore, although the project
would generate GHG emissions, project-generated emissions would not hinder or delay
achievement of state and GHG reduction targets, and the project would consistent with the EECAP.

This impact would be less than significant.

Table 15 Project Consistency with Applicable San Mateo County’s Energy Efficiency

Climate Action Plan Measures

EECAP GHG Reduction Strategies

Project Consistency

Reduction Measure 2.4. Facilitate energy efficiency in
large institutional energy users, including golf courses,
airports, and schools.

Reduction Measure 3.3. Require tree planting, shading
design, solar orientation, and “cool” hardscapes.

Reduction Measure 3.5. Promote green building
practices and develop community-wide capacity for
energy efficiency in new construction.

Reduction Measure 6.2. Require larger new projects
(including existing projects with major renovations) to
evaluate and implement appropriate traffic calming
measures at the site, as determined through the plan
review process.

Reduction Measure 14.2. Increase the use of grey, rain,
and recycled water for landscaping and agricultural
purposes throughout the community to reduce the use
of potable water.

Consistent. The Landscape Plan would not involve
construction of new buildings that require energy, except
for minor restroom facilities.

Consistent. A tree-lined promenade is proposed for
development during Phase I. In addition, the estimated 78
trees removed for the proposed recreational facilities would
be replaced for accenting, screening, or other purposes as
space allows, with a preference for native trees.

Consistent. The Landscape Plan would not involve
construction of new buildings that require energy, except
for minor restroom facilities.

Consistent. The Traffic Impact Study prepared by W-Trans
for the project did not identify traffic calming measures as
necessary to ensure traffic safety. However, Mitigation
Measure T-1 to avoid queuing of motor vehicles entering
the park gate would minimize the project’s effects on traffic
congestion and traffic safety. See Section 4.9,
Transportation and Circulation, for more details regarding
traffic.

Consistent. During Phase |, the park would install new
facilities, including water, electric, gas, and potentially
greywater piping. Greywater piping would allow the park to
use greywater for landscaping.

MITIGATION MEASURE

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Cumulative Impacts

GHG and climate change are by definition cumulative impacts, as they affect the accumulation of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. As discussed above, emissions associated with the proposed
project would be less than significant, and the project’s impacts are therefore also cumulatively less
than significant.
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4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality

This section analyzes potential impacts to hydrology and water quality.
Environmental Setting

Surface Water Resources

The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay hydrologic region which extends from southern
Santa Clara County north to San Pablo Bay in Sonoma County, and inland to the confluence of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers. The water in the region flows to the San Francisco Bay estuary
or directly to the Pacific Ocean.

Major surface water bodies in the project vicinity include the southern portion of San Francisco Bay,
Atherton Channel, and Searsville Lake, while San Francisquito Creek forms the eastern boundary of
the city. The city is located within the 45 square mile San Francisquito Creek watershed, which
includes portions of Santa Clara County and San Mateo County. The Los Trancos and San
Francisquito creeks form part of the boundary between the two counties. During all but the wettest
years, significant portions of San Francisquito Creek and its tributaries dry up by mid-summer.
Water typically flows form the southwest to the northeast through natural creeks, streams, and
channelized waterways (Stanford University 2012). The project site does not contain any surface
water features, streambeds or wetlands (Rincon 2016).

Groundwater Resources

Menlo Park is located above the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin and the San Mateo Plain
Subbasin. The Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin is composed of geologically young fluvial,
alluvial fan, and basin deposits of clay, silt, sand, and gravel. The San Mateo Plain Subbasin covers
approximately 48,100 acres and is bound by the Santa Cruz Mountains to the southwest, the San
Francisco Bay to the northeast, San Francisquito Creek to the southwest, and the Westside basin to
the northeast. The dominant geohydrologic feature is a large inland valley which is drained to the
north by tributaries to San Francisco Bay. Natural groundwater recharge to the basins occurs
primarily as infiltration from streambeds that exit the upland areas within the drainage basin and
from direct percolation of precipitation that falls on the basin floor (Department of Water Resources
2004).

Water Quality

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has designated beneficial
uses of water bodies in the county in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay
Region (Basin Plan) (2015). The designated beneficial uses of water bodies in the Basin Plan are
shown in Table 16.
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Table 16 Designated Beneficial Uses of Water Bodies in Menlo Park

Water Body Designated Beneficial Uses

Surface Water

San Francisco Bay, South Commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, industrial service supply, fish
migration, navigation, preservation of rare and endangered species, water contact
recreation, non-contact water recreation, shellfish harvesting, fish spawning, and
wildlife habitat.

Groundwater
Santa Clara Valley (San Mateo Municipal and domestic supply, industrial process supply, industrial service supply,
Plain Subbasin) and potential agricultural study.

Source: San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Water Quality Plan for San Francisco Bay Area, 2015

The Basin Plan also contains water quality criteria for groundwater. Groundwater in the Santa Clara
San Mateo Subbasin, which includes Menlo Park, is characterized as calcium magnesium carbonate
water and the mineral content is very hard, averaging 471 milligrams per liter (Department of Water
Resources 2004).

Regulatory Setting
Federal

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Congress enacted the Clean Water Act (CWA), formerly the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972, with the intent of restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
the waters of the United States. The CWA requires states to set standards to protect, maintain, and
restore water quality through the regulation of point source and non-point source discharges to
surface water. Those discharges are regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit process (CWA Section 402). NPDES permitting authority is administered by
the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCBs). The project site is within a watershed administered by the San Francisco
Bay RWQCB.

Operational storm water discharges at Flood County Park are governed by the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB’s Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (Order No. R2-2015-0049; NPDES Permit
No. CAS612008). This Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit, referred to as an “MS4 General
Permit,” prohibits the discharge of non-storm water into storm drains and watercourses. Non-storm
water discharges include substances such as sediment, oil, trash, pesticides, and herbicides.

During construction of individual projects that disturb more than one acre, storm water discharges
must obtain NPDES coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit; Order No. 2009-0009-
DWQ; NPDES No. CAS000002). Construction activities can comply with and be covered under the
General Construction Permit provided that the permittee:

= Develops and implements a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent all construction pollutants from contacting storm
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water and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving
waters.

= Eliminates or reduces non-storm water discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of
the nation.

= Performs inspections of all BMPs.

Section 401 of the CWA requires that any activity which may result in discharges into a State
waterbody must be certified by the RWQCB. This certification ensures that the proposed activity
does not violate State and/or federal water quality standards. The limits of non-tidal waters extend
to the Ordinary High Water Mark, defined as the line on the shore established by the fluctuation of
water and indicated by physical characteristics, such as natural line impressed on the bank, changes
in the character of the soil, and presence of debris. The USACE may issue either individual, site-
specific permits or general, nationwide permits for discharge into U.S. waters.

Section 303(d) of the CWA (CWA, 33 USC 1250, et seq., at 1313(d)) requires states to identify
“impaired” waterbodies as those which do not meet water quality standards. States are required to
compile this information in a list and submit the list to the USEPA for review and approval. This list is
known as the Section 303(d) list of impaired waters. As part of this listing process, states are
required to prioritize waters and watersheds for future development of TMDL requirements. The
SWRCB and RWQCBs have ongoing efforts to monitor and assess water quality, to prepare the
Section 303(d) list, and to develop TMDL requirements.

State

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The SWRCB regulates water quality through the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969, which
contains a complete framework for the regulation of waste discharges to both surface waters and
groundwater of the State. The City of Menlo Park is located within the jurisdiction of the San
Francisco Bay Region RWQCB, which is responsible for the implementation of State and federal
water quality protection statutes, regulations, and guidelines. The San Francisco Bay Region has
developed a Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) to show how the quality of the surface and
groundwater in the San Francisco Bay Region should be managed to provide the highest water
quality reasonably possible. The Basin Plan lists the various beneficial uses of water within the
region, describes the water quality which must be maintained to allow those uses, describes the
programs, projects, and other actions which are necessary to achieve the standards established in
this plan, and summarizes plans and policies to protect water quality.

Local

San Mateo County Code of Ordinances

Chapter 4.100 of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances (Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control) contains discharge prohibitions and BMPs to prevent non-storm water
discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). These BMPs include, but are not
limited to, filter materials at catch basins to retain any debris and dirt flowing into the County’s
storm sewer system.
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San Mateo County Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

The San Mateo County Planning and Building Department requires the submittal of an erosion and
sediment control plan for review and approval prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or
building permit that involves site disturbance. Although the County would not be required to obtain
a grading permit for work on its own property, the County would elect to implement Best
Management Practices for erosion control that would otherwise be required by this ordinance.
These BMPs include but are not limited to stabilizing disturbed bare earth areas, using diversion
berms to divert water from unstable or denuded areas, and directing water from construction areas
to designated temporary filtration/detention areas.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist, impacts related to
hydrology and water quality would be significant if the project would:

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements (consider water
quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical storm
water pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash);

2. Significantly deplete groundwater supplies or interfere significantly with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted);

3. Significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in significant
erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

4. Significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or significantly increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site;

5. Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide significant additional sources of polluted runoff;

6. Significantly degrade surface or ground-water water quality; or

7. Resultinincreased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff.

Project Impacts
Thresholds 1 and 6

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements (consider water quality
parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical storm water
pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment,
nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash).

Significantly degrade surface or ground-water water quality.
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Impact HWQ-1 : CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
COULD RESULT IN STORM WATER RUNOFF OF POLLUTANTS SUCH AS SEDIMENT AND NUTRIENTS. HOWEVER,
COMPLIANCE WITH NPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND COUNTY LANDSCAPING STANDARDS WOULD
CONTROL SEDIMENT FLOW AND MAINTAIN WATER QUALITY. THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE A LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY.

Phase |

Construction of the proposed recreational elements in Phase | would involve ground disturbance of
approximately nine acres. Because disturbed soils are susceptible to water erosion, storm water
runoff during grading could result in sedimentation. However, Phase | would involve disturbance of
soil on more than one acre and therefore would be subject to erosion control requirements
stipulated in the NPDES Construction General Permit issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. These
requirements include the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP that contains BMPs for
reducing storm water impacts. The purpose of a SWPPP is to identify potential sediment sources
and other pollutants and prescribe BMPs to ensure that potential adverse erosion, siltation, and
contamination impacts would not occur during construction activities. BMPs to protect water
quality may include, but are not limited to, damp street sweeping, providing appropriate covers for
outdoor material storage areas, and temporary cover of disturbed surfaces. Inspection of
construction sites before and after storms would be also required to identify storm water discharge
from the construction activity and to identify and implement erosion controls, where necessary.
Implementation of a SWPPP with BMPs would control erosion and protect water quality from
potential contaminants in storm water runoff emanating from the construction site.

The installation of Phase | elements also would change the area of impervious surface at Flood
County Park. While the County would replace the existing tennis courts and asphalt paths with new
facilities of similar surface area, the proposed basketball court, tree-lined promenade, and a drop
off location would incrementally increase the net area of impervious surface. During the operation
of Phase | elements, storm water runoff from new impervious surfaces could wash pollutants and
chemicals such as sediments, particulate matter, and oil into the local drainage system. Polluted
runoff from impervious surfaces would degrade water quality. Exposed soil at the proposed pump
track also could lead to erosion and siltation during storm events. In addition, the maintenance of
trees lining the proposed promenade and new and replaced athletic fields (if natural surface) could
involve fertilizer and pesticide applications that degrade water quality.

Adherence to the County’s MS4 regulations and landscaping standards would protect water quality
during the operation of Phase | elements. The project would be consistent with Chapter 4.100 of the
San Mateo County Code of Ordinances, which is intended to prohibit non-storm water discharges to
the MS4 drainage infrastructure. This ordinance would require the use of BMPs to prevent water
pollutants such as sediment, trash, and waste products from entering the storm sewer system.
Although park maintenance activities would not be subject to the prohibition on non-storm water
discharges, pursuant to Section 4.100.080, the County would maintain vegetation in accordance
with its adopted Integrated Pest Management Policy. County employees use “non-pesticide
alternatives where feasible and, when necessary, employ the least toxic chemicals” (San Mateo
County 2010). This practice would minimize water pollution from landscaping practices.

Therefore, construction and operation of Phase | improvements would not violate water quality
standards or substantially degrade water quality. The impact on water quality would be less than
significant.
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Phases Il and IlI

Whereas Phase | would involve larger-scale soil disturbance for construction of the proposed
athletic fields, Phases Il and Ill would involve less intensive grading for smaller recreational facilities.
This would reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation. In the event that Phase Il and IlI
activities disturb less than one acre, the County would not be required to obtain coverage under the
NPDES Construction General Permit. However, the County would implement BMPs to control
erosion and storm water discharge of sediment in compliance with Chapter 4.100 of the San Mateo
County Code of Ordinances, minimizing adverse effects on water quality during construction.

New restrooms and pathways would incrementally increase the area of impervious surface, as could
the proposed gathering plazas if paved. Maintenance of new demonstrations gardens and other
landscaping also could involve the use of fertilizers and pesticides. Storm water runoff from these
surfaces could wash pollutants and chemicals into the local drainage system. However, as discussed
under Phase |, adherence to the County’s MS4 regulations and landscaping standards would protect
water quality during the operation of proposed recreational improvements. Therefore, Phases Il and
Il would have a less than significant impact related to violating water quality standards or degrading
water quality.

MITIGATION MEASURE

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION
This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Threshold 2

Significantly deplete groundwater supplies or interfere significantly with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted).

Impact HWQ-2 : THE PROPOSED RECREATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS WOULD INCREMENTALLY INCREASE
THE AREA OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AT FLOOD COUNTY PARK BUT TO THE EXTENT THAT GROUNDWATER
RECHARGE WOULD BE REDUCED. THE PROJECT ALSO WOULD NOT DRAW ITS WATER SUPPLY FROM
GROUNDWATER. THEREFORE, THE IMPACT TO GROUNDWATER SUPPLY AND RECHARGE WOULD BE LESS
THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Phase |

As discussed in Impact HWQ-1, new recreational features in Phase | such as a basketball court,
promenade, and drop off area would result in a very minor increase in the area of impervious
surface at Flood County Park. This incremental change in impervious surface on a 24.5-acre site
would not substantially reduce groundwater recharge. As discussed in Section 5, Effects Found Not
to Be Significant, the Menlo Park Municipal Water District would continue to serve the project site
with water supplied by the SFPUC’s Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System. Local groundwater does
not contribute to this water supply. Therefore, additional water demand to serve Phase | facilities
would not deplete groundwater supplies. Phase | would have a less than significant impact on
groundwater supplies or recharge.
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Phases Il and IlI

Similar to Phase |, the proposed Phase Il and Il recreational elements including restrooms,
pathways, and gathering plazas could incrementally increase the area of impervious surfaces in the
park. However, the modest increase in impervious surfaces associated with Phases Il and 11l would
not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. In addition, the following proposed e:
demonstration gardens, gathering meadow, and picnic areas would allow for groundwater recharge.
Therefore, Phases Il and Ill of the Landscape Plan would have a less than significant impact on
groundwater supplies or recharge.

MITIGATION MEASURE

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Thresholds 3, 4, 5, 7

Significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in significant erosion or siltation on-
or off-site.

Significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or significantly increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site.

Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide significant additional sources of polluted runoff.

Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff.

Impact HWQ-3 : THE LANDSCAPE PLAN WOULD ALTER EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS BY GRADING
ACTIVITY AND THE ADDITION OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES. HOWEVER, COMPLIANCE WITH NPDES
REQUIREMENTS WOULD MINIMIZE EROSION AND AVOID A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE IN SURFACE RUNOFF.
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Phase |

Although the project would not directly affect any streams or rivers, construction of the proposed
Phase | recreational facilities would alter the existing relatively flat topography of Flood County Park
by grading on approximately nine acres. Soil would be imported to raise the ground surface at the
reconstructed ballfield and soccer/lacrosse field by six inches. The proposed pump track would be
shaped into berms, rollers, and jumps. As discussed in Impact HWQ-1, storm water runoff from
disturbed soil during construction could result in erosion and sedimentation of nearby waterways.
However, implementation of a SWPPP with BMPs to minimize storm water discharges during
construction, preventing significant erosion or siltation offsite.

Phase | also would alter existing drainage patterns by demolition of paved areas (e.g., existing tennis
courts, asphalt paths) and construction of new paved areas (e.g., basketball court, promenade, drop
off area). In this phase of the Landscape Plan, the County would redevelop or create more than
10,000 of impervious, paved areas. For example, the proposed tennis courts would replace the
existing tennis courts and have an estimated 13,000 square feet of paved surface area. As discussed
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in Impact HWQ-1, Phase | would incrementally increase impervious surface area at the park,
resulting in a modest increase in the volume of storm water runoff. Because the Landscape Plan is a
redevelopment project that would create and/or replace at least 10,000 square feet of impervious
surface, it would be subject to Provision C.3 requirements in the San Francisco Bay RWQCB’s MS4
General Permit to control storm water flow. The County would be required to design and size storm
water treatment systems to treat runoff from new and replaced impervious surfaces. In addition,
Provision C.3 would require the implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) features to
infiltrate, store, detain, or ensure biotreatment of storm water runoff. Specific LID features may
include permeable pavement, rain gardens, bioretention units, bioswales, or planter/tree boxes.

By compliance with NPDES requirements for storm water discharges during construction and
operation, Phase | would have a less than significant impact related to changes in drainage patterns,
storm water runoff flow, and storm water drainage systems

Phases Il and llI

Similar to Phase |, the proposed recreational improvements in Phases Il and Ill would not directly
affect streams or rivers. While construction would alter existing drainage patterns, the County
would implement BMPs to control erosion and storm water discharge in compliance with Chapter
4.100 of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances. In addition, implementation of a SWPPP with
BMPs to minimize storm water discharges would be required if Phase Il and Il activities disturb less
than one acre. Compliance with regulatory requirements would minimize erosion and siltation.

Phase Il and Ill recreational elements including restrooms, pathways, and gathering plazas also
could incrementally increase the area of impervious surfaces in the park. As for Phase I, compliance
with Provision C.3 requirements in the San Francisco Bay RWQCB’s MS4 General Permit would
prevent excessive storm water flow from the project site. Therefore, Phases Il and Il would have a
less than significant impact related to changes in drainage patterns, storm water runoff flow, and
storm water drainage systems.

MITIGATION MEASURE

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would generally increase soil erosion and urban
pollutants, demand on groundwater resources, and introduce impermeable surfaces. However,
other cumulative projects would be subject to the same laws and regulations to avoid or minimize
adverse effects associated with water quality, groundwater, and drainage pattern alterations as the
proposed project. As described above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts
to hydrology and water quality, and would not cause, accelerate, or otherwise exacerbate off-site
impacts related to hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
cumulatively considerable impacts to hydrology and water quality.
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4.8 Noise

This section evaluates the project’s potential impact to local noise conditions. Both temporary
construction noise and long-term noise generated by the project are evaluated.

Setting
Overview of Noise and Vibration Measurement

Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound that disturbs human activity. Noise level (or volume) is
generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-
weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with human
hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (similar to the highest
note on a piano) and less sensitive to frequencies below 100 Hertz (similar to a transformer hum).

Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the lowest
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an
increase of 3 dB, and a sound that is 10 dB less than the ambient sound level has no effect on
ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dB greater than
the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in community noise
levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas
typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while those along arterial streets are in the 50-
60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA range, and ambient noise levels
greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations.

Noise levels typically attenuate (drop off) at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance from point
sources such as industrial machinery. Noise from lightly traveled roads typically attenuates at a rate
of about 4.5 dB per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads typically attenuates at
about 3 dB per doubling of distance.

In addition to the instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important
since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause
direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise metrics that
considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined
as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as that
contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the average noise level).
Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period.

The time period in which noise occurs is also important since nighttime noise tends to disturb
people more than daytime noise. Two commonly used noise metrics — the Day-Night average level
(Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) - recognize this fact by weighting hourly
Legs over a 24-hour period. The Ldn is a 24-hour average noise level that adds 10 dB to actual
nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) noise levels to account for the greater sensitivity to noise during
that time period. The CNEL is identical to the Ldn, except it also adds a 5 dB penalty for noise
occurring during the evening (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM). Noise levels described by Ldn and CNEL
typically do not differ by more than 1 dBA. In practice, CNEL and Ldn are often used
interchangeably.
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Vibration

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of
room surfaces is called groundborne noise. Groundborne vibration is almost exclusively a concern
inside buildings and is rarely perceived as a problem outdoors. Groundborne vibration related to
human annoyance is generally related to root mean square (RMS) velocity levels expressed in
vibration decibels (VdB). However, construction-related groundborne vibration in relation to its
potential for building damage can also be measured in inches per second (in/sec) peak particle
velocity (PPV) (Federal Transit Administration 2006). Based on the Federal Transit Administration’s
(FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and the Caltrans’) 1992 Transportation-Related
Earthborne Vibration, Technical Advisory, vibration levels decrease by 6 VdB with every doubling of
distance.

The background vibration velocity level in residential and educational areas is usually around 50
VdB. (FTA 2006). The threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration
velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly
perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within
buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of
doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment,
steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration
from traffic is rarely perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the
typical background vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold where minor
damage can occur in fragile buildings.

Noise-Sensitive Receptors

Policy 16.7 in the County of San Mateo’s General Plan (1986) defines noise-sensitive land uses as
including, but not limited to, residences and institutional uses such as hospitals, schools, and
libraries. Flood County Park is surrounded by single-family residential neighborhoods that are
sensitive to noise. The nearest single-family residences to the project site are located adjacent to
the southeast edge of Flood County Park on Del Norte Avenue and to the northwest on Hedge Road,
both within the city limits of Menlo Park, and across Bay Road to the southwest in the town of
Atherton. At the residences south of Bay Road, outdoor activity areas such as front yards and
basketball courts are located as close as approximately 75 feet from Flood County Park. In addition,
the Haven Family House, which provides transitional housing to homeless people, is located
adjacent to the northeast side of the park.

Local jurisdictions apply more stringent standards for noise exposure to noise-sensitive receptors
than to commercial or industrial uses that are not susceptible to sleep disturbance or other adverse
effects. Sensitive land uses generally should not be subjected to noise levels that would be
considered intrusive in character. Therefore, the location, hours of operation, type of use, and
extent of new development warrant close analysis in an effort to ensure that noise-sensitive
receptors are not substantially affected by noise.

It is important to acknowledge that noise-sensitivity varies not only among land uses but also among
individual people at each land use (Menlo Park 2013). For example, individual residents may have
high sensitivity to noise for physiological reasons or because of unusual sleeping hours that result in
greater sensitivity to daytime noise. Nonetheless, the quantitative noise standards in local
ordinances are set with the intention of preserving the peace and quiet of “persons of normal
sensitivities,” as phrased in Section 4.88.220 of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code.
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Existing Noise Conditions and Sources

The primary existing sources of noise near Flood County Park are motor vehicles (e.g., automobiles,
buses, trucks, and motorcycles) and aircraft overflights. Roadways that generate noise at Flood
County Park and surrounding neighborhoods include U.S. 101, Bay Road, and other local residential
streets such as Del Norte Avenue. Motor vehicle noise is of concern because it is characterized by a
high number of individual events, which often create a sustained noise level, and because of its
proximity to noise-sensitive uses. Airplanes also fly over and near Flood County Park on a frequent
basis, taking off from and descending to airports such as San Francisco International Airport (about
13.5 miles to the northwest) and San Carlos Airport (about 4.5 miles to the northwest). Secondary
sources of noise in the vicinity include recreational use and maintenance activities at Flood County
Park and the operation of landscaping equipment at nearby residences.

To quantify existing noise levels on and near the project site, five 15-minute noise measurements
(Leq[15] dBA) were taken using an ANSI Type Il integrating sound level meter. Three measurements
were taken on a Sunday afternoon at Flood County Park, April 9, 2017. These measurements were
located at the children’s playground, a picnic area at the southeast edge of the site, and the tennis
court near the eastern corner of the site. These measurement locations were intended to be
representative of on-site noise levels from weekend recreational activities, U.S. 101, and aircraft
overflights. An additional two weekday measurements were taken on January 19, 2017, along Bay
Road and Del Norte Avenue during P.M. peak hours. These measurements are representative of
existing exposure of adjacent single-family residences to traffic noise. Figure 12 shows the location
of these noise measurements, and Table 17 summarizes the noise monitoring results.

Table 17 Noise Measurement Results

Measurement Primary Approximate

Location® Description Noise Sources Sample Time

1 Flood County Park: children’s Children shouting 1:50 - 2:05 P.M. 58.6
playground

2 Flood County Park: southeast picnic Airplanes 2:13-2:28 P.M. 54.8
area

3 Flood County Park: east of tennis U.S. 101 traffic, airplanes  2:32 —2:47 P.M. 56.3
courts

4 Bay Road adjacent to park Bay Road 5:29-5:44 P.M. 70.0

5 Del Norte Avenue near Iris Lane U.S. 101 traffic, airplanes  5:51 —6:06 P.M. 56.1

! Figure 12 shows the noise measurement locations.
2 Measurements 1-3 were taken on April 9, 2017, and measurements 4-5 were taken on January 19, 2017.

Refer to Appendix G for noise measurement results.

As shown in Table 17, existing sound levels at Flood County Park vary by location. Near popular park
amenities like the children’s playground, the primary noise source is recreational activity. In passive
recreational areas near Del Norte Road, where human recreational activity is more dispersed, the
primary noise sources are constant traffic flow on U.S. 101 and occasional aircraft overflights.
Because of the proximity of Flood County Park to airports such as San Francisco International, San
Carlos Airport, and Palo Alto Airport, aircraft fly over and near the site at a relatively low altitude
and generate more noise do than typical overflights. Peak-hour traffic on Bay Road generates the
highest noise levels near the project site (up to approximately 70 dBA Leq), as indicated by noise
measurement 4 taken next to a single-family residence on Bay Road, adjacent to the park’s southern
corner.
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Figure 12 Noise Measurement Locations
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Regulatory Setting
State

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations codifies Sound Transmission Control requirements
establishing uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels,
dormitories, apartment houses, and dwellings other than single-family dwellings. Specifically,
Section 1207.4 in Title 24 states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior noise sources shall
not exceed 45 dBA Ldn or CNEL in any habitable room of a new building.

While there are no State standards for vibration, for continuous, frequent, and intermittent
vibration, Caltrans considers the architectural damage risk level to be somewhere between 0.08 and
0.5 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) depending on the type of building that is
affected.

Local

San Mateo County Code of Ordinances

Chapter 4.88 (Noise Control) of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances is intended to protect
noise-sensitive receptors from annoying or disturbing noise generated at nearby properties. Section
4.88.330 sets maximum exterior noise levels for activities on properties in the unincorporated
County, as measured at noise-sensitive receptors in either incorporated or unincorporated areas.
Table 18 shows these exterior noise standards. Higher noise levels are permitted for shorter
amounts of time in any one-hour time period. The exterior noise standards are more stringent
during nighttime hours from 10 P.M. to 7 A.M.

Table 18 Exterior Noise Standards, dBA

Cumulative Number

of Minutes in Any Daytime Nighttime
Category One Hour Time Period 7 A.M.—10 P.M. 10 P.M.—7 A.M.
1 30 55 50
2 15 60 55
3 5 65 60
4 1 70 65
5 0 75 70

Source: San Mateo Code of Ordinances, Section 4.88.330.

In the event the measured background noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard in any
category above, the County adjusts the applicable standard in five (5) dBA increments so as to
encompass the background noise level.

Table 19 shows the County’s interior noise standards at dwelling units, as written in Section 4.88.340.
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Table 19 Interior Noise Standards, dBA

Cumulative Number
of Minutes in Any Daytime Nighttime

Category One Hour Time Period 7 AAM.—10 P.M. 10 P.M.—7 A.M.

2 1 50 45

Source: San Mateo Code of Ordinances, Section 4.88.340.

In addition to these quantitative noise standards, Section 4.88.350 sets a qualitative standard
prohibiting “any unreasonably loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise which disturbs the peace and
quiet of any neighborhood or which causes any discomfort or annoyance to any person of normal
sensitivity residing in the area.”

The County’s noise ordinance also exempts certain activities from quantitative noise standards.
Section 4.88.360(c) exempts noise generated by “activities conducted on parks, public playgrounds
and school grounds provided such parks, playgrounds and school grounds are owned and operated
by a public entity.” According to this County standard, noise generated by recreational and
maintenance activities at Flood County Park would not be subject to exterior or interior standards.
Section 4.88.360(e) also exempts construction activity, provided that such activity does not take
place between the hours of 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. on weekdays, 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M. on
Saturdays, or at any time on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

The analysis of noise impacts considers the effects of both temporary construction-related noise
and long-term noise associated with operation of the project. Impacts would be significant if they
would exceed the following significance criteria, based on San Mateo County’s Inijtial Study
Environmental Evaluation Checklist:

1 Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

2 Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels;

3 Asignificant permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project;

4 Asignificant temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project;

5 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, exposure to people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or

6 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure to people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels.
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Because Flood County Park is not located within the area covered by an airport land use plan, the
proposed Landscape Plan would not increase recreational users’ exposure to excessive aircraft
noise. Criteria 5 and 6 related to aircraft noise are discussed in Section 5, Effects Found Not to Be
Significant.

Construction Noise

This analysis estimates noise levels generated by the use of expected heavy equipment during
construction of Landscape Plan elements. A preliminary list of construction equipment was derived
from the California Emissions Model (CalEEMod) run prepared for the project (see Section 4.2, Air
Quality). Construction noise is quantified based on reference noise levels reported by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA 2006) for various pieces of construction equipment at a distance of 50
feet between source and receiver. Reference noise levels from the FTA’s Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment are used to estimate noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors, assuming a standard
noise attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance for point sources. For the purpose of this
analysis, it is assumed that construction equipment would operate no closer than 25 feet to
residences adjacent to Flood County Park, for two reasons. First, construction activity would
typically occur in the body of the park, rather than at property lines. Second, when calculating
construction noise based on reference noise levels that apply to a 50-foot distance, noise levels
begin to artificially inflate at much closer distances.

As a reasonable worst-case scenario, this analysis also estimates cumulative noise from the
simultaneous construction of three recreational facilities at Flood County Park. The Landscape Plan
would have a significant impact if construction noise occurs outside of the County’s allowed hours
(i.e., between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. on weekdays, 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M. on Saturdays, or at
any time on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas).

Groundborne Vibration

In the absence of County standards for sources of vibration, this analysis of vibration generated
during construction of recreational facilities relies on federal standards. The following vibration
thresholds established by the FTA for disturbance of people are applied: 65 VdB for buildings where
low ambient vibration is essential for interior operations (such as hospitals and recording studios),
72 VdB for residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including hotels, and 75 VdB for
institutional land uses with primary daytime use (such as churches and schools). These thresholds
apply to “frequent events,” which the FTA defines as vibration events occurring more than 70 times
per day. The thresholds for frequent events are considered appropriate because it is assumed that
bulldozers would be used during grading of proposed athletic fields and that they could make more
than 70 discrete movements per day when moving earth.

In addition, this analysis applies thresholds in the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment (2006) for potential damage to historic adobe buildings at Flood County Park. These
thresholds are expressed in terms of both maximum inches per second (in/sec) of peak particle
velocity (PPV) and VdB:
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Table 20 Thresholds for Building Damage from Construction Vibration

Maximum PPV
Building Category (in/sec) Approximate L,
I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98
IIl. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90

Source: FTA 2006.

! Magnitude of vibration is expressed in decibel notation (VdB), in terms of “root-mean-square” amplitude referenced to 1 micro-inch
per second.

in/sec = inches per second

PPV = peak particle velocity

Vibration generated by construction equipment would have a potentially significant impact from
damage to adobe buildings if it exceeds the FTA threshold of 0.2 PPV (in/sec) for non-engineered
timber and masonry buildings. A formula provided by FTA is used to calculate the attenuation of
vibration from a reference distance of 25 feet to the distances of the nearest noise-sensitive
receptors:

PPV = PPV, x (25/D)"* (in/sec)

This formula takes into account the reference vibration level (PPV,¢), the distance from vibration-
generating equipment to the receptor (D), and a constant value related to the attenuation rate
through the ground (1.5).

On-Site Operational Noise

It is assumed that the operation of recreational facilities proposed in the Landscape Plan would
generate on-site noise from organized athletic activities and maintenance equipment such as leaf
blowers. In addition, it is assumed that the use of athletic field could involve sound-amplifying
equipment. This analysis estimates noise levels from athletic activities at the proposed
soccer/lacrosse field based primarily on reference noise levels reported in a comprehensive noise
study prepared by RGD Acoustics in August 2016 for lacrosse and soccer practices and games at
Marin Catholic High School in Kentfield, California. This noise study graphs the fluctuation of noise
levels during individual athletic events and breaks noise into components of crowd noise and
whistles. Using these reference noise levels, this analysis estimates noise levels at the distance of
the nearest noise-sensitive receptors along Del Norte Avenue assuming 6 dBA attenuation of noise
per doubling of distance. In addition, anticipated noise from athletic events is compared to existing
measured ambient noise levels in the vicinity of Flood County Park. Noise from leaf blowers is
estimated at the nearest residences based on noise measurements taken at the park.

This section evaluates on-site operational noise based on qualitative standards in the County Code
of Ordinances. Because the County as lead agency is applying its noise standards to this project, and
Section 4.88.360(c) of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances exempts noise generated by
activities conducted at publicly owned and operated parks, recreational and maintenance activities
at Flood County Park would not be subject to quantitative noise standards. However, pursuant to
Section 4.88.350 of the County Code of Ordinances, on-site operational noise would be significant if
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it “disturbs the peace and quiet of any neighborhood or which causes any discomfort or annoyance
to any person of normal sensitivity residing in the area.”

Roadway Noise

Noise levels associated with existing and future traffic along area roadways are estimated by
completing a screening analysis for traffic generated by the Landscape Plan. This analysis considers
the project’s impacts under three traffic scenarios analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study prepared by
W-Trans in May 2017 (see Appendix H). The traffic noise impact under the Existing + Project
scenario is discussed for informational purposes. Because the Landscape Plan would be
implemented in phases, the project would not immediately add vehicle trips to existing traffic
conditions. The Near-Term 2021 + Project scenario, discussed in the cumulative noise analysis, is
reflective of the addition of vehicle trips associated with Phase | to existing traffic and already
approved cumulative projects. In addition, the cumulative noise analysis considers the Landscape
Plan’s long-term effect on traffic noise under Cumulative 2040 + Project conditions. This cumulative
forecast was developed assuming the development of approved and pending projects in the Menlo
Park area and a growth rate to account for growth in regional traffic. The analysis of traffic noise
assumes that project-generated trips would be distributed among area roadways as shown in Table
9 in the Traffic Impact Study (W-Trans 2017).

Modeling of traffic noise indicates that, in general, a 10 percent increase in traffic volume would
raise traffic noise by approximately 0.4 dBA, a 20 percent increase would raise traffic noise by about
0.8 dBA, a 30 percent increase would result in an approximately 1.1 dBA increase in traffic noise,
and a 40 percent increase would increase traffic noise by about 1.5 dBA. While the County has not
adopted standards for an increase in traffic noise due to a project, this screening analysis evaluates
the Landscape Plan’s effect on traffic noise based on the FTA’s recommended standards. The FTA
recommendations, listed in Table 21, are based on the idea that the allowable increase in exposure
to traffic noise depends on existing noise levels; as the existing noise level rises, the allowable
increase in noise exposure decreases.

Table 21 Significance of Changes in Operational Roadway Noise Exposure

Existing Noise Exposure Maximum Noise Exposure Increase
(dBA Ldn or Leq) (dBA Ldn or Leq)

45-50 7

50-55 5

55-60 3

60-65 2

65-74 1

75+ 0

Source: FTA 2006.

This analysis also considers the effects on residential exposure to traffic noise from the proposed
removal of redwood trees on-site.
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 4

A significant temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project.

Impact N-1 Construction of proposed recreational facilities would generate high noise levels on
and adjacent to the project site. However, construction noise would be temporary,
and adherence to the County’s allowed hours of construction would prevent noise
disturbance during sensitive evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, the impact
from construction noise would be less than significant.

Phase |

Construction of the proposed Phase | elements over an anticipated two-year period would
intermittently generate high noise levels on and adjacent to Flood County Park. Construction activity
would primarily occur in the northern portion of the park for the ballfield replacement, new
soccer/lacrosse field, and new tennis courts. During the demolition phase, the County would use
jackhammers to break up existing paved surfaces in the northern part of the park, including the two
tennis courts and asphalt paths, and bulldozers or similar heavy equipment to demolish the existing
Restroom D building. It is expected that site preparation and grading for new utilities and athletic
fields would involve the use of bulldozers, excavators, graders, and backhoes. The construction of
new asphalt paths, tennis courts, and a basketball court could require the use of pavers and rollers.

Table 22 estimates maximum noise levels from construction equipment based on the combined use
of construction equipment anticipated to be used concurrently during each phase of construction.
Noise levels are shown for a reference distance of 50 feet from the source equipment and at other
distances that correspond to various noise-sensitive receptors. Forty feet is representative of the
distance between the closest edge of the existing tennis courts (to be demolished) to the adjacent
residence on Del Norte Avenue, 50 feet is representative of the closest potential utility work to
residences south of Bay Road, 80 feet is representative of the estimated distance between grading
activity at the southeastern edge of the park and residences on Del Norte Avenue, and 115 feet is
representative of the distance between paving activity at the new tennis courts and adjacent
residences on Del Norte Avenue. The noise levels shown in Table 22 are highly conservative because
they assume the use of construction equipment next to the nearest residences, even though most
construction activity would occur farther from the site boundary, and simultaneous grading and
construction of three recreational facilities.
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Table 22 Maximum Estimated Noise Levels by Construction Phase

Estimated Noise Levels at Nearest Sensitive Receptors (dBA Leq)

Construction

Phase Equipment 40 feet 50 feet 115 feet

Demolition Dozer, Jackhammer, Saw 86 84 80 77

Site Preparation Backhoe, Dozer 82 80 81 78

Grading Backhoe, Dozer, Excavator, 86 84 85 82
Grader

Facility Backhoe, Forklift, 82 81 81 78

Construction Generator, Welder

Paving Cement Mixer, Paver, 85 83 79 75
Roller

Source: FTA 2006 and 2012. See Appendix G for equipment noise impact data sheets and assumptions.

Based on Table 22, noise-sensitive receptors would experience the loudest noise during demolition
of the existing tennis courts, with noise levels reaching an estimated 86 dBA Leq at the nearest
residences located 40 feet to the southeast. Grading would cause noise levels estimated at 85 dBA
Leq at residences on Del Norte Avenue. In addition, grading and excavation for new utilities
extending from Bay Road also would generate estimated noise levels approaching 84 dBA Leq at
residences located 50 feet to the south.

These temporary noise levels during construction would exceed the existing ambient noise levels of
approximately 56 dBA Leq along Del Norte Avenue and 70 dBA Leq during peak-hour traffic on Bay
Road. However, construction activity would be prohibited outside of the County’s allowed daytime
hours (i.e., between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. on weekdays, 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 A.M. on Saturdays,
or at any time on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas). This timing restriction would prevent
construction noise during the most sensitive evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, the
construction of Phase | elements would have a less than significant impact on nearby noise-sensitive
receptors.

Phases Il and llI

Phases Il and Ill of the Landscape Plan would involve less intensive ground disturbance than would
Phase I. No demolition of buildings would occur, paving activity would be limited to new pathways
and potentially gathering plazas, and grading activity would be of a smaller scale than for Phase |
(restricted to individual recreational improvements such as restrooms, a playground, and gathering
plazas). Because the impact from construction noise would be less than significant for Phase |, and
construction activity would be of smaller scale during later phases, this impact would also be less
than significant for Phases Il and .

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Threshold 2

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels.

Impact N-2 Grading activity would temporarily generate groundborne vibration on and adjacent
to Flood County Park. Because construction of proposed recreational elements
would occur inside the hours allowed in the County Code of Ordinances, it would
not generate vibration when people normally sleep. Construction vibration would
not exceed levels that may cause structural damage to historic adobe buildings on-
site. The Landscape Plan would have a less than significant vibration impact.

Phase |

During Phase | of the Landscape Plan, construction of the proposed recreational elements would
involve the temporary use of equipment that generates groundborne vibration. The County would
use jackhammers to break up existing paved surfaces in the northern part of the park, including the
two tennis courts and asphalt paths, and bulldozers to move earth over approximately nine acres.
Bulldozers or similar heavy equipment might be used to demolish the existing Restroom D building.
In addition, it is expected that vibratory rollers would be used to pave and compact asphalt at the
new tennis courts near the southeastern property line.

Table 23 identifies vibration velocity levels at a reference distance of 25 feet and at distances that
correspond to various noise-sensitive receptors. Forty feet is representative of the distance
between the closest edge of the existing tennis courts (to be demolished) to the adjacent residence
on Del Norte Avenue, 80 feet is representative of the estimated distance between grading activity at
the southeastern edge of the park and residences on Del Norte Avenue, and 115 feet is
representative of the distance between paving activity at the new tennis courts and adjacent
residences on Del Norte Avenue. The vibration levels shown in Table 23 are conservative because
they assume the use of construction equipment next to the nearest residences, even though most
construction activity would occur farther from the site boundary, and the use of large as well as
small bulldozers.

Table 23 Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment at Noise-Sensitive Receptors

Estimated VdB at Nearest Sensitive Receptors

Equipment 25 Feet 40 Feet 80 Feet 115 Feet
Vibratory Roller 94 88 79 75
Large Bulldozer 87 81 72 67
Jackhammer 79 73 64 59
Small Bulldozer 58 51 42 38

Source: FTA 2006.

Based on Table 23, noise-sensitive receptors would experience the strongest vibration during paving
of the new tennis courts, with vibration levels reaching an estimated 75 VdB at the nearest
residences located 115 feet to the southeast. Jackhammering of the existing tennis courts also
would generate vibration levels reaching an estimated 73 VdB at the nearest residence 40 feet away
(on Del Norte Avenue). The use of large bulldozers during grading near the southeastern property
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line for the proposed soccer/lacrosse field would generate similar vibration levels of approximately
72 VdB at residences on Del Norte Avenue.

Compliance with Section 4.88.360(e) of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances would restrict
construction activities to daytime hours that are generally outside of normal sleeping hours, i.e.,
7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on weekdays and 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturdays. This timing restriction
on construction activity would limit the exposure of nearby residences to vibration. Vibration levels
would not exceed the FTA’s threshold of 72 VdB for residences during normal sleeping hours. As
discussed in the Setting, it is acknowledged that individual neighbors of Flood County Park may have
unusual sleeping hours that result in greater sensitivity to daytime noise and vibration. Nonetheless,
noise standards are typically drafted with normal sensitivity in mind. Therefore, vibration would not
have significant adverse effects on residences.

Construction equipment would also generate vibration that affects nearby structures. High vibration
levels could damage the structural integrity of adobe buildings at the park. Table 24 shows vibration
levels at adobe buildings at distances of 25, 50, and 350 feet. The 25-foot reference distance is
conservatively representative of the nearest distance between construction activity that generates
vibration and adobe buildings that would remain under the Landscape Plan, such as the adobe
electrical and maintenance buildings. Three hundred fifty feet is representative of the distance
between vibratory rollers used to pave and compact asphalt at the new tennis courts and the
nearest remaining adobe building (the electrical building).

Table 24 Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment at Adobe Buildings

Approximate in/sec PPV at Nearest Noise-Sensitive Receptors

Equipment 25 Feet 50 Feet 350 Feet
Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.074 0.004
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.011
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.004
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.000

Source: FTA 2006.

As shown in Table 24, vibration levels of up to an estimated 0.089 in/sec PPV at adobe buildings
would not exceed the FTA threshold of 0.2 PPV (in/sec) for non-engineered timber and masonry
buildings. Although rollers generate substantial vibration at close range, they would generate
minimal vibration (0.004 in/sec PPV) at a distance of 350 feet from the nearest remaining adobe
building. Therefore, construction activities during Phase | would not be expected to generate
vibration levels that cause structural damage to historic adobe buildings. Vibration impacts during
Phase | would be less than significant.

Phases Il and llI

Phases Il and Ill of the Landscape Plan would involve less intensive ground disturbance than would
Phase I. No demolition of buildings would occur, paving activity would be limited to new pathways
and potentially gathering plazas, and grading activity would be of a smaller scale than for Phase |
(restricted to individual recreational improvements such as restrooms, a playground, and gathering
plazas). Because vibration impacts would be less than significant for Phase |, and construction
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activity would be of smaller scale during later phases, vibration impacts would also be less than
significant for Phases Il and .
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION
This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
Thresholds 1 and 3

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

A significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.

Impact N-3 The Landscape Plan would add new sources of on-site operational noise from
organized practices and games at the proposed athletic fields and performances at
the proposed gathering meadow. Noise from whistles, sound amplification
equipment, or air horns could disturb nearby residents. The impact from on-site
operational noise would be less than significant with mitigation to prohibit the
loudest equipment and restrict the timing of athletic events.

Phase |

The operation of recreational facilities proposed in Phase | of the Landscape Plan would add new
sources of noise at Flood County Park. Whereas existing ballfields at the park are not open for
programmed athletic use, the proposed ballfield and soccer/lacrosse field would be available for
organized athletic activities that would generate noise. Maintenance equipment such as leaf
blowers also would generate noise at new locations in the park, depending on the siting of proposed
tennis courts and asphalt paths. In addition, human activity at new passive recreational facilities
would generate noise. These noise sources are analyzed below.

ATHLETIC ACTIVITIES

Organized practices and games at the proposed ballfield and soccer/lacrosse field would generate
noise. As shown by Table 6 in Section 2, Project Description, programmed athletic activities would
occur throughout the year, although the County anticipates that they would generally be most
frequent during the summer. On a daily basis, it is anticipated that organized activities at the
athletic fields would occur no earlier than 9 A.M. and no later than 8 P.M. No additional lighting that
would enable nighttime use of athletic facilities is proposed as part of the Landscape Plan.

Specific noise sources associated with athletic practices and games include shouting and
conversations by players, coaches, referees, and spectators, and whistles to control play. Other
potential sources are air horns used by fans and sound amplification equipment to broadcast music
or play-by-play commentary. These noise sources would be intermittent during athletic events,
adding to background ambient noise from passive recreational use of the park, nearby traffic,
aircraft overflights, and residential activities.

Noise from the proposed soccer/lacrosse field would occur as close as approximately 100 feet from
the backyards of single-family residences on Del Norte Avenue to the southeast, based on the
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proposed Landscape Plan shown in Figure 4 in Section 2, Project Description. It is assumed that this
distance is representative of the nearest activity on the proposed field with respect to these
residences, as well as of spectators lining the southeastern side of the field. In addition, athletic
activity at the reconstructed ballfield would generate noise as close as approximately 150 feet from
residents at Haven Family House on Van Buren Road to the northeast, 175 feet from residences on
Hedge Road to the northwest, and 330 feet from residences on Del Norte Avenue to the southeast.

The primary athletic facility of concern with regard to noise is the proposed soccer/lacrosse field,
due to its proximity to residences and the prevalence of loud impulse sounds such as whistles,
shouts, and air horns. Based on noise measurements taken in 2016 at a playoff lacrosse game with
162 spectators at a representative suburban Bay Area site, Marin Catholic High School, a lacrosse
game generates overall noise levels of 65-70 dBA Leq at the edge of the stadium while a lacrosse
practice creates noise levels of 55-60 dBA Leq (RGD Acoustics 2016). These noise measurements
were taken at a distance of approximately 50 feet from the edge of the lacrosse field. Assuming that
noise from athletic activity attenuates by 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, it is
estimated that lacrosse activity at Flood County Park would generate noise levels of 59-64 dBA Leq
during games and 49-54 dBA Leq during practices, as perceived at residences located 100 feet away
on Del Norte Avenue. Noise levels measured from the lacrosse playoff game are considered
representative of noise from soccer games (RGD Acoustics 2016).

Average sound energy levels during lacrosse and soccer games may exceed existing ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of Flood County Park. As shown in Table 17, ambient noise was measured at
approximately 55-56 dBA Leq on a Saturday afternoon at the southeastern edge of the park, next to
residential backyards, and at approximately 56 dBA Leq on Del Norte Avenue on a weekday late
afternoon. Anticipated noise levels of 59-65 dBA Leq during lacrosse and soccer games would
exceed existing ambient noise levels by an estimated 3 to 9 dBA Leq. These short-term increases in
ambient noise would be perceptible to residents adjacent to the park.

In addition to increasing average noise levels, athletic activity would generate short-term spikes in
noise, such as impulse noise, that may annoy or disturb residents. Impulse noise is a sudden burst of
loud noise that can startle people by its fast and surprising nature (Cirrus Research 2015). Sources of
impulse noise may include shouting, whistles, and air horns. Whistles could be especially intrusive
because of their shrill pitch. Spectators could use portable air horns that produce loud blasts of
sound. Sound amplification equipment also could broadcast commentary or music at high volume.

Although Section 4.88.360(c) of the County Code of Ordinances would exempt activities at Flood
County Park from quantitative noise standards, the qualitative standard in Section 4.88.350 of
disturbing the peace and quiet of neighbors would still apply to the Landscape Plan. The anticipated
timing of athletic events —between 9 A.M. and 8 P.M. — would minimize disturbance to neighbors
by avoiding normal sleeping hours. However, the use of whistles, air horns, and sound amplification
equipment could cause discomfort or annoyance to people of normal sensitivity in the area.
Furthermore, without explicit allowable hours for athletic events, early-morning and late-evening
events could disturb the peace and quiet of neighbors.

MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Current maintenance activities at Flood County Park, especially the use of lawn mowers and leaf
blowers, periodically generate noise. After the construction of proposed recreational facilities, the
County would operate such maintenance equipment in new locations within the park. Lawn mowers
would be used to cut grass in fields used for passive recreation and in athletic fields (unless artificial
turf is installed). Because County employees currently use this equipment to cut grass adjacent to
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the southeastern park boundary, the proposed Landscape Plan would not result in the use of lawn
mowers closer to residences on Del Norte Avenue. Noise levels would lawn mowers would not
increase over existing conditions.

The County also uses leaf blowers to clear paved surfaces such as the existing tennis courts and
asphalt paths. The existing tennis courts are located as close as approximately 40 feet from the
backyards of residences on Del Norte Avenue. Based on the proposed Landscape Plan shown in
Figure 4, new asphalt paths could be built as close as approximately 75 feet from the backyards of
residences on Del Norte Avenue, and the new tennis courts would be located about 115 feet from
these noise-sensitive receptors. Maximum noise levels from leaf blowers at Flood County Park’s
existing tennis courts were measured at 76 dBA at a distance of 140 feet. Assuming that noise from
this source attenuates by 6 dBA per doubling of distance, it is estimated that leaf blowers would
generate a maximum noise level of 81 dBA at a distance of 75 feet from residential backyards.
However, noise levels from leaf blowers would not increase over existing conditions because the
proposed asphalt paths would be located no closer than the existing tennis courts to residences.

PASSIVE RECREATION

Phase | of the Landscape Plan would involve the construction of new passive recreational facilities
including walking paths and a promenade. Similar to existing paths at the park, these features would
provide opportunities for walking, bicycling, and human conversations. Therefore, they would not
result in increased noise levels from recreational activity.

CONCLUSION

During organized athletic practices and games, the use of whistles, air horns, and sound
amplification equipment could cause discomfort or annoyance to nearby residents. Early-morning or
late-evening athletic events also could disturb the peace and quiet of residents. These adverse
effects would represent a potentially significant impact from on-site operational noise.

Phases Il and llI

While Phase | would involve the construction of large athletic fields, the second and third phases
would add lower-intensity recreational elements such as gardens, a playground, picnic areas,
gathering plazas, a gathering meadow, and pathways with exercise stations. These elements would
largely support activities similar those in the existing playground, group and individual picnic areas,
and pathways. However, the gathering meadow in Phase Il would be a performance space suitable
for concerts or ceremonies that could involve the use of sound amplification equipment for music or
commentary. The central location of this gathering meadow at the park, approximately 475 feet
from the nearest residences on Del Norte Avenue, Bay Road, and Hedge Road, would reduce the
exposure of noise-sensitive receptors to noise from this facility. Nonetheless, the use of sound
amplification equipment at high volume during large events could produce noise that disturbs
nearby residents.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM N-3(A) PROHIBIT SOUND AMPLIFICATION EQUIPMENT AND AIR HORNS

The County shall only allow the use of sound amplification equipment and air horns at organized
athletic games and practices and at the gathering meadow with the procurement of a special event
permit in accordance with City of Menlo Park procedures. The County shall notify all groups using
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the proposed soccer/lacrosse field, ballfield, and gathering meadow of this requirement. County
staff shall periodically patrol the park during organized athletic events and performances to verify

that park users are not operating such equipment without an approved special event permit.

MM N-3(B) TIMING OF ATHLETIC EVENTS

To minimize noise that may disturb neighbors of Flood County Park, the County shall restrict athletic
practices and games at the park to the hours of 9 A.M. to 8 P.M.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Mitigation Measure N-3(a) would prohibit the use of equipment that generates especially loud
impulse noise during organized athletic events and performances without approval of a special
event permit, while Mitigation Measure N-3(b) would restrict the timing of athletic events to
prevent noise during normally quiet early-morning or late-evening hours. Even with implementation
of these measures, events at Flood County Park would incrementally increase ambient noise levels.
However, these measures would prevent the most adverse effects from loud equipment or the
timing of events at proposed recreational facilities, reducing on-site operational noise to a less than
significant level.

Thresholds 1 and 3

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

A significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project.

Impact N-4 Vehicle trips associated with operation of the proposed recreational elements
would increase traffic volumes on nearby roadways, resulting in greater traffic noise
audible to existing noise-sensitive residences. However, the increase of vehicle trips
from the project relative to existing traffic would be incremental and would not
exceed the applicable FTA standard of 1 dBA Leq. Therefore, traffic noise impacts
would be less than significant.

New vehicle trips associated with organized athletic events at the proposed athletic fields and with
continued growth in passive recreational use under the Landscape Plan would increase traffic
volumes on roadways near Flood County Park. This increase in traffic volumes would result in
greater traffic noise at nearby noise-sensitive receptors.

Table 25 shows the net increase in roadway traffic volumes along the studied roadway segments
with the greatest increase in traffic for the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, according to traffic data in the
Traffic Impact Study prepared by W-Trans in May 2017 (see Appendix H).
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Table 25 Increase in Existing Roadway Traffic Volumes with Project during Weekday P.M.
and Saturday Peak Hours

Net Percentage
Roadway Segment Existing Trips Increase in Trips Increase in Trips
Weekday P.M. Peak Hour
Bay Road: Marsh Road to Ringwood Avenue 465 23 4.9%
Bay Road: Ringwood Avenue to Willow Road 909 16 1.8%
Ringwood Avenue south of Bay Road 865 a4 5.1%
Saturday Peak Hour
Bay Road: Marsh Road to Ringwood Avenue 313 14 4.5%
Bay Road: Ringwood Avenue to Willow Road 304 8 2.6%
Ringwood Avenue south of Bay Road 322 22 6.8%

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

As shown in Table 25, Phase 1 of the Landscape Plan would generate the highest estimated increase
in traffic volume (6.8 percent), relative to existing traffic conditions, on Ringwood Avenue south of
Bay Road during peak Saturday hours of park use. As discussed under Methodology and Significance
Thresholds, a 10 percent increase in vehicle traffic would result in an increase in traffic noise of
approximately 0.4 dBA Leq. Because Phase 1 would increase traffic volumes on nearby streets by
less than 10 percent, it would not increase traffic noise by more than 0.4 dBA Leg.

This analysis conservatively applies the FTA standard of a 1 dBA Leq increase in traffic noise along a
roadway that currently generates a noise level of 65-74 dBA Leq. (At no time in the week would
noise levels substantially exceed the 70.0 dBA Leq measured at Bay Road during weekday peak
hours, which are the busiest traffic period on nearby roadways.) The expected increase in traffic
noise of less than 0.4 dBA Leq would not exceed the 1 dBA Leq standard.

Site preparation and grading under Phase | also would involve the removal of a belt of evergreen
redwood trees in the eastern corner of the park, which partially screen residences on Del Norte
Avenue from exposure to highway noise from U.S. 101. Typically, vegetation does not substantially
buffer noise-sensitive receptors from ambient noise. In noise modeling, at least two staggered rows
of evergreen trees are required to noticeably reduce traffic noise. Because the existing redwood
trees are irregularly arranged in single row, they do not substantially attenuate highway noise. The
removal of this belt of trees would not expose residents to substantially higher traffic noise levels.

Therefore, Phase 1 would have a less than significant impact related to traffic noise.
Phases Il and Il

In contrast to Phase |, in which programmed active recreation would generate the lion’s share of
vehicle trips, Phases Il and Il of the Landscape Plan would generate an incremental increase in
vehicle trips from continued growth in passive recreation. As discussed in the Traffic Impact Study
(see Appendix H), it is assumed that passive recreational trips would increase proportional to
regional traffic growth, i.e., 0.8 percent per year. This incremental growth in park use during Phases
Il and 1l would not exceed trip generation for Phase I. Therefore, the later phases of the Landscape
Plan would also have a less than significant impact related to traffic noise.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts

Long-term development in Menlo Park and Atherton, including the proposed Landscape Plan, would
generate temporary noise during construction. Construction activities on cumulative residential and
commercial projects in the area could generate higher noise levels than would construction of the
proposed recreational facilities because of the need for more intensive demolition, grading, and
building construction. However, construction noise and vibration is localized and rapidly attenuates
within an urban environment. Because Flood County Park is surrounded by settled single-family
residential neighborhoods that are fully built out, construction of other major projects would not
occur sufficiently close to the park or its neighbors to result in a cumulative impact. Therefore, the
project would not contribute considerably to temporary cumulative construction noise and
vibration impacts.

Traffic noise impacts associated with cumulative development through the years 2021 and 2040
would incrementally increase noise levels along roadways. Table 26 shows the project’s cumulative
contribution to traffic volumes on nearby road segments in the Near-Term 2021 traffic scenario, and
Table 27 shows the project’s contribution in the Cumulative 2040 traffic scenario.

Table 26 Cumulative Contribution to Area Roadway Traffic Levels during Weekday P.M.
and Saturday Peak Hours in Near-Term 2021 Conditions

Cumulative + Project | Percentage Increase Percent of

Existing Peak Increase in Peak from Cumulative Cumulative Increase
Roadway Segment Hour (trips) Hour Trips Trips Due to Project
P.M. Peak Hour
Bay Road: Marsh Road to 465 41 8.8% 80.5%
Ringwood Avenue
Bay Road: Ringwood 909 98 10.8% 1.0%
Avenue to Willow Road
Ringwood Avenue south 865 106 12.3% 58.5%
of Bay Road
Saturday Peak Hour
Bay Road: Marsh Road to 313 27 8.6% 77.8%
Ringwood Avenue
Bay Road: Ringwood 304 38 12.5% 78.9%
Avenue to Willow Road
Ringwood Avenue south 322 38 11.8% 57.9%
of Bay Road

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
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Table 27 Cumulative Contribution to Area Roadway Traffic Levels during Weekday P.M.
and Saturday Peak Hours in Year 2040 Conditions

Cumulative + Project = Percentage Increase Percent of
Existing Peak Increase in Peak from Cumulative Cumulative Increase
Roadway Segment Hour (trips) Hour Trips Trips Due to Project
P.M. Peak Hour
Bay Road: Marsh Road 465 163 35.1% 12.9%
to Ringwood Avenue
Bay Road: Ringwood 909 370 40.7% 4.3%

Avenue to Willow Road

Ringwood Avenue 865 359 41.5% 12.3%
south of Bay Road

Saturday Peak Hour

Bay Road: Marsh Road 313 90 28.8% 15.6%
to Ringwood Avenue

Bay Road: Ringwood 304 94 30.9% 8.5%
Avenue to Willow Road

Ringwood Avenue 322 100 31.1% 22.0%

south of Bay Road

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

As shown in Table 26, under Near-Term 2021 conditions, cumulative growth in combination with
the Landscape Plan would increase traffic volumes during peak hours by up to an estimated 12.5
percent on Bay Road from Ringwood Avenue to Willow Road. Because a 20 percent increase in
traffic volume would raise traffic noise by about 0.8 dBA, this expected increase of less than 20
percent would not exceed the FTA standard of 1 dBA Leq. Therefore, cumulative traffic noise would
have a less than significant impact on noise-sensitive receptors under Near-Term 2021 conditions.

As shown in Table 27, under Cumulative 2040 conditions, cumulative growth in combination with
the Landscape Plan would increase traffic volumes during peak hours by up to an estimated 41.5
percent on Ringwood Avenue south of Bay Road, and by up to an estimated 40.7% on Bay Road
from Ringwood Avenue to Willow Road. In addition, estimated cumulative traffic volumes would
increase by greater than 30 percent on Bay Road from Marsh Road to Ringwood Avenue during
weekday P.M. peak hours, and on Bay Road east of Ringwood Avenue and on Ringwood Avenue
during Saturday peak hours. A 40 percent increase in traffic volume would raise traffic noise levels
by about 1.5 dBA and a 30 percent increase would raise traffic noise by about 1.1 dBA, which would
exceed the FTA standard of 1 dBA Leq. Therefore, the cumulative traffic noise impact on residences
next to the above road segments would be potentially significant. However, the Landscape Plan
would not substantially contribute to noticeable increases in cumulative traffic noise. The project
would be responsible for a minor share of the estimated increase in cumulative traffic by the year
2040, relative to growth in background traffic volumes. At the most, trips associated with the
Landscape Plan would constitute as much as 22% of the estimated increase in cumulative traffic,
during Saturday peak hours on Ringwood Avenue. This contribution would increase traffic noise by
less than 1 dBA Leq, which would not be an audible change to nearby residents. Therefore, the
Landscape Plan would not considerably contribute to a significant cumulative impact.

Cumulative residential and commercial development would also add sources of on-site operational
(non-traffic) noise in Menlo Park and Atherton. Noise sources associated with this development may
include heating, ventilation, and cooling (HVAC) equipment; loading activity; trash compactors; and
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parking lot activity. Concentrated new development could generate on-site operational noise that
substantially increases ambient noise levels near noise-sensitive receptors. However, new
development would be subject to local noise ordinances that are intended to prevent the
generation of disturbing noise near such receptors. Furthermore, as noted above, because Flood
County Park is surrounded by settled single-family residential neighborhoods that are fully built out,
it is not anticipated that major new developments would occur in proximity to the park or its
neighbors. Therefore, the Landscape Plan would not contribute considerably to a significant
cumulative impact.
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4.9 Transportation and Circulation

This section evaluates potential impacts relating to transportation and traffic on and around the
project site. The analysis is based on the Flood County Park Landscape Plan Traffic Impact Study
prepared by W-Trans (Appendix H).

Environmental Setting

Roadway Network

Studied Intersections

The nearest freeway to the project site is US Highway 101, and its centerline is approximately 350
feet north of the park. Based on the characteristics of the project, the project site location, and
consultation with County staff, the following three intersections (shown in Figure 13) were selected
for assessment of potential impacts within the study area:

Bay Road/Marsh Road is a four-way signalized intersection with protected left-turn phasing on the
southbound approach of Marsh Road and permitted left-turn phasing on all other approaches.
Marked crosswalks, pedestrian signals, and curb ramps are provided across all four legs. Bicycle
detection is marked for both approaches on Bay Road.

Bay Road/ Ringwood Avenue is a five-way stop controlled intersection. Marked crosswalks are
provided across all legs except the northbound Ringwood Avenue approach. Curb ramps are
provided at the northwest and northeast corners of the intersection.

Bay Road/Willow Road is a T-shaped signalized intersection with protected left-turn phasing on the
northbound approach of Willow Road. The right-turn movement on the southbound approach of
Willow Road is yield controlled. Pedestrian crossing is only permitted across Bay Road where a
crosswalk, pedestrian signals, and curb ramps are provided.

Intersection Level of Service

Intersection level of service (LOS) is a qualitative assessment of an intersection’s performance based
on traffic volumes and roadway capacity. An intersection is characterized by a letter grade ranging
from A to F, where LOS A represents free flow conditions and LOS F represents forced flow or
breakdown conditions. The LOS rating is also accompanied by the level of delay.

The study intersections were analyzed using methodologies in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
(Transportation Research Board 2000). For intersection with a stop sign on all approaches, an “All-
Way Stop-Controlled” method was used, which evaluates delay based on turning movements,
opposing and conflicting traffic volumes, and the number of lanes. Average vehicle delay is
computed for the intersection as a whole, which is then related to a LOS grade. Signalized
intersections were evaluated based on traffic volumes, green time for each movement, phasing,
whether or not the signals are coordinated, truck traffic, and pedestrian activity. This method was
based on average stopped delay per vehicle in seconds, which was calculated using optimized signal
timing. Table 28 summarizes the ranges of delay associated with LOS A through F.
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Figure 13 Studied Intersections and Lane Configurations
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Table 28 Intersection Level of Service Criteria

LOS All-Way Stop-Controlled Signalized

A Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. Upon stopping, Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. Most vehicles arrive
drivers are immediately able to proceed. during the green phase, so do not stop at all.

B Delay of 10 to 15 seconds. Drivers may wait for ~ Delay of 10 to 20 seconds. More vehicles stop
one or two vehicles to clear the intersection than with LOS A, but many drivers still do not
before proceeding from a stop. have to stop.

C Delay of 15 to 25 seconds. Drivers will enter a Delay of 20 to 35 seconds. The number of
queue of one or two vehicles on the same vehicles stopping is significant, although many
approach, and wait for vehicle to clear from one still pass through without stopping.
or more approaches prior to entering the
intersection.

D Delay of 25 to 35 seconds. Queues of more than  Delay of 35 to 55 seconds. The influence of
two vehicles are encountered on one or more congestion is noticeable, and most vehicles have
approaches. to stop.

E Delay of 35 to 50 seconds. Longer queues are Delay of 55 to 80 seconds. Most, if not all,
encountered on more than one approach to the  vehicles must stop and drivers consider the delay
intersection. excessive.

F Delay of more than 50 seconds. Drivers enter Delay of more than 80 seconds. Vehicles may

long queues on all approaches.

wait through more than one cycle to clear the
intersection.

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

Existing Operating Conditions

Existing operating conditions at three nearby intersections were evaluated during weekday PM peak
(between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM) and Saturday midday peak (between 12:00 PM and 4:00 PM)
periods, using the City of Menlo Park’s Vistro traffic analysis network. The weekday PM peak hour
was selected for analysis as representative of the worst rush hour traffic conditions in the area,
while the Saturday midday peak hour was selected because it aligns with peak weekly use of Flood
County Park. Table 29 summarizes existing peak hour intersection LOS.

Table 29 Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
PM Peak SAT Peak

Study Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh Road 15.9 B 13.7 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 21.2 C 8.8 A
Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F 9.4 A

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.
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While the Bay Road/Marsh Road and Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue intersections currently operate at
an acceptable LOS, the intersection of Bay Road and Willow Road operates at an unacceptable LOS
during the PM peak hour. According to City of Menlo Park staff, traffic conditions modeled in the
Vistro program for the Willow Road corridor during PM peak hour do not accurately reflect actual
congestion because of “unserved demand” (Menlo Park 2016). This term refers to congestion
upstream and downstream of a given intersection that results in delays that are not captured by
Vistro program.

Near-Term 2021 Conditions

The near-term scenario represents projected traffic conditions without implementation of the
Landscape Plan in the year 2021, which is the assumed completion year for the proposed
recreational elements that would generate the most new vehicle trips. This scenario includes traffic
that would be generated by approved projects with the City. Traffic volumes that would be
generated by these approved projects were obtained from the City’s Vistro traffic analysis network,
where available, or developed from data published by ITE in the 9" edition of the Trip Generation
Manual (2012).

In addition, a growth rate was based on the C/CAG Travel Forecast Model, which accounted for
growth in regional traffic until 2021. The growth rate applied was 0.8% per year for peak hour
volumes. As shown in Table 30, near-term 2021 conditions show that Bay Road and Ringwood
Avenue would operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour. Moreover, as in the existing conditions
shown in Table 29, the Bay Road and Willow Road intersection is expected to continue operating
unacceptable due to “unserved demand.”

Table 30 Near-Term 2021 Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
PM Peak SAT Peak

Study Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh Road 19.1 B 14.2 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 29.4 D 9.1 A
Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F 9.9 A

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.

Cumulative 2040 Conditions

The cumulative scenario represents projected traffic volumes without implementation of the
Landscape Plan for the horizon year 2040. This scenario includes traffic that would be generated by
approved developments that were identified in the near-term scenario, traffic that would be
generated by developments that are currently pending approval, and a growth rate to account for
growth in regional traffic. As in the near-term 2021 scenario, the growth rate applied was 0.8% per
year for peak hour volumes.

Table 31 summarizes the cumulative 2040 peak hour LOS. The Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue
intersection would operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions. As in the
existing and near-term conditions, the Bay Road and Willow Road intersection during PM peak
hours is expected to continue operating unacceptable due to “unserved demand,” even after
implementation of General Plan Goals, Policies, and Programs.
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Table 31 Cumulative 2040 Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
SAT Peak

Study Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh Road 29.1 C 16.0 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 95.7 F 9.7 A
Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F 10.9 B

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.

Pedestrian Network

Bay Road has intermittent sidewalk coverage with substantial gaps on both sides of the street
between Marsh Road and Willow Road. A sidewalk is present on the north side of Bay Road along
the park frontage. A marked crosswalk connects this sidewalk with a San Mateo County Transit
District (SamTrans) bus stop on the south side of Bay Road, adjacent to Greenwood Drive. In
addition to the main entrance gate, pedestrian access points to Flood County Park are located at the
southern corner of the park from Bay Road and at the eastern corner from lIris Lane..

Bicycle Network

A network of bike lanes provides access to and from Flood County Park. In the vicinity of the park, Bay
Road has 1.7 miles of bike lanes between Marsh Road and Van Buren Road, Ringwood Avenue has 0.9
mile of bike lanes between Bay Road and Middlefield Road, and Willow Road has 1.4 miles of bike lanes
between Durham Street and Bay Road. A planned extension of the Willow Road bike lanes north of
Durham Street would connect to Bay Road. In addition, a mixture of separated bikeways and bike lanes
are planned on Marsh Road between Middlefield Road and the Bayshore Expressway, which would
connect with the existing Bay Road bike lanes.

Transit

SamTrans provides fixed route bus service in the project area. SamTrans Local Route 281 stops on
Newbridge Street at Pierce Road, which is a 0.25 mile walk from Flood County Park across the U.S.
101 pedestrian bridge. This route operates weekdays with approximately 20-30 minute headways
between 6:00 AM and 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM and 10:30 PM, and 15 minute headways between 8:00
AM and 6:00 PM. Saturday service operates with 30 minutes headways between 8:00 AM and 7:30
PM, while Sunday service operates with 30 minutes headways between 8:30 AM and 6:30 PM.

SamTrans Local Route 82, 83, and 88 all stop on Bay Road near the project site and also provide
school bus service in Atherton and Menlo Park to Hillview Middle School and Encinal Elementary
School. Routes 82 and 88 directly serve the park and operate on schooldays.

Regulatory Setting

State

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 (Steinberg, 2013). Among
other things, SB 743 creates a process to change analysis of transportation impacts under CEQA,
which could include analysis based on project vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rather than impacts to
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intersection Level of Service. On December 30, 2013, the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) released a preliminary evaluation of alternative methods of transportation analysis.
The intent of the original guidance documentation was geared towards projects within areas that
are designated as transit priority areas first, to be followed by other areas of the State. OPR issued
another draft discussion document in March 2015 suggesting some new revisions to the formal
CEQA Guidelines. In January 2016, OPR issued another guidance document and requested additional
input. The requirements are not binding as no formal changes to the CEQA Guidelines have occurred
to date. The impact analysis methodology used in this EIR is based on and is consistent with the City
of Menlo Park’s currently adopted thresholds for traffic conditions, which use intersection LOS to
determine impacts on the transportation system.

Local

City of Menlo Park General Plan

The City’s General Plan has adopted policies and plans that apply to public transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities in city limits. The following General Plan Circulation Element policies are
relevant to the Landscape Plan and alternative transportation modes:

Policy CIRC-1.8 Pedestrian Safety. Maintain and create a connected network of safe sidewalks and
walkways within the public right of way ensure that appropriate facilities, traffic
control, and street lighting are provided for pedestrian safety and convenience,
including for sensitive populations.

Policy CIRC-4.3 Active Transportation. Promote active lifestyles and active transportation, focusing
on the role of walking and bicycling, to improve public health and lower obesity.

Policy CIRC-5.2 Transit Proximity to Activity Centers. Promote the clustering of as many activities
as possible within easy walking distance of transit stops, and locate any new transit
stops as close as possible to housing, jobs, shopping areas, open space, and parks.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

Operating conditions during the weekday PM and Saturday midday peak periods were evaluated at
the study intersections to capture the highest potential impacts of the proposed project as well as
the highest volumes on the local transportation network. The weekday PM peak hour occurs
between 4:00 and 6:00 PM and reflects conditions during the homeward bound commute, while the
Saturday midday peak hour occurs between noon and 4:00 PM and typically reflects the highest
level of weekend activity for a park. The following scenarios were analyzed as part of this study:

=  Existing conditions

=  Existing plus project conditions

= Near-term 2021 conditions

= Near-term 2021 plus project conditions
= Cumulative 2040 conditions

= Cumulative 2040 plus project conditions
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The near-term 2021 scenarios were analyzed to reflect prevailing traffic conditions once Phase | of
the Landscape Plan would be implemented, while the cumulative 2040 scenarios were analyzed to
reflect long-term growth in traffic volumes in the Menlo Park and Atherton area.

Trip Generation

Trip generation estimates are typically developed using standard rates published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation Manual, 9™ Edition, 2012. However, standard
rates are not available or applicable to the improvements planned at the park; therefore, trip
generation rates were developed based on historic park visitor statistics and anticipated future
programming and park usage.

The existing conditions at Flood County Park were derived using historic park visitor statistics from
2011 through 2015. During this time period the baseball field was not in programmed use and this
time period was assumed to represents the existing conditions at the park. The average daily
number of visitors was determined for each month and then averaged over the four years, to
account for annual variation in park visit. Average vehicle occupancy of 1.2 persons per vehicle was
used to convert the average daily visitor total into average daily trips per month. In order to account
for seasonal variation, these daily trips were averaged over 12 months to determine the number of
daily trips the park generates. Driveway counts collected in November 2016 were used to validate
this methodology.

It is anticipated that the programmed active recreation would be implemented as soon as the
construction for Phase | is complete. The anticipated schedule of baseball events for the Menlo Park
Legends included the number of events per month, the events’ anticipated time of day, and the
number of active users. Both games and practices are expected to occur during the week and on
weekends. However, youth practices hosted by the Menlo Park Legends would typically occur on
weekdays and youth games would more often occur on weekends, while their adult league games
would occur on both weekdays and weekends. It is also anticipated that passive recreational park
trips would increase proportional to regional traffic growth, 0.8% per year through Phase I.

During the summer months, the park would be expected to have peak visitation for both passive
and active recreation. During the low months, November through February, traffic impacts would be
expected to be minimal. The weekday PM peak hour is largely dependent on programmed active
recreation while passive recreation would be expected to vary depending on the time of year and
weather. Trip generation estimates for Phase | are summarized in Table 32.
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Table 32 Phase | Average Trip Generation Summary

PM Peak Hour SAT Peak House
Park Use Daily Trips Trips In Trips In
Baseline
Passive Recreation 149 15 8 7 14 7 7
Proposed
Growth in Passive Recreation 15 2 1 1 2 1 1
Programmed Active Recreation 143 74 37 37 32 16 16
Phase | Average Trips 307 91 46 45 48 24 24

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

Trip Distribution

It was assumed that a majority of trips to and from Flood County Park under the Landscape Plan
would originate locally in Menlo Park. These local trips would occur on local streets, while park trips
from regional locations, accounting for 10% of all trips, would utilize U.S. 101 or |-280 before
travelling on local streets to access the park. Table 33 shows the applied trip distribution
assumptions.

Table 33 Trip Distribution Assumptions

Route Percent Daily Trips PM Trips SAT Trips
To/From Marsh Road east of Bay Road 12% 37 12 7
To/From Marsh Road west of Bay Road 8% 25 7 4
To/From Bay Road north of Marsh Road 5% 15 4 2
To/From Flood Park Triangle 9% 28 8 4
To/From Ringwood Avenue west of Bay Road 48% 147 44 23
To/From Willow Road east of Bay Road 13% 40 12 6
To/From Willow Road west of Bay Road 5% 15 4 2
Total 100% 307 91 48

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the measure of miles traveled within a specific geographic area for a
given period and it provides an indication of automobile and truck travel on a transportation
system. This metric is often used in noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions analyses. VMT
can also be used to quantify the impact of a project or plan on the larger transportation system. The
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in the Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2016) proposes that VMT be used
as the metric to quantify a project’s impact in place of level of service. While the City of Menlo Park
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has not yet adopted VMT as its primary metric for traffic analysis, this analysis includes a discussion
of the Landscape Plan’s effects on countywide VMT for informational purposes.

According to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), on average residents of the Bay
Area as a whole travel a total of approximately 23 miles daily, while residents of San Mateo Country
drive over 25 miles daily. Land use planning in San Mateo County has historically followed a typical
suburban pattern of development, and is therefore has a higher average VMT per capita than the
rest of the region.

Traffic Signal Warrants

This analysis applies guidance in Chapter 4C of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (CA-MUTCD) to determine whether installation of a traffic signal should be considered at
intersections.

Warrant 3 (Peak Hour Volume), which is often the first warrant to be met, has a notice that this
signal warrant shall be applied only in unusual cases, such as office complexes, manufacturing
plants, industrial complexes, or high-occupancy vehicle facilities that attract or discharge large
numbers of vehicles over a short time. Under the Peak Hour Warrant the need for a traffic control
signal shall be considered if an engineering study finds that the criteria in either of the following two
categories are met:

A. If all three of the following conditions exist for the same one hour (any four consecutive 15-
minute periods) of an average day:

1. The total stopped time delay experienced by the traffic on one minor-street approach (one
direction only) controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds: four vehicle-hours for a one-
lane approach; or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach, and

2. The volume on the same minor-street approach (one direction only) equals or exceeds 100
vehicles per hour for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vehicles per hour for two moving
lanes, and

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 650 vehicles per hour
for intersections with three approaches or 800 vehicles per hour for intersections with four
or more approaches.

B. The plotted point representing the vehicles per hour on the major street (total of both
approaches) and the corresponding vehicles per hour on the higher-volume minor-street
approach (one direction only) for one hour (any four consecutive 15-minute periods) of an
average day falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-3 for the existing combination of
approach lanes.

Thresholds of Significance

Based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist, impacts related to
transportation or traffic would be significant if the Landscape Plan would:

1 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit;

Draft Environmental Impact Report 153



County of San Mateo Parks Department
Flood County Park Landscape Plan

2 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the County
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;

3 Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in significant safety risks;

4 Significantly increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

5 Result in inadequate emergency access;

6 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities;

7 Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in pedestrian patterns; and/or

8 Result in inadequate parking capacity.

Traffic Operation Standards

As discussed in Section 1, Introduction, whereas this EIR generally applies the County’s standards to
the proposed Landscape Plan, for the purposes of transportation analysis the County is relying on
the City on Menlo Park’s standards. The City’s standards are most appropriate in this issue area
because the proposed Landscape Plan would affect the transportation network within the city limits
of Menlo Park and the City’s traffic standards are relatively stringent. The City’s 2004 Circulation
System Assessment establishes standards of significance for analyzing a project’s impact on the
circulation network. A potentially significant impact would occur if the addition of project traffic
causes an intersection or collector street operating to LOS A through C to operate at an
unacceptable level (LOS D, E, or F) or have an increase of 23 seconds or greater in average vehicle
delay, whichever comes first. In addition, a potentially significant impact would occur if a project
causes an intersection on arterial streets or local approaches to state-controlled signalized
intersections operating at LOS A through D to operate at an unacceptable level (LOS E or F) or have
an increase of 23 seconds or greater in average vehicle delay, whichever comes first.

Moreover, a project can have a potentially significant impact if the addition of project traffic causes
an increase of more than 0.8 second seconds of average delay to vehicles on all critical movements
for intersections operating at near term LOS D through F for collector streets and at a near term LOS
E or F for arterial streets. A critical movement is the phase or leg of an intersection that requires the
most green time. For local approaches to state-controlled signalized intersections, a project is
considered to have a potentially significant impact if the addition of project traffic causes an
increase of more than 0.8 second of delay to vehicles on the critical movements for intersections
operating a near term LOS E or F. Table 34 summarizes the LOS thresholds applied to the study
intersections.
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Significance Threshold for Unacceptable LOS

LOS
Significance
Study Intersection Jurisdiction Threshold
Bay Road/Marsh Road City of Menlo Park D
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue  City of Menlo Park C
Bay Road/Willow Road State (local D
approach)

LOS becomes E or worse or delay increases by
23 seconds or more or, if LOS is currently E or F,
all critical movement delay increases by 0.8
seconds.

LOS becomes D or worse or delay increases by
23 seconds or more or, if LOS is currently D, E, or
F, all critical movement delay increases by 0.8
seconds

LOS becomes E or F or, if LOS is currently E or F,
all critical movement delay increases by 0.8
seconds

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.

Project Impacts

Threshold 1

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including,
but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and

mass transit.

Impact T-1 Traffic generated by the project would cause traffic delay exceeding the City of
Menlo Park’s standards at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue under
all modeled traffic scenarios. Queuing of vehicles at the park’s entrance gate also
would cause temporary traffic delay on Bay Road. Although new parking fee
collection practices would minimize queuing, mitigation measures at the affected
intersection would be infeasible. Therefore, the project would have a significant and
unavoidable impact on traffic under existing plus project conditions.

Table 35, Table 36, and Table 37 show modeled traffic conditions at the three studied intersections
near Flood County Park under existing, near-term 2021, and cumulative 2040 scenarios,
respectively, both with and without implementation of the Landscape Plan.
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Table 35 Existing and Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project

PM Peak SAT Peak PM Peak SAT Peak
Study -_—
Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Bay Road/Marsh 16.0 B 13.7 B 16.4 B 13.9 B
Road
Bay
Road/Ringwood 21.2 C 8.8 A 25.7 D 9.1 A
Avenue
Addition of
Northbound - - - - 13.8 B 9.0 A
Left-Turn Lane
Bay
Road/Willow >80* F 9.4 A >80* F 9.5 A
Road

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.

* LOS is based on unserved demand.

Table 36 Near-Term 2021 and Near-Term 2021 Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Level
of Service

Near-Term Conditions Near-Term Plus Project

PM Peak SAT Peak PM Peak SAT Peak
Study

Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh

19.1 B 14.2 B 19.2 B 14.3 B
Road

Bay
Road/Ringwood 29.4 D 9.1 A 36.6 E 9.1 A
Avenue

Addition of
Northbound 14.3 B 9.0 A 15.1 C 9.2 A
Left-Turn Lane

Bay
Road/Willow >80* F 9.9 A >80* F 10.0 A
Road

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.

* LOS is based on unserved demand.
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Table 37 Cumulative 2040 and Cumulative 2040 Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection
Level of Service

Cumulative Conditions Cumulative Plus Project

PM Peak SAT Peak PM Peak SAT Peak

Study —
Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Bay Road/Marsh

29.1 C 16.0 B 30.9 C 16.5 B
Road
Bay
Road/Ringwood 95.7 F 9.7 A 111.3 F 10.0 A
Avenue
Addition of
Northbound 22.4 C 9.5 A 27.5 D 9.8 A
Left-Turn Lane
Signalization 30.8 C 12.0 B 34.5 C 12.4 B
Bay
Road/Willow >80* F 10.9 B >80* F 11.0 B
Road

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.

* LOS is based on unserved demand.

During weekday PM peak hours, the addition of new trips generated by the Landscape Plan are
expected to degrade traffic conditions at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue from
an acceptable LOS C to an unacceptable LOS D under existing plus project conditions and from an
unacceptable LOS D to E under near-term 2021 plus project conditions. Furthermore, new vehicle
trips at this intersection would exacerbate unacceptable LOS F conditions under cumulative 2040
plus project conditions. It is worth noting that existing traffic conditions at this intersection during
weekday PM peak hours are already approaching the City of Menlo Park’s threshold of LOS D for
unsignalized intersections. The addition of only 25 PM peak hour trips associated with active and
passive recreational use at Flood County Park would push operating conditions from LOS C to D,
causing an exceedance of the City’s traffic standards. However, a signal warrant analysis indicates
that projected traffic volumes at this intersection would not necessitate installation of a traffic
signal under any traffic scenario.

The intersection of Bay Road and Willow Road is expected to continue to operate at LOS F during
the PM peak hour under all traffic scenarios, due to “unserved demand.” As discussed in the Setting,
this intersection now operates unacceptably without the addition of project-generated traffic and
would continue to operate deficiently due to “unserved demand” upon the addition of project-
generated traffic. Therefore, the City would not consider the project responsible for pre-existing
unacceptable traffic conditions at Bay Road and Willow Road. The project also could increase traffic
congestion on Bay Road for brief periods as vehicles queue up at the park’s main entrance, waiting
for admission at the fee collection booth. Queuing behavior could occur during peak summer
months, especially with the operation of the proposed athletic fields in Phase | of the Landscape
Plan. Because of increased traffic congestion at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue
and temporary queuing on Bay Road, the Landscape Plan would have a potentially significant impact
under existing plus conditions.
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As a caveat to the finding of a potentially significant impact related to traffic congestion, this
analysis is predicated on locally adopted LOS standards that will change in the near future. It is
anticipated that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research will publish final guidelines for
implementation of SB 743 in 2017, at which point local agencies would have a two-year grace period
to replace LOS standards with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for evaluating
traffic impacts under CEQA. As discussed in Impact T-2, project-generated traffic would have a
negligible effect on VMT in San Mateo County. The draft SB 743 guidelines also call for plan-level
projects to be evaluated for consistency with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS). Because the Landscape Plan would maintain active and passive recreational uses at Flood
County Park, it is expected that the project would meet this criteria. Therefore, the Landscape Plan
would have a less than significant impact related to traffic using VMT as the standard of analysis.
Nevertheless, this EIR relies on the City of Menlo Park’s existing adopted LOS standards for traffic
congestion.

MITIGATION MEASURES

As shown in Table 40, the installation of a northbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Bay Road
and Ringwood Avenue would improve traffic conditions during PM peak hours from LOS D to B
under existing plus project conditions, from LOS E to C under near-term 2021 plus project
conditions, and from LOS F to D under cumulative 2040 plus project conditions. This reconfiguration
of the intersection would reduce traffic congestion relative to without-project conditions. However,
physical constraints at the affected intersection would make implementation of such a measure less
likely. The San Mateo County Assessor Map confirms that Ringwood Avenue has 55 feet of right-of-
way approaching Bay Road. In this right-of-way, the removal of an existing parking lane and street
trees on the east side of Ringwood Avenue would be required to make room for a northbound left-
turn lane. This reconfiguration also would require the relocation of existing utility poles and street
drainage. Additionally, this measure would require coordination with, and approval, by the City of
Menlo Park and the Town of Atherton, which cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, it is conservatively
assumed that installing a new turn lane at the intersection would be infeasible.

To minimize queuing on Bay Road, Mitigation Measure T-1 would be required.

MM T-1 PARKING FEE COLLECTION PRACTICES.

The County shall implement parking fee collection practices to avoid the back up of vehicles
entering Flood County Park onto local streets. These practices may include automated fee
machines, paying upon exiting the park, or a combination of both to move the queues associated
with fee collection off of City streets and on-site.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 would reduce temporary congestion on Bay Road from
qgueuing of vehicles at the park gate. Nevertheless, as discussed above, it may be infeasible to
reconfigure the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue to avoid a significant impact from
traffic congestion. Therefore, the Landscape Plan would have a significant and unavoidable impact
on traffic under existing plus project, near-term 2021 plus project, and cumulative 2040 plus project
conditions.
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Impact T-2 Project-generated traffic would have a negligible effect on vehicle miles traveled in
San Mateo County. Therefore, the Landscape Plan would have a less than significant
impact related to vehicle miles traveled.

It is expected that the Landscape Plan would have a negligible effect on vehicle miles traveled in San
Mateo County. The reconstruction of the existing out-of-service ballfield and addition of a new
soccer/lacrosse field could shorten trips by local active recreational users who would no longer have to
travel to most distant sites to access quality athletic fields. The main user of the athletic fields would be
the Menlo Park Legends community baseball program, which currently uses other fields in Menlo Park
and Atherton. Furthermore, the Landscape Plan would maintain and revitalize passive recreational
elements likely to be used by local residents who would travel short distances to the park. In addition,
because the City of Menlo Park has not yet adopted VMT as its primary metric for evaluating the traffic
impacts on projects, there is no significant threshold against which to judge the Landscape Plan’s effects
on VMT. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact related to VMT.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

Threshold 2

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the County
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.

Impact T-3 Vehicle trips generated by implementation of the Landscape Plan would not
adversely affect roadways designated under the Congestion Management Plan for
San Mateo County. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact
related to conflicts with this plan.

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) serves as the Congestion
Management Agency (CMA) for San Mateo County. C/CAG’s most recent Congestion Management
Plan (CMP), referred to as the 2013 CMP Monitoring Report, establishes the designated CMP
Roadway network, which includes I-280, U.S. 101, the Bayfront Expressway (SR 84), El Camino Real
(SR 82), and Willow Road (SR 114), and the LOS standard for each roadway in the network. It is
expected that local residents would account for the majority of new trips associated with the
Landscape Plan. Therefore, project-generated trips would not substantially affect traffic on
designated CMP roadways that serve as regional corridors. The project would not conflict with
C/CAG’s Congestion Management Program.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

This impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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Threshold 4

Significantly increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

Impact T-4 The project would not introduce design features that increase traffic hazards. No
impact would occur.

The Landscape Plan would not alter the offsite circulation system and would introduce minor
modifications to the on-site surface parking lot, including a pick-up and drop-off area. No potential
design hazards such as sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or new incompatible uses are
proposed. Existing bike lanes and sidewalks on Bay Road would safely accommodate bicyclists and
pedestrians en route to the park. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to traffic
hazards.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

No impact would occur without mitigation.

Thresholds 6 and 7

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in pedestrian patterns.

Impact T-5 The project would not decrease the performance of existing or planned transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. However, the lack of bicycle storage on-site and a
sidewalk gap on Bay Road could result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists and
pedestrians accessing the park. Impacts to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian systems
would be less than significant with mitigation to install bicycle storage and
pedestrian signage.

TRANSIT

Due to the nature and location of the Park, it is expected that the majority of park visitors would be
from the nearby residential neighborhoods and would access the park via foot, bike, or vehicle,
rather than by transit. Existing SamTrans bus stops are available within acceptable walking distance
of the site for those visitors who choose to access the site via transit. Therefore, transit service to
the project site would be adequate, and new transit users would not result in overcrowding on
buses.

BICYCLE FACILITIES

Existing bicycle facilities, including bike lanes on Bay Road, Ringwood Avenue, Middlefield Road, and
Willow Road, together with shared use of minor streets, provide adequate access for bicyclists to
Flood County Park. Planned separated bikeways and bike lanes on Marsh Road and a planned
extension of existing bike lanes on Willow Road, northward to Bay Road, would provide additional
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access to the site. Although bicyclists would easily be able to access the site, tbhe Landscape Plan
does not identify any bicycle parking or storage facilities in the park. This lack of dedicated bicycle
parking may result in unsafe storage for bicyclists traveling to the park.

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

The proposed project is not expected to generate noticeable increases in pedestrian traffic or travel
patterns in the vicinity of Flood County Park. Visitors who currently live within reasonable walking
distance would continue to utilize the pedestrian network to access the Park, including access points
at the entrance gate, the southern corner of the park along Bay Road, and at the eastern corner of
the park at the terminus of Iris Lane. However, new pedestrian trips to the park may be subject to
unsafe conditions because of a gap in the existing sidewalk on the north side of Bay Road between
Del Norte Avenue and Ringwood Avenue. At this gap, pedestrians must walk along the roadway
shoulder or in the bike lane. Therefore, the Landscape Plan could have adverse effects on
pedestrians.

The Landscape Plan would not have substantial adverse effects on public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities. However, the lack of dedicated bicycle parking may result in unsafe storage for bicyclists
traveling to the park. This impact would be potentially significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

To provide safe bicycle storage for park users, Mitigation Measure T-5(a) would require the
installation of bicycle racks on-site. To protect pedestrian safety, an existing gap in the sidewalk on
the north side of Bay Road between Del Norte Avenue and Ringwood Avenue could be closed;
however, the removal of two mature oak trees located in the Bay Road right-of-way would be
necessary to complete the sidewalk; therefore, it would not be feasible to complete the sidewalk
along Bay Road. Instead of sidewalk closure, Mitigation Measure T-5(b) would require the County to
coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to install signage for pedestrian access.

MM T-5(A) BICYCLE STORAGE

The County shall install a minimum of six bicycle racks near the proposed gathering plaza.

MM T-5(B) PEDESTRIAN SIGNAGE

The County shall coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to install signage along the north side of
Bay Road between Del Norte Avenue and Ringwood Avenue, informing motorists and bicyclists of
pedestrians walking along the should and in the bike lane.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Installation of bicycle storage and pedestrian signage would improve access to the park for bicyclists
and pedestrians and reduce safety hazards for these users. Therefore, impacts related to public
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would be less than significant after mitigation.

Threshold 8

Result in inadequate parking capacity.
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Impact T-6 While the proposed on-site parking supply would be adequate based on standard
parking demand rates for parks, the Landscape Plan could result in increased
parking on local residential streets. The impact on parking capacity would be less
than significant impact with mitigation measures to facilitate on-site parking and
discourage on-street parking by visitors to Flood County Park.

Flood County Park would maintain its existing 375 parking spaces under the Landscape Plan. During
parking utilization surveys conducted in November 2016, the tail end of the parking lot behind the
ballfield was fenced off and being used for long-term storage. This storage did not allow for a
complete survey of the parking facilities.

Parking demand under the Landscape Plan was estimated using standard rates published by ITE in
Parking Generation, 4™ Edition, 2010, for city parks (ITE LU#412). The standard rates for a city park
are based on a 25-acre park with softball and soccer fields, outdoor group meeting areas, and an
administration building with 375 parking spaces. Based on the size of Flood County Park and
proposed recreational uses, peak parking demand is anticipated to be 5.1 parking spaces per acre,
or 125 parking spaces. Using this standard rate, the existing parking supply of 375 spaces at Flood
County Park would be adequate to accommodate peak demand on-site.

Despite the adequate supply of parking spaces on-site, new vehicle trips generated by the
Landscape Plan could increase the number of visitors to Flood County Park who park on nearby
residential streets. Under existing conditions, some visitors park on local streets like Del Norte
Avenue rather than pay for on-site parking. According to a six-hour weekday count of on-street
parking conducted in November 2016, an average of seven cars per hour were parked without
permits near the park. During the six-hour Saturday count, an average of 10 cars per hour, not
displaying a permit, were parked on local streets. The County would encourage on-site parking
under the Landscape Plan by allowing participants in programmed active recreational activities to be
dropped off and picked up inside the park without paying an entrance fee. This practice would
minimize pick-up and drop-off activity near the Iris Lane gate to Flood County Park. However, off-
site parking could still increase, resulting in a reduced parking capacity for residents on local streets.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure T-1 to implement parking fee collection practices, such as automated fee
machines and paying upon exiting the park, would facilitate on-site parking and could reduce the
incentive for off-site parking. In addition, Mitigation Measure T-6 would require education of park
visitors about on-street parking restrictions and coordination with the City of Menlo Park on
enforcement of parking violations.

County Parks should work with the City of Menlo Park and the Town of Atherton to educate park
visitors about the parking restrictions, as well as, increase random enforcement of the parking
restrictions.

MM T-6 PARKING EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT.

The County shall develop a mechanism to inform park visitors of on-street parking restrictions on
nearby residential streets and shall post this information in a clearly visible location on-site. The
County also shall coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to encourage increased random
enforcement of on-street parking restrictions.
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

With implementation of mitigation measures to facilitate on-site parking and discourage on-street
parking, the Landscape Plan would have a less than significant impact related to parking capacity.

Cumulative Impacts

As discussed in Impact T-1, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood
Avenue would be significant and unavoidable under the near-term 2021 and 2040 scenarios with
the addition of project-generated vehicle trips. New trips by park users would contribute to a future
exceedance of the City of Menlo Park’s LOS D threshold at this unsignalized intersection. Although
the installation of a northbound left-turn lane on Ringwood Avenue would successfully mitigate the
project’s contribution to this impact, such a mitigation measure may be infeasible. Therefore, the
project would have a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative traffic impact.
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4.10 Tribal Cultural Resources

This section evaluates the Landscape Plan’s potential effects on tribal cultural resources.

Environmental Setting

As discussed in the prehistoric and ethnographic setting in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, Flood
County Park lies within an area traditionally occupied by the Ohlone tribe.

To identify potential tribal resources and other cultural resources at the park, a California Historical
Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search, Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) Sacred Lands Files (SLF) search, and pedestrian survey were conducted for the project site.
None of these records searches identified tribal cultural resources on-site. See Chapter 4.4, Cultural
Resources, for a more detailed discussion of the CHRIS records search and pedestrian survey. On
October 21, 2016, The NAHC was contacted for a review of the SLF and a list of Native American
individuals and tribal organizations that may have knowledge of cultural resources, including tribal
cultural resources, in or near the project site. According to a response from the NAHC on October
31, 2016, the search of the SLF did not identify tribal cultural resources. The NAHC provided a
contact list of five Native American individuals and tribal organizations that may have knowledge of
cultural resources in or near the project. Rincon prepared and mailed letters to each contact on the
list. As of the date of this EIR, no response has been received from any contact.

Regulatory Setting
State

Assembly Bill 52

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” Assembly Bill 52 establishes that “A
project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section
21084.2). It further states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would
alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).
PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” and meets either of the following criteria:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52
requires that lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
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traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Thresholds of Significance

Since the County has not yet updated its Initial Study Environmental Evaluation Checklist to provide
checklist questions for tribal cultural resources, in response to AB 52, this analysis relies on
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, an impact to tribal cultural resources would
be significant if the project would:

1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

b) Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact TCR-1 Construction of recreational improvements proposed in the Landscape Plan would
involve surface excavation, which has the potential to impact previously
unidentified tribal cultural resources. Impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation to protect such resources in the event of their discovery.

No tribal cultural resources listed on or eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) or a local register or significant tribal cultural resources were identified within the
project site as a result of the cultural resources records search, SLF search, Native American scoping,
and pedestrian survey. However, ground-disturbing activities during all phases of the Landscape
Plan have the potential to uncover previously unidentified buried archaeological resources, which
could potentially be considered tribal cultural resources. Therefore, the Landscape Plan would have
a potentially significant impact on such resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measure is required to protect tribal cultural resources in the event of their
discovery during ground-disturbing activities.
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MM TCR-1 PROTECTION OF TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

In the event that archaeological resources of Native American origin are identified during
construction of recreational improvements proposed in the Landscape Plan, the qualified
archaeologist will consult with the County to begin or continue Native American consultation
procedures. If, in consultation with the County, a discovery is determined to be a tribal cultural
resource and thus significant under CEQA, the County shall avoid the resource if feasible. If the
resource cannot be avoided, the County shall prepare and implement a mitigation plan in
accordance with State guidelines and in consultation with Native American groups.

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would protect unanticipated tribal cultural resources at the park,
reducing this potential impact to less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in Menlo Park and Atherton near Flood County Park would have the
potential to unearth buried tribal cultural resources, especially during intensive ground disturbance
and excavation. This would be a potentially significant cumulative impact on tribal cultural
resources. However, the implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would ensure that the
Landscape Plan does not considerably contribute to this cumulative impact on tribal cultural
resources.
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5 Effects Found Not to Be Significant

Section 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an EIR to
briefly describe any possible significant effects that were determined not to be significant and were,
therefore, not discussed in detail in the EIR. This section addresses the potential environmental
effects of the Landscape Plan that require analysis based on San Mateo County’s Initial Study
Environmental Evaluation Checklist, yet have been found not to be significant. Any items not
addressed in this section were previously addressed in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis.

5.1 Aesthetics

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, addresses impacts related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual
character or quality. Other aesthetic impacts would be significant if the project would: Create a new
source of significant light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area

= [f within a Design Review District, conflict with applicable General Plan or Zoning Ordinance
provisions

Project Impacts

Light and Glare

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the Landscape Plan does not propose additional
lighting that would enable nighttime use of the park, although the County may install path lights
that could be manually turned on and off for special events. New path light fixtures would not
substantially increase ambient light near the park. New vehicle trips to and from the park also could
incrementally increase glare from headlights and reflected sunlight in the existing surface parking
lot and on nearby roadways. However, these minor sources of light and glare would not cause a
significant impact.

Design Review District

The project site, being located in the City of Menlo Park, is not subject to a County Design Review
District.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the single-family residential neighborhoods surrounding Flood County Park
would involve minor residential projects and would not result in the addition of substantial new sources
of light or glare. Furthermore, the Landscape Plan would not considerably contribute to light and glare in
the area.

Conclusions

The impact related to light and glare would be less than significant, and no impact related to Design
Review Districts would occur. These topics do not require further study in the EIR.
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5.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

A significant impact on agricultural or forestry resources may occur if the Landscape Plan would:

=  For lands outside the Coastal Zone, convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use

=  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, an existing Open Space Easement, or a
Williamson Act contract

= |nvolve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forestland to non-
forest use

=  For lands within the Coastal Zone, convert or divide lands identified as Class | or Class Il
Agriculture Soils and Class Il Soils rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts

= Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land

= Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))

Project Impacts

The project site is a County park with open space for recreational uses and is situated in an
urbanized area in Menlo Park. Maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Department of Conservation categorize lands within Menlo Park as Urban
and Built-Up Land (California Department of Conservation 2016). No agricultural lands classified as
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance occur in Menlo Park. In
addition, the project site is not subject to, nor is it near, a California Land Conservation (Williamson)
Act contract site, as identified in the most recent DOC status report which does not identify any
lands within San Mateo County that are under Williamson Act contract (California Department of
Conservation 2015). Therefore, the Landscape Plan would not conflict with lands under Williamson
Act contract.

According to 2006 mapping data from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
there are no woodland or forestland covers in Menlo Park (CAL FIRE 2006). The project site does not
meet the definition of forest land or timberland under Public Resources Code §12220(g) and §4526,
or Government Code §51104(g). Therefore, the proposed recreational improvements would not
lead to the loss or conversion of farmland, forest land, or timberland, and would not create
environmental conditions that would lead to conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impacts associated with farmland, forest land, or
timberland would occur.
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Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact on agricultural or forestry resources, as discussed above,
it would make no contribution towards cumulative impacts in these areas.

Conclusions

No impacts related to agriculture or forestry resources would occur. These topics do not require
further study in the EIR.

5.3 Air Quality

Section 4.2, Air Quality, addresses impacts related to consistency with air quality plans, violations of
air quality standards, increases in criteria pollutants for which the region is in nonattainment, and
exposure of sensitive receptors to significant pollutant concentrations. In addition, air quality
impacts would be significant if the project would:

= Create objectionable odors affecting a significant number of people

Project Impacts

Land uses typically producing objectionable odors include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, animal farms, and
fiberglass molding. The proposed long-term redevelopment of recreational facilities at Flood County
Park would not include any uses that generate substantial objectionable odors.

During construction activities, only short-term, temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and
construction equipment engines would occur. Construction-related odors would disperse and
dissipate and would not cause substantial odors at the closest sensitive receptors (residences
surrounding the park). In addition, construction-related odors would be short-term and would cease
upon completion of construction. Therefore, impacts related to objectionable odors during
construction or operation would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in residential neighborhoods surrounding Flood County Park would not
add major new sources of objectionable odors. Because the project would have a less than
significant impact from odors, as discussed above, it would not contribute toward a cumulative odor
impact.

Conclusions

The impact from objectionable odors would be less than significant. This topic does not require
further study in the EIR.

5.4 Biological Resources

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, addresses impacts related to special-status species and protected
trees. The Landscape Plan would also have a significant impact on biological resource if it would:
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= Have a significant adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

= Have a significant adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means

= |nterfere significantly with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites

=  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
Community Plan, other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan

= Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife reserve.
Project Impacts

Sensitive Natural Communities

The project site is a highly disturbed neighborhood park that lacks sensitive natural communities
(Rincon 2016). The project site does not contain any surface water features, streambeds, or
wetlands (Rincon 2016). Therefore, the Landscape Plan would have no impact on sensitive natural
communities.

Wildlife Movement

The project site is not located within any known regional wildlife movement corridors and the
surrounding urban development reduces the potential for implementation of the landscape plan from
having any effect on wildlife movement. Therefore, the proposed recreational improvements would have
no impact on wildlife movement.

Habitat Conservation Plans

The closest habitat conservation plan (HCP) to the project site is associated with the Stanford
University campus in Palo Alto. This HCP (2011) covers the university’s lands, located approximately
three miles south of the project site. Implementation of the project would have no impact on this
HCP. Other conservation plans in the region include San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) Peninsula Watershed Management Plan (2002). Implementation of the project would have
no impact on the SFPUC plan because it is not within the plan boundaries.

Marine or Wildlife Reserves

The project site is not within 200 feet of a marine reserve because the park is over 200 feet southwest
from the San Francisco Bay.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact on sensitive natural communities, wildlife movement, habitat
conservation plans, and marine reserves, as discussed above, it would not contribute to cumulative
impacts related to such biological resources.
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Conclusions

No impact on these biological resources would occur. These topics do not require further study in the
EIR.

5.5 Cultural Resources

This section is addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR.

5.6 Geology and Soils

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, addresses impacts related to seismic ground shaking, liquefaction,
unstable soils, and expansive soils. The Landscape Plan would also have a significant impact if it
would:

= Expose people or structures to potential significant adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving the following, or create a situation that results in:

@ Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
significant evidence of a known fault

o Landslides

@ Coastal cliff/bluff instability or erosion

= Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater

Project Impacts

It is not expected that people at Flood County Park would be subject to hazards from fault rupture
because the project site is not located in a known earthquake fault zone delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map or underlain by an active fault trace. Landslides
are not a substantial risk because the site is situated on relatively flat land and is not located in a
mapped earthquake-induced landslide zone. The project site also is located approximately 15 miles
from the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean and would not be subject to hazards from unstable coastal
cliffs or bluffs. Neither septic tanks nor alternative wastewater disposal systems would be
constructed under the Landscape Plan. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to
these geologic or soil concerns.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact related to fault rupture, landslides, coastal cliffs or bluffs, or
septic systems, as discussed above, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to such issues.

Conclusions

No impact would occur. These topics related to geology and soils do not require further study in the EIR.
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5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, addresses impacts related to emissions and conflicts with
applicable plans to reduce emissions. The Landscape Plan would also have a significant impact if it
would:

= Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest uses, such that it would
release significant amounts of GHG emissions, or significantly reduce GHG sequestering

= Expose new or existing structures and/or infrastructure (e.g., leach fields) to accelerated coastal
cliff/bluff erosion due to rising sea levels

= Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving sea level rise

=  Place structures within an anticipated 100-year flood area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map

=  Place within an anticipated 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows

Project Impacts

Loss of Forestland

As discussed in Section 5.2, while the project would involve the removal of individual trees, it would
not result in a substantial loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use.
Furthermore, adherence to the County’s protected tree ordinances would require the replanting of
trees. Therefore, the impact from the loss of forestland would be less than significant.

Sea Level Rise/Bluff Erosion

According to the National Research Council, sea level rise for the California coast south of Cape
Mendocino is projected to rise 42-167 cm (0.4-1.7 meters) by 2100 (NRC 2012). However, Flood
County Park is located approximately 900 meters from the coastline at an elevation of six meters. At
this distance and elevation from the coastline, the project would not expose people or structures to
a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving sea level rise. As shown in the Figure 4.8-4 in the
ConnectMenlo EIR, the project site is also located outside of the bayshore area of Menlo Park that
the City expects to be subject to flooding under sea level rise (Menlo Park 2016). In addition, the
project site is not located near coastal bluffs that could be subject to accelerated coastal cliff or bluff
erosion due to sea level rise. Therefore, no impact related to sea level rise or bluff erosion would
occur.

Flooding

The project site is not included in a 100-year flood zone according to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps for San Mateo County. Therefore, no
impact related to flood flows would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the already urbanized area of Menlo Park would not result in the loss of
forest resources to the extent that a significant release of GHG emissions or loss of GHG sequestering
would occur. Moreover, the removal of individual trees on the project site would not contribute to such
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a loss. Because the project would have no impact related to sea level rise, bluff erosion, or flood flows, as
discussed above, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to these issues.

Conclusions

The project would have a less than significant impact from the loss of forestland and no impact
related to sea level rise, bluff erosion, and flood flows. These topics do not require further study in
the EIR.

5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials if it
would:

= (Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials (e.g., pesticides, herbicides, other toxic substances, or
radioactive material)

=  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment

=  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school

= Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment

= For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area

=  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area

= |mpair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan

= Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands

=  Place housing within an existing 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map

=  Place within an existing 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows

=  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam

= Expose people to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
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Project Impacts

Transport, Use, Disposal of Hazardous Materials

The Landscape Plan would continue existing recreational use of the project site, which could involve
routine minor use of chemicals such as pesticides and herbicides for maintenance of the park.
Compliance with applicable regulations for hazardous materials would ensure that hazardous
materials involved in maintenance are stored, used, and disposed of properly. This impact would be
less than significant.

Accidental Release, Emission of Hazardous Materials

Recreational use of Flood County Park would not involve activities that could emit hazardous
materials near sensitive receptors such as schools or result in an accidental release of hazardous
materials. No impact would occur. Hazardous Materials Sites A search of the California Department
of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroStor database on November 30, 2016, revealed no listed
hazardous materials sites in the vicinity of Flood County Park. A search of the California State Water
Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker database (2016) revealed one previous case at the project
site, pertaining to a leaking underground storage tank with potential gasoline contamination to a
groundwater recharge system. The case was closed as of 1997, and no additional cleanup actions or
regulatory activities are necessary. Furthermore, the project site is not listed on any other federal,
state, or local databases of known sites containing any hazardous wastes or subject to other
environmental concerns (U.S. EPA 2016). Therefore, the development of recreational facilities at
Flood County Park would result in no impact related to hazardous materials sites.

Airport Hazards

The two nearest airports to the project site are San Carlos Airport and Palo Alto Airport, which are
approximately 4.5 miles and 2.9 miles away from the project site, respectively. The project site is
outside of the safety zones for both airports (City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo
County 2015), and therefore aviation-related incidents do not pose a significant hazard for people
recreating at Flood County Park. No impact related to aviation-related hazards would occur.

Emergency Response

As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, emergency access to Flood County Park

is available through the main gate and the fire access entryway at the Iris Lane gate. The Landscape
Plan would maintain these emergency access points, and park users would still be able to evacuate

through the main gate and other pedestrian gateways. Furthermore, the project would not involve

modification of Bay Road and other nearby roadways that provide emergency access in Menlo Park.
The impact related to emergency response would be less than significant.

Wildland Fire Hazards

The project site is located in an urbanized area, outside of a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as
identified and mapped by CAL FIRE and adopted by San Mateo County (CAL FIRE 2008). The risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires is low in Menlo Park, and the proposed recreational
improvements would not alter existing fire hazards conditions on-site. Therefore, the project would
have no impact related to wildland fire hazards.
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Flood Hazards and Inundation

As discussed in Section 5.7, the project site is located outside of a 100-year flood zone. The project
would not expose people or structures to hazards from 100-year floods. As shown in Figures 4.8-5
and 4.8-6 in the ConnectMenlo EIR, Flood County Park is not located in a zone subject to inundation
from dam failure or tsunamis (Menlo Park 2016). There are no large bodies of water in Menlo Park
that could trigger a seiche. The project site is located in a relatively flat portion of Menlo Park that is
outside of impacted zones for rainfall-induced landslides and debris flow source areas. Therefore,
the project would not subject people or structures to these hazards.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact or less than significant impacts related to the above
issues, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts from exposure to hazards and hazardous
materials.

Conclusions

The project would have less than significant impacts related to the use of hazardous materials and
emergency response. No impact from exposure to the accidental release or emission of hazardous
materials, hazardous materials sites, airport hazards, wildlife fire hazards, or flooding would occur.
These topics do not require further study in the EIR.

5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

This section is addressed in Section 4.7 of the EIR.

5.10 Land Use and Planning

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to land use and planning if it would:
=  Physically divide an established community

= Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect

=  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan
= Result in the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular basis
= Result in the introduction of activities not currently found within the community

= Serve to encourage off-site development of presently undeveloped areas or increase
development intensity of already developed areas (examples include the introduction of new or
expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or recreation activities)

=  (Create a significant new demand for housing
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Project Impacts

Physical Divide a Community

The project would not involve construction of any roads or other physical barriers that could
physically disrupt or divide an established community. No changes or divisions to existing property
lines or parcels would take place. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Conflict with Land Use Plans and Policies

As discussed in Section 1, Introduction, Flood County Park is owned and operated by the County and
not subject to the City of Menlo Park’s land use plans or policies. Being located within the city limits
of Menlo Park, the project site also is not subject to the County’s zoning standards. However, the
project would be subject to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) land use
standards within the right-of-way for the Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System, which crosses the
project site on an east-west axis. The County currently holds a five-year Revocable License (#3631B),
issued by SFPUC in June 2015, for the recreational use of this on-site right-of-way. The following
SFPUC standards would apply to the project within the right-of-way:

= No lighting poles, fence posts, utilities placed parallel to the pipelines, structures and fixtures
within 20 feet of the edge of the pipelines, vegetation within 10 feet of the pipeline risers and
manholes, trees, or tire crumbles (used with artificial turf)

= Any irrigation that is parallel to the pipelines must be 1.5 inches or less in diameter

= Any utilities or conduit crossing the pipelines must maintain 12 inches of vertical clearance with
the pipelines

The proposed Landscape Plan would be consistent with these standards by avoiding the placement
within the SFPUC right-of-way of features that could conflict with pipeline safety. In addition, as
discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the reconstructed ballfield and proposed soccer/lacrosse
field would be constructed on an additional six inches of substrate to provide adequate cover above
the pipelines. The County also would execute an updated revocable license before any ground
disturbance in the right-of-way. With adherence to the SFPUC’s standards for pipeline protection
and execution of an updated revocable license, the Landscape Plan would be consistent with
applicable SFPUC policies.

This analysis also includes a preliminary discussion of the project’s conformity with the City of
Menlo Park General Plan, for informational purposes. Table 38 analyzes consistency with applicable
policies related to environmental impacts. In general, the Landscape Plan would be potentially
consistent with the policies discussed below, with the exception of the Policy 1I-A-8 in the City’s Land
Use and Circulation Element. This policy is intended to mitigate significant traffic impacts from new
development.
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Table 38 Preliminary Conformity Analysis with City of Menlo Park General Plan Policies

General Plan Policy

Discussion

Open Space, Conservation, Noise and Safety Elements

Policy 0OSC1.4: Habitat Enhancement. Require
new development to minimize disturbance of
natural habitats and vegetation, and require
[sic] revegetation of disturbed natural habitat
areas with native or non-invasive naturalized
species.

Policy OSC1.5: Invasive, Non-Native Plant
Species. Avoid the use of invasive, non-native
species, as identified on the lists of invasive
plants maintained at the California Invasive
Plant Inventory and United States Department
of Agriculture invasive and noxious weeds
database, or other authoritative sources, in
landscaping on public property.

Policy 0OSC1.15: Heritage Trees. Protect
Heritage Trees, including during construction
activities through enforcement of the Heritage
Tree Ordinance (Chapter 13.24 of the
Municipal Code)

Policy 0SC1.16: Visual Amenities in Public
Improvements. Require that all public
improvements to facilities, such as streets,
civic structures and major municipal projects,
recognize the need for visual amenities such as
landscaping, public plazas, public art, and
pedestrian and bicycle access.

Policy 0SC2.1: Open Space for Recreation
Use. Provide open space lands for a variety of
recreation opportunities, make improvements,
construct facilities and maintain programs that
incorporate sustainable practices that promote
healthy living and quality of life.

Policy 0SC3.1: Prehistoric or Historic Cultural
Resources Investigation and Preservation.
Preserve historical and cultural resources to
the maximum extent practical.

Policy 0SC3.2: Prehistoric or Historic Cultural
Resources Protection. Require significant
historic or prehistoric artifacts be examined by
a qualified consulting archaeologist or
historian for appropriate protection and

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 5.4, the project site is
a highly disturbed neighborhood park that lacks sensitive natural
communities (Rincon 2016). Therefore, the Landscape Plan would be
potentially consistent with policy to minimize disturbance of sensitive
natural habitats.

Potentially Consistent. Although a plant palette for landscaped areas
under the proposed Landscape Plan has not yet been prepared, it is
expected that the County would adhere to this policy to avoid the
planting of invasive, non-native plant species at Flood County Park.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, the Landscape Plan would preserve the majority of
protected trees on-site. However, site preparation for the
construction of proposed recreational elements would involve the
removal of heritage trees identified by an arborist at Flood County
Park. Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) would require the replacement of
County-protected trees at a 2 to 1 ratio with species specified as
heritage trees. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-2(b) would
require avoidance of remaining protected trees during construction,
to preserve their health. With implementation of these measures, the
project would be potentially consistent with City policy to protect
heritage trees.

Potentially Consistent. The proposed recreational improvements at
Flood County Park would include landscaping, gathering plazas, and
pedestrian and bicyclist access on paths. Therefore, the project would
be potentially consistent with this policy for visual amenities in public
improvements.

Potentially Consistent. The Landscape Plan would provide improved
facilities for active and passive recreation for Menlo Park residents,
such as athletic fields, picnic areas, and public gathering areas.
Therefore, the project would be potentially consistent with this policy
that calls for the provision of recreational opportunities.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural
Resources, qualified historic experts investigated existing structures at
Flood County Park for historic eligibility, as part of this EIR process.
The project would preserve adobe structures identified as potentially
historic to the extent practical, rehabilitating the central
administrative building for seismic stability and maintaining all other
adobe structures except for the Restroom D building. Adobe
preservation would maintain the park’s eligibility as an historical
resource with elements dating to the Works Progress Administration
era of the 1930s. Therefore, the project would be potentially
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General Plan Policy

Discussion

preservation, and to ensure compliance with
local, State and Federal regulations.

Policy 0SC3.3: Archaeological or
Paleontological Resources Protection. Protect
prehistoric or historic cultural resources either
on site or through appropriate documentation
as a condition of removal. Require that when a
development project has sufficient flexibility,
avoidance and preservation of the resource
shall be the primary mitigation measure,
unless the City identifies superior mitigation. If
resources are documented, undertake
coordination with descendants and/or
stakeholder groups, as warranted.

Policy 0SC5.3: Water Conservation.
Encourage water-conserving practices in
businesses, homes and institutions.

Policy N1.4: Noise Sensitive Uses. Protect
existing residential neighborhoods and noise
sensitive uses from unacceptable noise levels
and vibration impacts. Noise sensitive uses
include, but are not limited to, hospitals,
schools, religious facilities, convalescent
homes and businesses with highly sensitive
equipment. Discourage the siting of noise-
sensitive uses in areas in excess of 65 dBA
CNEL without appropriate mitigation and
locate noise sensitive uses away from noise
sources unless mitigation measures are
included in development plans.

Policy S1.2: Location of Public Improvements.
Avoid locating public improvements and
utilities in areas with identified flood, geologic
and/or soil hazards to avoid any extraordinary
maintenance and operating expenses. When
the location of public improvements and
utilities in such areas cannot be avoided,
assure that effective mitigation measures will
be implemented.

Policy $1.26: Erosion and Sediment Control.
Continue to require the use of best
management practices for erosion and
sediment control measures with proposed
development in compliance with applicable
regional regulations.

consistent with this policy to investigate and preserve historic
resources.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural
Resources, although a records search and site survey did not identify
archaeological or paleontological resources at Flood County Park,
Mitigation Measures CUL-3 through CUL-5 would be required to
protect such resources if discovered during the construction of
proposed recreational elements. Therefore, the project would be
potentially consistent with this policy to protect such resources.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 5.18, the project
would not substantially increase water demand relative to existing
water use at Flood County Park. Phase | of the Landscape Plan also
may involve the installation of greywater piping to reclaim water for
reuse. Therefore, the project would be potentially consistent with this
policy for water conservation.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.8, Noise,
construction of the proposed recreational elements would not expose
nearby residents to excessive noise levels based on County standards
or to excessive vibration based on Federal Transit Administration
standards. Although the operation of new athletic fields could
generate disturbing noise from whistles, sound amplification
equipment, and air horns, mitigation would substantially reduce
impacts from on-site operational noise. Mitigation Measures N-3(a)
and N-3(b) would prohibit the use of sound amplification equipment
and air horns, require periodic patrolling for enforcement, and
athletic events during early morning hours. Therefore, the project
would be potentially consistent with this policy to protect residents
from excessive exposure to noise and vibration.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils,
the Landscape Plan would not locate public improvements or other
project features in areas with identified geologic or soil-based
hazards. The project would be potentially consistent with this policy.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.7, Hydrology and
Water Quality, the proposed recreational improvements would be
required to comply with the County’s best management practices for
erosion and sediment control, as well as with NPDES permitting
requirements to control erosion and stormwater during construction.
Therefore, the project would be potentially consistent with this policy
for erosion and sediment control.
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Land Use and Circulation Element

Policy I-G-1. The City shall develop and
maintain a parks and recreation system that
provides areas and facilities conveniently
located and properly designed to serve the
recreation needs of all Menlo Park residents.

Policy I-G-11. Well-designed pedestrian
facilities should be included in areas of
intensive pedestrian activity.

Policy I-H-7. The use of reclaimed water for
landscaping and any other feasible uses shall
be encouraged.

Policy I-H-11. Buildings, objects, and sites of
historic and/or cultural significance should be
preserved.

Policy 1I-A-8. New development shall be
reviewed for its potential to generate
significant traffic volumes on local streets in
residential areas and shall be required to

mitigate potential significant traffic problems.

Policy 11-A-12. The City shall endeavor to
provide for the safe, efficient, and equitable
use of streets by pedestrians and bicyclists
through good roadway design, maintenance,
and effective traffic law enforcement.

Effects Found Not to Be Significant

Discussion

Potentially Consistent. The Landscape Plan would introduce new and

modernized active and passive recreational facilities to serve the
needs of Menlo Park residents, especially in neighborhoods
surrounding the project site. The project would be potentially
consistent with this policy.

Potentially Consistent. The Landscape Plan would add several
pedestrian facilities at a County park that would accommodate

intensive pedestrian activity during special events at the group picnic

areas, outdoor gathering areas, and athletic fields. These facilities
include a network of pathways with exercise stations, gathering

plazas, and a tree-lined promenade. The project would be potentially

consistent with this policy for well-designed pedestrian facilities.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed with regard to Policy 0SC5.3,

Phase | may involve the installation of a greywater piping system to
reclaim water for reuse. Therefore, the project would be potentially
consistent with this policy to encourage the use of reclaimed water.

Potentially Consistent. As discussed with regard to policies 0OSC3.1
and 0SC3.2, the Landscape Plan would preserve the majority of

structures of historic significance at Flood County Park, retaining the
site’s eligibility as an historical resource. Therefore, the project would

be potentially consistent with policy for historic preservation.

Potentially Inconsistent. Impact T-1 in Section 4.9, Transportation

and Circulation, analyzes the Landscape Plan’s potential to generate
significant traffic congestion on Menlo Park streets. The project would
have a significant and unavoidable impact at the intersection of Bay

Road and Ringwood Avenue. This intersection is currently
approaching the City’s threshold of LOS D for unsignalized
intersections, and trips generated by the project would cause an
exceedance of this standard. Because of physical constraints on
Ringwood Avenue, a new left-turn lane that would mitigate this
impact may not be feasible. Therefore, the project would be

potentially inconsistent with this policy to mitigation significant traffic

problems from new development.

Potentially Consistent. The Landscape Plan would improve pedestrian

and bicyclist facilities in Menlo Park with the implementation of
mitigation measures in Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation.
Mitigation Measure T-5(a) would require the installation of bicycle

storage at Flood County Park, while Mitigation Measure T-5(b) would

be require the County to coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to
install signage to increase awareness of pedestrians on Bay Road
where it may be infeasible to close a sidewalk gap. Therefore, the
project would be potentially consistent with this policy to support
pedestrian and bicyclist circulation.
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Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans

As discussed in Section 5.4, the project site is not located within the area covered by any habitat
conservation plans or related plans. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Large Congregations of People

Flood County Park currently hosts social events that may include more than 50 participants at its
group picnic areas. The proposed Landscape Plan could increase the frequency of events with more
than 50 people by introducing a reconstructed ballfield, a soccer/lacrosse field, and a gathering
meadow for performances. However, the project would not result in environmental impacts directly
associated with the number of people at specific park events. Section 4.8, Noise, evaluates the
impacts of new noise sources associated with use of the athletic fields and gathering meadow.

Introduction of New Activities

As discussed above, the Landscape Plan would introduce additional activities to Flood County Park,
including more active recreational use and occasional performances. However, the project site
would remain recreational in nature. No impact would occur from the introduction of new types of
activities.

Offsite Development

The Landscape Plan would serve existing demand for recreational facilities in San Mateo County.
Although the project would increase the range of recreational uses at Flood County Park, it would
not increase recreational capacity to the extent that it could encourage off-site development of
presently undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already developed areas. No
impact would occur.

New Demand for Housing

As discussed in Section 5.13, the Landscape Plan would not increase demand for housing. No impact
would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the Landscape Plan would not physically divide a community and would not result in
conflicts associated with applicable SFPUC policies, habitat conservation plans, congregations of
people, or related land use issues, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact related to land
use consistency.

Conclusions

The project would be consistent with applicable land use policies. This topic does not require further
study in the EIR.

5.11 Mineral Resources

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to mineral resources if it would:

= Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
or the residents of the State
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= Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan

The project site is designated as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 1 classification area by the
Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey (CGS). MRZ-1 areas are defined as areas
with no significant mineral deposits or areas considered highly unlikely for mineral deposits to exist
(California Department of Conservation, CA Geological Survey, 1987). A typical MRZ-1 area is
developed or urbanized, with little to no mining or extractive activities. Therefore, the project would
have no effect on mineral resources.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact on mineral resources, as discussed above, it would not
contribute to a cumulative impact on mineral resources.

Conclusions

No impact to mineral resources would occur. This topic does not require further study in the EIR.

5.12 Noise

Section 4.8, Noise, addresses impacts related to local noise standards, ground-borne vibration,
construction noise, on-site operational noise, and traffic noise. In addition, the Landscape Plan
would have a significant impact related to noise if it would:

= Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport

= Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels within the vicinity
of a private airstrip

Project Impacts

As discussed in Section 5.8, the two nearest airports to the project site are San Carlos Airport and
Palo Alto Airport, which are approximately 4.5 miles and 2.9 miles away from the project site,
respectively. San Francisco International Airport also is approximately 13.5 miles to the northwest.
The Landscape Plan would facilitate increased use of Flood County Park, where visitors are exposed
to some noise from aircraft flying to and from nearby airports. However, Menlo Park does not fall
within the airport land use planning areas, runway protection zones, or the 55 dBA CNEL noise
contours of any of these airports. Therefore, the proposed recreational improvements would not
result in the exposure of park users to excessive aircraft noise. This impact would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would not result in people’s exposure to excessive aircraft noise, it would not
contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to aircraft noise.
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Conclusions

This impact would be less than significant and does not require further study in the EIR.

5.13 Population and Housing

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to population and housing if it would:

= |nduce significant population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)

= Displace existing housing (including low- or moderate-income housing), in an area that is
substantially deficient in housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere

Project Impacts

The project site does not have existing housing, and the Landscape Plan would not involve the
construction of new housing on-site. Furthermore, the project would not indirectly induce
population growth through the extension of roads or other infrastructure to undeveloped areas.
Although the proposed recreational facilities would serve new park visitors, they would not induce
additional population growth. Construction would generate temporary employment on-site and
would draw personnel from the existing regional labor force. Therefore, the project would have no
effect related to population growth or existing housing.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact related to population and housing, it would not
contribute to cumulative impacts.

Conclusions

No impact to population and housing would occur. These topics do not require further study in the
EIR.

5.14 Public Services

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to public services if it would:

= Result in significant adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered government facilities, the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

o Fire protection

o Police protection

@ Schools

@ Parks

= Other public facilities or utilities (e.g., hospitals, or electrical/natural gas supply systems)
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Project Impacts

Fire Protection

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD) provides fire protection services to the City of
Menlo Park and other local communities. MPFPD requests emergency medical services, dispatched
through San Mateo County Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Agency as needed. Station 5 (4101
Fair Oaks Avenue) is the closest station, located approximately 1.3 miles west of the project site.
Operation of the proposed active and passive recreational facilities would be similar in nature to
existing facilities at the park and would not increase the likelihood of fire incidents or increase fuel
availability. The project site would be maintained with vegetation comparable to existing conditions
with the addition of demonstration gardens and a gathering meadow for performance (during Phase
I1). New and restored buildings for restrooms and administrative purposes would be designed with
fire protection systems based on applicable County building and fire code requirements.
Furthermore, MPFPD has identified the adjacent Bay Road as a primary fire service route (MPFPD
2016). Additional access roads within the park exist and provide emergency access throughout the
project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to fire protection services.

Police Protection

Flood County Park is served by the Menlo Park Police Department, and receives emergency medical
services, dispatched through San Mateo County EMS Agency as needed. Ten full-time park rangers
serve Flood County Park on a rotational schedule such that two park rangers are on-site for a total
of 8 hours per day. Seasonal fluctuations occur for the number of part time personnel. No additional
night time security is provided at Flood Park, though one resident park ranger responds to issues
during non-operational hours (Kraemer and Herzberg, personal communication, December 2016).
The perimeter of the project site is lined with fencing to contain park activities adjacent to
residential homes along Del Norte Avenue and Hedge Road, and automobile traffic along Bay Road.
The project would maintain recreational uses at Flood County Park and would not require the
addition of staff to the Menlo Park Police Department or expansion of police facilities. Therefore, no
impact related to police protection services would occur.

Schools

The Landscape Plan would not generate additional students or residents served by local school
facilities. In fact, the reconstructed ballfield and new soccer/lacrosse field could shift demand for
athletic fields from local schools. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to the need
for expanded school facilities.

Parks

Implementation of the Landscape Plan would improve the County’s supply of recreational facilities.
Rather than generate additional demand for parks, the project would satisfy existing and future
demand for parkland. No impact related to the need for additional park facilities would occur.

Other Public Facillities

The project would increase visitorship to the Flood County Park, which could incrementally increase
the use of nearby hospitals, and electricity and natural gas associated with park use. However, the
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project would not substantially increase demand to the extent that expanded public facilities are
needed. This impact would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact or less than significant impacts related to public facilities,
it would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

Conclusions

The project would have no impact related to police and fire protection services, schools, and parks,
and a less than significant impact related to other public facilities. These topics do not require
further study in the EIR.

5.15 Recreation

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to recreation if it would:

= |ncrease the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that significant physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated

* Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment

Project Impacts

Existing Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the Landscape Plan would increase the use of
recreational facilities at Flood County Park, especially due to the addition of athletic fields that serve
organized baseball, soccer, and lacrosse practices and games, as well as continued growth in passive
recreational use. However, this increased public use would not result in deterioration of existing
park facilities. By contrast, one objective of the project is to repair and update park features and
core infrastructure components to better serve the public. The Landscape Plan would address the
existing deterioration of older facilities at the project site, such as the ballfield that has been closed
for approximately five years because of unsafe field conditions over the SFPUC pipelines. Therefore,
the project would have no adverse impact related to deterioration of existing recreational facilities.

Proposed Recreational Facilities

The project would involve the construction of new recreational facilities, the environmental impacts
of which are evaluated throughout this EIR. The project would not generate additional demand for
recreational facilities beyond the scope of the Landscape Plan.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no adverse impact related to deterioration of recreational facilities,
or demand for new recreational facilities, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

Conclusions

No impacts related to recreation would occur. This topic does not require further study in the EIR.
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5.16 Transportation and Circulation

Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, addresses impacts related to traffic congestion; vehicle
miles traveled; traffic safety; bicyclist, pedestrian, and transit circulation; and parking capacity. In
addition, impacts also would be significant if the project would:

= Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in significant safety risks

= Result in inadequate emergency access
Project Impacts

Air Traffic Patterns

The project site is not located near any airports. The closest airport is San Carlos Airport,
approximately four miles northwest of the project site. Therefore, implementation of the Landscape
Plan would have no impact on air safety, air traffic, or operation of airport facilities.

Emergency Access

The Landscape Plan would not modify the existing transportation network surrounding Flood
County Park. Emergency access to the park would be retained through the main entrance gate and
the fire lane at the Iris Lane gate. Therefore, the impact to emergency access would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have no impact on air traffic patterns and a less than significant impact on
emergency access, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact related to transportation and
circulation.

Conclusions

The project would have no impact on air traffic patterns and a less than significant impact on
emergency access. These topics do not require further study in the EIR.

5.17 Tribal Cultural Resources

This section is addressed in Section 4.10 of the EIR.

5.18 Utilities and Service Systems

The Landscape Plan would have a significant impact related to utilities and service systems if it
would:

= Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board
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= Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects

= Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects

= Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed

= Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments

= Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs

=  Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste

= Besited, oriented, and/or designed to minimize energy consumption, including transportation
energy; incorporate water conservation and solid waste reduction measures; and incorporate
solar or other alternative energy sources

= Generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utility to reach or exceed its capacity
Project Impacts

Wastewater

Wastewater from the operations and maintenance of the project site is treated by the West Bay
Sanitary District (Schoof, personal communication, December 2016). Increased use of the park
under implementation of the Landscape Plan would incrementally increase wastewater generation.
Wastewater generation would not substantially increase. Furthermore, a new greywater piping
system that the County might install during Phase | would reduce the amount of wastewater
conveyed for treatment. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact related
to wastewater.

Stormwater

According to the City of Menlo Park City-Wide Storm Drainage Study, there is one main storm drain
line that collects storm water from Flood County Park and Bay Road, which is connected to U.S. 101
storm drain lines that discharge to systems through eastern Menlo Park and East Palo Alto (2003).
As discussed in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would not result in a
substantial increase in storm water runoff from Flood County Park. No new or expanded storm
water drainage facilities would be required. Therefore, the project would have no impact to storm
water systems.

Water Supply

The Menlo Park Municipal Water District supplies water to the project site from the SFPUC’s Hetch
Hetchy Regional Water System (Schoof, personal communication, December 2016; Menlo Park
Municipal Water District 2017). The addition of new restrooms and gardens during Phase Il of the
Landscape Plan, as well as increased public use of the park, would lead to incrementally greater
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water demand from the site. New athletic fields also could demand water unless built with artificial
turf. However, the proposed recreational facilities would not generate more water demand than is
typical of local parks. The project would have a less than significant impact to the water supply.

Solid Waste

Recology of San Mateo County manages solid waste generated at the project site (Schoof, personal
communication, December 2016). A majority of the waste generated from Flood County Park
consists of compostable landscape remnants (i.e., grass clippings, tree trimmings, leaves) and, to a
lesser degree, consumer waste (i.e., recyclable water bottles and cans, food packaging).
Construction of the proposed recreational facilities would generate solid waste to be disposed at a
landfill from the removal of demolished structures and soil export. During operation of the
Landscape Plan, with increased public use of Flood County Park, waste generation may
incrementally increase from current amounts. Solid waste in San Mateo County is disposed at the
Corinda Los Trancos (Ox Mountain) Landfill. The Ox Mountain Landfill has a permitted throughput of
approximately 3,600 tons per day and a remaining capacity reported in December 2015 of
approximately 22 million cubic yards (CalRecycle 2017). The relatively small amount of additional
construction and operational waste that would be generated under the Landscape Plan would not
exceed the existing landfill capacity, and this impact would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

Because the project would have a less than significant impact related to utilities and service
systems, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

Conclusions

Impacts to utilities and service systems would be less than significant. These topics do not require
further study in the EIR.

5.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance

The project would have a significant impact if it would:

= Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, significantly reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory

= Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects.)

= Have environmental effects which will cause significant adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly
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Project Impacts

As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the removal of trees during construction has the
potential to adversely affect nesting birds and roosting bats. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b) would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than
significant level through biological surveys and avoidance of nesting birds or roosting bats during
construction. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, with preservation of the
adobe administrative building and other adobe structures, the project would not significantly impair
or eliminate any known prehistoric or historic resources. Impacts on unanticipated cultural
resources would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a)
through CUL-2(c), requiring the protection of any unanticipated cultural resources encountered
during construction activity.

Cumulative impacts are generally considered in analyses of air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, noise, and traffic. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, emissions of air pollutants
during construction of the proposed recreational improvements would not exceed applicable
thresholds. Cumulative impacts on air quality would be less than significant, although
implementation of BAAQMD measures to control fugitive dust and NO, emissions is recommended.
As discussed above, the project has the potential to adversely affect nesting birds and roosting bats,
but mitigation would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level through biological surveys
and avoidance of nesting birds or roosting bats during construction. With implementation of these
measures, the project would not have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on
biological resources. As discussed above, the preservation of adobe structures and mitigation
measures to protect unanticipated cultural resources would reduce impacts to cultural resources to
less than significant. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative cultural impacts. As
discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, the project would not contribute to cumulative noise impacts.
However, as further discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, the project would have
a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on traffic congestion at the intersection of Bay
Road and Ringwood Avenue.

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the Landscape Plan would have a less than significant impact
on air quality, although implementation of BAAQMD measures to control fugitive dust and NO,
emissions is recommended to further reduce impacts to human health. As discussed in Section 4.8,
Noise, the project would not result in the exposure of persons to noise levels in exceedance of
applicable standards; exposure of persons to excessive groundborne noise vibration; a significant
increase above ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; or subject people to excessive noise from
use of an airport or airstrip. As stated in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, construction of the project
would not expose people to substantial adverse effects from fault rupture, ground shaking, ground
failure, liquefaction, or landslides; result in soil erosion; or involve the construction of habitable
structures that could be subject to unstable or expansive soils. Finally, as discussed in Section 5.8,
the project would not expose people to hazardous conditions.
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6  Other CEQA Required Discussions

This section discusses growth inducing impacts, significant and unavoidable environmental impacts,
irreversible environmental impacts, and energy impacts that could be caused by the proposed
project.

6.1 Growth-Inducing Effects

Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the ways in which a project
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Typical growth-inducing factors might be the
extension of urban services or transportation infrastructure to a previously unserved or under-
served area, or the removal of barriers to development. Growth does not necessarily create
significant physical changes to the environment. However, depending upon the type, magnitude,
and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse environmental effects.

The proposed project would not involve any residential uses; therefore, it would not result in any
direct population growth.

Construction of the proposed recreational elements would generate temporary employment
opportunities, which would draw workers for the existing regional workforce. However, the number
of long-term County park employees would remain comparable to existing numbers working at
Flood County Park. Therefore, the project would not induce growth by a substantial increase in
employment opportunities.

6.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth

The project site is located in an urbanized area that is fully served by existing infrastructure. As
discussed in Section 2, Project Description, Phase | of the Landscape Plan would involve modernizing
existing utilities serving Flood County Park; however, this minor on-site utility work would not
extend utilities to previously undeveloped areas. No new or widened/expanded roads would be
required. Because the project constitutes redevelopment within an existing park and does not
require the extension of new infrastructure through undeveloped areas, project implementation
would not remove an obstacle to growth.

6.3 Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b), an EIR must discuss any significant environmental
impacts that cannot be avoided under full implementation of the project. The environmental
analysis in Section 4 identifies one significant unavoidable environmental impact. As discussed
under Impact T-1 in Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed recreational
improvements at Flood County Park would generate new vehicle trips that exacerbate traffic delay
at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue, resulting in a congestion that exceeds the
City of Menlo Park’s standards for unsignalized intersections. While installation of a northbound
left-turn lane on Ringwood Avenue would resolve the project’s impact at this intersection, physical
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constraints on Ringwood Avenue would make implementation of such a measure less likely.
Furthermore, this measure would require coordination with, and approval, by the City of Menlo
Park and the Town of Atherton, which cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, it is conservatively
assumed that installing a new turn lane at the intersection would be infeasible. This traffic impact
would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed mitigation measures outlined throughout each
section in Chapter 4 of this EIR would avoid or eliminate other potentially significant impacts.

6.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15127(a), this EIR for adoption of a plan by a public agency
must include a discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from
project implementation. CEQA also requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed
project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project.
This section addresses nonrenewable resources, the commitment of future generations to the
proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed development.

Implementation of the Landscape Plan would involve the use of physical materials and energy, some
of which are nonrenewable resources. Renewable and nonrenewable resources that would likely be
consumed with the implementation of each project component would include, but are not limited
to, sand, gravel, concrete and cement, lumber, steel, water, and similar materials. Furthermore,
construction equipment running on nonrenewable fossil fuels would be needed for excavation and
hauling of materials. Continued electricity use would also support the operation of a renovated
administrative building and restrooms. However, as discussed below, it is not anticipated that the
proposed recreational improvements would significantly affect local or regional energy supplies.

Proposed recreational improvements at Flood County Park would require the continued
commitment of law enforcement, fire protection, water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid
waste disposal serving the project site. However, as discussed in Section 5, Effects Found Not to Be
Significant, impacts related to public services and utilities would be less than significant.

The additional vehicle trips associated with the Landscape Plan would increase local traffic
congestion, which would be difficult to reverse. As discussed in Section 4.9, Transportation and
Circulation, the impact to the local circulation system at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood
Avenue would be significant and unavoidable.

6.5 Energy Effects

The State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy
consumption and/or conservation impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on
avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy.

As discussed previously, implementation of the Landscape Plan would involve the use of energy
during construction and operation of the proposed recreational elements. Energy use during the
construction phase would be in the form of fuel consumption (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) to
operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators for lighting. In addition,
temporary grid power may also be provided to any temporary construction trailers or electric
construction equipment. The long-term operation of recreational facilities would not substantially
increase energy consumption. The installation of new utility connections for water, electricity, and
natural gas service during Phase | would replace existing connections at the park. Consumption of
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water, electricity, and natural gas could incrementally increase as visitorship to the park rises.
However, the project would not substantially increase fuel consumption in San Mateo County

because existing trips to athletic fields at other locations would be rerouted to new athletic fields at
Flood County Park.
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7  Alternatives

This section identifies alternatives to the proposed Landscape Plan and evaluates their potential
environmental impacts. Through comparison of these alternatives to the proposed project, the
relative environmental advantages and disadvantages of each are weighed and analyzed.

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this section examines a reasonable range of
alternatives. Not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, nor do infeasible alternatives
need to be considered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). Based on the CEQA Guidelines, several
factors need to be considered in determining the range of alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR and
the level of analytical detail that should be provided for each alternative. These factors include: (1)
the nature of the significant impacts of the proposed project, (2) the ability of alternatives to avoid
or reduce the project’s significant impacts, (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet the objectives
of the proposed project, and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives.

The discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives capable of either avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant environmental effects of the project, even if the alternative would impede,
to some degree, the attainment of the project objectives or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(b)). The analysis of alternatives need not be presented in the same level of detail as
the assessment of the proposed project. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the
factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency or other plans
or regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries.

The analysis in this EIR shows that the proposed Landscape Plan would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact with respect to traffic congestion; all other impacts of the project would either
be less than significant or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. A Reduced Athletic
Programming Alternative (Alternative 2) is intended to reduce the project’s significant and
unavoidable impact from traffic congestion to the extent feasible, by prohibiting programmed use
of athletic fields during P.M. peak traffic hours. In addition, a Multi-Use Field Alternative (Alternative
3) is intended to consolidate athletic activities that generate noise farther from residences adjacent
to Flood County Park, reducing the project’s already less than significant impact from on-site
operational noise.

The following alternatives are evaluated in this section:

= Alternative 1: No Project (no change to existing conditions)
= Alternative 2: Reduced Athletic Programming
= Alternative 3: Multi-Use Field

Table 39 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the project and the
alternatives. A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the impact analysis for
each alternative.
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Table 39 Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics

Alternatives

Reduced Athletic

Characteristic Proposed Project No Project Programming Multi-Use Field
Athletic Fields Reconstructed Existing ballfield Reconstructed Multi-use field for
ballfield closed indefinitely ballfield softball, soccer,
New soccer/lacrosse New soccer/lacrosse lacrosse
field field
Area of Phase | Grading 9 acres None 9 acres 7-9 acres
Timing of Programmed Full park hours None Morning and Full park hours
Athletic Activities afternoon park hours

except for 4-6 P.M.

Among the alternatives shown in Table 39, this section also identifies the Environmentally Superior
Alternative as required by the CEQA Guidelines.

As indicated above, project alternatives should feasibly be able to attain “most of the basic
objectives of the project” (Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines), even though implementation
of the project alternatives might, to some degree, impede the attainment of those objectives or be
more costly (Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines). The following are the project objectives as
described in Section 2, Project Description.

® To repair and update park features and core infrastructure components

= To meet demand for active recreation facilities in San Mateo County by increasing offerings of
sports

= To provide a variety of uses for a range of user groups, including youth

= To optimize preservation of oak woodland

7.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

In addition to the Reduced Athletic Programming and Multi-Use Field alternatives, the County
considered two other options for alternatives analysis. One option was to swap the proposed
placement of the reconstructed ballfield and the new soccer/lacrosse field. This alternative site
layout was considered with the intention of reducing the exposure of adjacent residents to noise
from soccer and lacrosse activity. Whereas the proposed soccer/lacrosse field would be located
approximately 100 feet away from the backyards of residences along Del Norte Avenue, the
swapped field would be approximately 400 feet away from these residences. The field-swapping
alternative was rejected primarily because it is infeasible. The new ballfield would be constructed
over two existing concrete hatches within the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC)
pipeline right-of-way. First, the County would have to import additional soil to raise the new field to
the level of the concrete hatches, which provide access to the pipelines. Second, to protect the
safety of recreational users, grass or artificial plugs would need to be installed above the hatches.
The County anticipates that SFPUC would not approve this restriction to pipeline access in its right-
of-way. Finally, the Multi-Use Field Alternative would accomplish the same purpose of reducing
noise exposure, without necessitating more grading or interfering with pipeline access.
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The County also considered an alternative to increase preservation of natural and cultural
resources. This resource-preservation alternative would remove the proposed soccer/lacrosse field
to protect an existing grove of redwood trees and retain existing adobe structures. The primary
intention would be to retain the historic feeling associated with adobe structures at Flood County
Park. However, since publishing a Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR in November 2016, the
County has amended the Landscaped Plan to increase adobe preservation. When that notice was
issued, the Landscape Plan called for partial demolition of the adobe administrative office building
and complete demolition of an adobe maintenance building. The County has since revised the
Landscape Plan to preserve these features and to repair the administrative office building for
seismic stability. With these changes to the Landscape Plan, impacts related to cultural resources
would be less than significant, as discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources. In addition, impacts to
protected trees would be less than significant with mitigation, as discussed in Section 4.3, Biological
Resources. Because the currently proposed project would not have significant impacts on biological
or cultural resources after mitigation, a resource-preservation alternative would not be necessary to
analyze.

7.2 Alternative 1: No Project

This alternative assumes that the proposed Landscape Plan is not implemented and that the County
continues operating and maintaining Flood County Park in its current condition. No existing
elements would be removed or demolished, and no new structures or recreational elements would
be constructed. It is assumed that, for safety reasons, the existing ballfield would remain indefinitely
closed for use. Consistent with the recent trend of steadily increasing visitorship since a temporary
closure of the park in 2011, it is likely that the number of park users and use of existing recreational
facilities would continue to grow in the future.

Because the No Project Alternative would maintain Flood County Park in its current conditions, it
would not alter existing residential views, visual resources, or cultural and paleontological
resources. While the project would require mitigation to reduce aesthetic and cultural impacts to
less than significant, this alternative would have no impact on these issue areas. Without the
construction of proposed recreational improvements, the No Project Alternative would have no
impact on nesting birds or roosting bats from vegetation removal, and no impact on air quality from
construction emissions. Mitigation measures to protect biological resources and air quality would be
unnecessary. By not constructing new athletic facilities, the No Project Alternative also would have
no impact related to athletic noise or traffic congestion from athletic participants queuing at the
entrance gate. This would avoid the need for mitigation to restrict the timing of programmed
athletic events and to implement new parking fee collection practices.

The continuation of existing conditions at Flood County Park may result in infrequent disturbance of
neighbors from the use of sound amplification equipment at the park, occasional shortages in on-
street parking capacity from park visitors, and safety concerns for bicyclists and pedestrians.
Mitigation measures to limit sound amplification, install bicycle storage on-site, and post signage on
Bay Road for pedestrians would still be applicable. Nevertheless, the No Project Alternative’s overall
impacts would be lower than those of the proposed project.

The No Project Alternative also would not achieve most objectives of the proposed project.
Although it would optimize preserve of oak woodland, this alternative would not repair or update
park features, meet demand for additional active recreation facilities in San Mateo County, or
provide a greater variety of uses for a range of user groups.
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7.3 Alternative 2: Reduced Athletic Programming

Description

The Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative focuses on revising the programming of the
recreational facilities to address identified adverse traffic impacts. This alternative would introduce
the same new recreational facilities as planned for in the Landscape Plan, and in the same phases of
construction, but would prohibit the organized use of proposed athletic fields on weekdays during
afternoon peak hours (4-6 P.M.). This alternative is intended to limit active recreational use that
contributes to existing traffic congestion during the afternoon rush hour. The proposed ballfield and
soccer/lacrosse field would remain available for informal, non-programmed use at this time.

This alternative would meet the proposed objectives to repair and update park features, to provide
a variety of use for a range of user groups, and to optimize preservation of oak woodland. However,
by closing athletic fields to programmed use during weekday late afternoons, it would not meet
demand for active recreation facilities to the same extent as would the proposed project.

Impact Analysis

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed Landscape Plan, this alternative would involve the installation of 20-to-30-
foot netting around the soccer/lacrosse field to retain lacrosse balls and protect the safety of nearby
people. Because of its height, the netting could be a prominent feature in residential views of Flood
County Park, especially from adjacent properties on Del Norte Avenue. Mature trees in the eastern
part of the park, which enhance the privacy of adjacent residences on Del Norte Avenue, also would
be removed to clear room for the soccer/lacrosse field. Like the proposed project, the impact on
residential views and privacy would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AES-1 to use athletic netting with neutral colors and Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) to
replace removed mature trees along residential property lines.

The Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative would result in the loss of the same number of
scenic mature trees as would the proposed project. Ground disturbance during construction also
could encroach on the root zone of remaining mature trees, impairing their health. Therefore,
similar to the project, the impact on scenic resources would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-3(a) and BIO-3(b) to replace protected trees once
removed and to avoid the root zone of remaining protected trees during construction.

Air Quality

The Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative would involve the same scale of demolition, site
preparation, grading, and construction as would the proposed project. Therefore, construction
emissions also would not exceed BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds and would have a less than
significant impact on air quality. Implementation of BAAQMD's basic construction mitigation
measures and NO, reduction measures would still be recommended to further reduce emissions.

During the operation of new recreational elements, the Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative
would substantially decrease the number of vehicle trips associated with athletic events by
prohibiting programmed athletic activities during weekday P.M. peak hours. This restriction in
athletic use relative to the project would reduce emissions of air pollutants from vehicle trips.
Operational emissions would not exceed BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds. Therefore, this
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alternative would further reduce the project’s already less than significant operational impact on air
quality.

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would lead to an increase in recreational users who
may be exposed to toxic air contaminants (TACs) from traffic on U.S. 101. However, it is expected
that, at a maximum, park users would only visit for a couple of hours per day (or even per week).
Due to this low duration of exposure, park users would not be exposed to TACs for long periods of
time that would affect health. The impact from exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations
would still be less than significant.

Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the removal of trees, shrubs, and structures during the construction
of recreational facilities could adversely affect nesting birds and roosting birds if present. The impact
on special-status species would still be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measures BlIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b) to conduct surveys to identify nesting birds and roosting bats and to
protect such species if present.

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would involve the removal of approximately 80
trees, including some heritage trees protected by the County. The County would prepare a permit
application for the removal of protected trees and would be subject to Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a)
to replace protected trees at a 2 to 1 ratio. Construction activities also could disturb the root zone of
remaining protected trees, so Mitigation Measure BIO-2(b) would still be required to avoid and
protect such trees. Like the proposed project, the impact on protected trees would be less than
significant with implementation of these measures.

Cultural Resources

Both the proposed Landscape Plan and this alternative would largely preserve existing adobe
buildings that contribute to Flood County Park’s eligibility as an historical resource, while
rehabilitating the adobe administrative office building for seismic safety. Because one adobe
building, Restroom D, would be demolished, this alternative also would be subject to Mitigation
Measure CUL-1(a) to document historical resources. In addition, Mitigation Measure CUL-1(b) would
apply to ensure that rehabilitation of the administrative office building adheres to the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. Therefore, the impact on historical
resources would still be less than significant with implementation of these measures.

Similar to the proposed project, ground-disturbing activities for the construction of recreational
elements could result in the discovery of unanticipated archaeological resources, human remains, or
fossils. Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a), CUL-2(b), and CUL-3 would be applicable to protect such
resources in the event of their discovery. These impacts would still be less than significant with
mitigation.

Geology and Soils

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not include construction of habitable
structures and would adhere to applicable California Building Codes for the safety of uninhabited
structures like the adobe administrative office building. Therefore, impacts from the exposure of
people or structures to seismic-related hazards and expansive soils would still be less than
significant. Although soil disturbance during construction also could result in erosion, compliance
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with existing regulations, including the NPDES Construction General Plan, would minimize the
potential for erosion. Therefore, the impact related to erosion would also be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative would involve the same scale of demolition, site
preparation, grading, and construction as would the proposed project. Therefore, construction-
period GHG emissions would be equivalent to those of the project. During the operation of new
recreational elements, this alternative would substantially reduce vehicle trips associated with
athletic events by prohibiting programmed athletic activities in weekday P.M. peak hours. This
restriction in athletic use relative to the project would reduce emissions of air pollutants from
vehicle trips. Similar to the project, operational emissions would not exceed BAAQMD'’s significance
thresholds. Therefore, this alternative would further reduce the project’s already less than
significant impact on climate change from GHG emissions.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Similar to the proposed project, storm water runoff from disturbed soils during construction could
lead to sedimentation. However, because ground disturbance would cover more than one acre, this
alternative would also be subject to erosion control requirements stipulated in the NPDES
Construction General Permit. Adherence to the County’s MS4 regulations and landscaping standards
would protect water quality during the operation of recreational elements. Therefore, this
alternative would still have a less than significant impact on water quality.

Phases | through Il of this alternative would introduce a similar amount of grading activity and new
impervious surfaces (e.g., basketball court, promenade, pathways) relative to the proposed project.
Compliance with NPDES requirements for storm water discharges during construction and operation
also would result in a less than significant impact related to changes in drainage patterns, storm
water runoff flow, and storm water drainage systems. Because impervious surfaces would
incrementally increase, this alternative would not substantially affect groundwater recharge. Like
the project, this alternative would be served by water supplied by the SFPUC’s Hetch Hetchy
Regional Water System, rather than by local groundwater. Therefore, the impact on groundwater
supplies or recharge would still be less than significant.

Noise

This alternative would involve construction of the same recreational elements as the proposed
Landscape Plan, in the same layout at Flood County Park. Construction would generate similarly high
noise levels on and adjacent to the project site. However, construction noise would be temporary,
and adherence to the County’s allowed hours of construction would prevent noise disturbance
during sensitive evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, the impact from construction noise would
still be less than significant.

Similar to the proposed project, grading activity for proposed recreational elements would generate
groundborne vibration. Because construction would occur inside the County’s allowed hours, it
would not generate vibration when people normally sleep. Like for the project, construction
vibration would not exceed levels that may cause structural damage to historic adobe buildings on-
site. Therefore, this alternative would also have a less than significant vibration impact.

Since the Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative would involve construction of the same
recreational facilities as proposed, it would also add new sources of on-site operational noise from
organized practices and games at athletic fields and performances at a gathering meadow. The
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prohibition on programmed athletic activity during weekday P.M. peak hours would avoid
associated noise at that time. During scheduled events, however, noise from whistles, sound
amplification equipment, or air horns could disturb nearby residents. Similar to the proposed
project, the impact from on-site operational noise would be less than significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measures N-3(a) and N-3(b) to prohibit the loudest equipment
without an approved special event permit and to further restrict the timing of athletic events.

Relative to the proposed project, this alternative would substantially reduce new vehicle trips during
weekday P.M. peak hours by prohibiting organized athletic events. This would further reduce the
project’s incremental increase in traffic volumes on nearby roadways (up to an estimated 6.8
percent on Ringwood Avenue south of Bay Road), under existing plus project conditions. Because
such a change in traffic volume would not increase noise by at least 1 dBA Leq, it would not expose
noise-sensitive residents to a substantial increase in traffic noise. Therefore, this alternative would
further reduce the project’s already less than significant impact on noise-sensitive receptors.

Transportation and Circulation

Traffic Congestion

The Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative is intended to generate fewer new vehicle trips on
already congested roadways during weekday P.M. peak hours. In that time frame, the alternative
would prevent new trips associated with organized athletic events while, similar to the proposed
project, facilitating incremental growth in trips for passive recreation. Table 40 shows the change in
delay and LOS at nearby intersections under existing conditions.

Table 40 Existing and Existing Plus Alternative 2 Intersection Level of Service During P.M.
Peak Hours

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Existing Plus Alternative

Study Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh Road 16.0 B 16.4 B 16.0 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 21.2 C 25.7 D 24.7 C
Addition of Northbound Left- i i 13.8 B i i
Turn Lane

Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F >80* F >80* F

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.

As shown in Table 40, the Reduced Athletic Programming Alternative would not exacerbate existing
traffic congestion at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue to the extent that delay
exceeds the City of Menlo Park’s threshold of LOS D for unsignalized intersections. This alternative
would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact under existing plus project conditions.
However, Table 41 and Table 42 show that traffic delay would still exceed LOS D at this intersection
under near-term 2021 and cumulative 2040 conditions. Similar to the proposed project, a potential
mitigation measure to install at northbound left-turn lane on Ringwood Avenue, approaching Bay
Road, may be infeasible. Therefore, this alternative would still have a significant and unavoidable
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traffic impact under near-term 2021 and cumulative 2040 conditions. Mitigation Measure T-1 also
would be applicable to minimize queuing of vehicles on Bay Road by facilitating on-site parking.

Table 41 Near-Term 2021 and Near-Term 2021 Plus Alternative 2 Intersection Level of
Service During P.M. Peak Hours

Near-Term Plus
Near-Term Conditions Near-Term Plus Project Alternative

P.M. Peak P.M. Peak P.M. Peak

Study Intersection

Bay Road/Marsh Road 19.1 B 19.2 B 18.8 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 29.4 D 36.6 E 354 E
Addition of Northbound Left- 143 B 15.1 c 14.9 B
Turn Lane

Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F >80* F >80* F

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.

Table 42 Cumulative 2040 and Cumulative 2040 Plus Alternative 2 Intersection Level of
Service During P.M. Peak Hours

Cumulative 2040 Cumulative 2040 Plus
Conditions Cumulative 2040 Plus Project Alternative
P.M. Peak P.M. Peak P.M. Peak
Study Intersection Delay LOS Delay Delay
Bay Road/Marsh Road 19.1 B 19.2 B 18.8 B
Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue 294 D 36.6 E 354 E
_/I-_\S:jritli_::;)f Northbound Left- 14.3 B 15.1 c 14.9 B
Bay Road/Willow Road >80* F >80* F >80* F

Source: W-Trans 2017; see Appendix H.
Note: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service.
* LOS is based on unserved demand.

Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian Facilities

This alternative would not generate more transit, bicycle, or pedestrian trips than would the
proposed project and therefore would not decrease the performance of existing or planned transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. These facilities would remain adequate to serve visitors to Flood
County Park and other destinations. However, similar to the project, the lack of bicycle storage on-
site and a sidewalk gap on Bay Road could result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians
accessing the park. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measure T-5(a) to install bicycle storage on-site and Mitigation Measure T-5(b) for the County to
coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to install signage for pedestrians.
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Parking Capacity

Since this alternative would not generate additional vehicle trips relative to the proposed Landscape
Plan, the on-site parking supply would remain adequate. However, new vehicle trips could still result
in increased parking on local residential streets. Similar to the project, this impact on parking
capacity would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 to facilitate
on-site parking and reduce the incentive for on-street parking and Mitigation Measure T-6 to
discourage on-street parking by visitors to Flood County Park.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Like the proposed project, the construction of recreational facilities would involve surface
excavation with the potential to unearth previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. This
impact would also be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 for the
protection of such resources in the event of their discovery during construction.

7.4 Alternative 3: Multi-Use Field

Description

The Multi-Use Field Alternative would introduce a new multi-use athletic field in the location of the
existing ballfield, while eliminating the Landscape Plan’s proposed soccer/lacrosse field. A multi-use
field would cater to softball, soccer, and lacrosse without the need for additional separate athletic
fields. This field would fit approximately within the dimensions of the existing ballfield, with an
estimated width of 400 feet and a length of 360 feet. The Multi-Use Field Alternative would retain
all other planned recreational elements in the Landscape Plan. In the eastern part of the park, the
alternative could potentially involve demolition of the existing pétanque and tennis courts and
construction of new passive recreational elements in lieu of the proposed soccer/lacrosse field.

This alternative would meet all four proposed objectives: to repair and update park features, to
meet demand for active recreational facilities in San Mateo County, to provide a variety of use for a
range of user groups, and to optimize preservation of oak woodland. It would meet demand for
active recreational facilities to a lesser degree than would the proposed project because the multi-
use field would have less capacity to host simultaneous athletic events.

Impact Analysis

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed Landscape Plan, this alternative could involve the installation of 20-to-30-
foot netting around the multi-use field to retain lacrosse balls and protect the safety of nearby
people. This netting would be installed as close as an estimated 150 feet from residences on Hedge
Road and Van Buren Road and an estimated 300 feet from residences on Del Norte Avenue. Because
of its height, the netting could be a prominent feature in residential views of Flood County Park,
especially from two-story residences. Mature trees in the eastern part of the park, which enhance
the privacy of adjacent residences on Del Norte Avenue, also could be removed for the installation
of additional passive recreational facilities. Like the proposed project, the impact on residential
views and privacy would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1
to use athletic netting with neutral colors and Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) to replace removed
mature trees along residential property lines.
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The Multi-Use Field Alternative could reduce the loss of mature trees that serve as scenic resources
at Flood County Park. If the existing pétanque and tennis courts were left in place, the County would
retain a grove of redwood trees between these facilities in the eastern corner of the park. However,
other mature trees would still be removed for construction of other facilities like volleyball courts
and the multi-use field. Ground disturbance during construction also could encroach on the root
zone of remaining mature trees, impairing their health. Therefore, similar to the project, the impact
on scenic resources would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-
3(a) and BIO-3(b) to replace protected trees once removed and to avoid the root zone of remaining
protected trees during construction. This alternative could further reduce this less than significant
impact if mature trees near the existing tennis courts are preserved.

Air Quality

As shown in Table 39, whereas Phase | of the proposed Landscape Plan would involve grading of an
estimated nine acres for the construction of athletic fields, the Multi-Use Field Alternative would
require grading of an estimated seven to nine acres for this phase. If no new recreational elements
are constructed in lieu of the proposed soccer/lacrosse field, then the area of grading in Phase |
would decrease by approximately two acres. Therefore, this alternative could incrementally reduce
emissions of air pollutants during construction. Like the project, construction emissions would not
exceed BAAQMD’s significance thresholds and would have a less than significant impact on air
quality. Implementation of BAAQMD's basic construction mitigation measures and NO, reduction
measures would still be recommended to further reduce emissions.

During the operation of new recreational elements, this alternative would incrementally reduce
vehicle trips associated with athletic events. Whereas the proposed reconstructed ballfield and
soccer/lacrosse field would enable simultaneous athletic events on each field, it is assumed that a
multi-use field would typically accommodate one event at a time. Relative to the project, this
change in athletic capacity would incrementally reduce emissions of air pollutants from vehicle trips.
Similar to the project, operational emissions would not exceed BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds
and would have a less than significant impact on air quality.

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would lead to an increase in recreational users who
may be exposed to toxic air contaminants (TACs) from traffic on U.S. 101. However, it is expected
that, at a maximum, park users would only visit for a couple of hours per day (or even per week).
Due to this low duration of exposure, park users would not be exposed to TACs for long periods of
time that would affect health. The impact from exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations
would still be less than significant.

Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, the removal of trees, shrubs, and structures during the construction
of recreational facilities could adversely affect nesting birds and roosting birds if present. The impact
on special-status species would still be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b) to conduct surveys to identify nesting birds and roosting bats and to
protect such species if present.

As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, it is estimated that construction of the proposed
recreational elements would involve the removal of approximately 80 trees. Because this alternative
could preserve the grove of redwood trees between the existing pétanque and tennis courts, it
could incrementally reduce the removal of County-protected trees. However, similar to the
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proposed project, the County would prepare a permit application for the removal of protected trees
and would be subject to Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) to replace protected trees at a 2 to 1 ratio.
Construction activities also could disturb the root zone of remaining protected trees, so Mitigation
Measure BIO-2(b) would still be required to avoid and protect such trees. Like the proposed project,
the impact on protected trees would be less than significant with implementation of these
measures. This alternative could further reduce the less than significant impact if mature trees near
the existing tennis courts are preserved.

Cultural Resources

Both the proposed Landscape Plan and this alternative would preserve existing adobe buildings that
contribute to Flood County Park’s eligibility as an historical resource, while rehabilitating the adobe
administrative office building for seismic safety. This alternative could enhance preservation of
adobe buildings. While the project would involve demolition of one adobe building (Restroom D) to
clear room for the proposed soccer/lacrosse field in the eastern corner of the park, the Multi-Use
Field Alternative could leave this building intact if no additional recreational facilities are built in that
area. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to Mitigation Measure CUL-
1(a) to document historical resources if Restroom D is demolished and to Mitigation Measure CUL-
1(b) to ensure that rehabilitation of the administrative office building adheres to the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. Therefore, the impact on historical
resources would still be less than significant with implementation of these measures, as applicable.

Similar to the proposed project, ground-disturbing activities for the construction of recreational
elements could result in the discovery of unanticipated archaeological resources, human remains, or
fossils. Mitigation Measures CUL-2(a), CUL-2(b), and CUL-3 would be applicable to protect such
resources in the event of their discovery. These impacts would still be less than significant with
mitigation.

Geology and Soils

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not include construction of habitable
structures and would adhere to applicable California Building Codes for the safety of uninhabited
structures like the adobe administrative office building. Therefore, impacts from the exposure of
people or structures to seismic-related hazards and expansive soils would still be less than
significant. Although soil disturbance during construction also could result in erosion, compliance
with existing regulations, including the NPDES Construction General Plan, would minimize the
potential for erosion. Therefore, the impact related to erosion would also be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As shown in Table 39, whereas Phase | of the proposed Landscape Plan would involve grading of an
estimated nine acres for the construction of athletic fields, the Multi-Use Field Alternative would
require grading of an estimated seven to nine acres for this phase. If no new recreational elements
are constructed in lieu of the proposed soccer/lacrosse field, then the area of grading in Phase |
would decrease by approximately two acres. Therefore, this alternative could incrementally reduce
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) associated with construction equipment.

During the operation of new recreational elements, this alternative also would incrementally reduce
vehicle trips associated with athletic events. Whereas the proposed reconstructed ballfield and
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soccer/lacrosse field would enable simultaneous athletic events on each field, it is assumed that a
multi-use field would typically accommodate one event at a time. Relative to the project, this
change in athletic capacity would incrementally reduce GHGs from vehicle trips. Like the project,
GHG emissions would not hinder or delay achievement of State GHG reduction targets, and the
alternative would be consistent with the County’s Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan. Therefore,
the alternative’s impact to climate change would also be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Similar to the proposed project, storm water runoff from disturbed soils during construction could
lead to sedimentation. However, because ground disturbance would cover more than one acre, this
alternative would also be subject to erosion control requirements stipulated in the NPDES
Construction General Permit. Adherence to the County’s MS4 regulations and landscaping standards
would protect water quality during the operation of recreational elements. Therefore, this
alternative would still have a less than significant impact on water quality.

Phases | through Il of this alternative would introduce a similar amount of grading activity and new
impervious surfaces (e.g., basketball court, promenade, pathways) to the proposed project.
Compliance with NPDES requirements for storm water discharges during construction and operation
also would result in a less than significant impact related to changes in drainage patterns, storm
water runoff flow, and storm water drainage systems. Because impervious surfaces would
incrementally increase, this alternative would not substantially affect groundwater recharge. Like
the project, this alternative would be served by water supplied by the SFPUC’s Hetch Hetchy
Regional Water System, rather than by local groundwater. Therefore, the impact on groundwater
supplies or recharge would still be less than significant.

Noise

The Multi-Use Field Alternative could incrementally reduce construction noise relative to the
proposed project. Whereas the project would involve demolition of existing tennis courts within
approximately 40 feet of residents on Del Norte Avenue, this alternative could leave intact these
courts and other existing facilities in the eastern corner of the park. Other construction activity,
however, would take place at similar distances to noise-sensitive receptors as under the project:
grading activity for utility work as close as 50 feet from residences south of Bay Road; grading
activity at the southeastern edge of the park, approximately 80 feet from residences on Del Norte
Avenue; and paving activity at new tennis courts, approximately 115 feet from those residences. As
discussed in Section 4.8, Noise, the demolition of tennis courts could generate estimated noise
levels of 86 dBA Leq at the nearest residences, while other construction activity would cause noise
levels up to an estimated 85 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet from the source. These construction
noise levels would not exceed those for the proposed project. Furthermore, construction activity
would be temporary and would adhere to the County’s allowed hours of construction, preventing
noise disturbance during sensitive evening and nighttime hours. Therefore, the impact from
construction noise would still be less than significant.

Grading activity for new recreational elements would generate groundborne vibration no closer to
nearby residents than for the proposed project. Because construction would occur inside the
County’s allowed hours, it would not generate vibration when people normally sleep. Like for the
project, construction vibration would not exceed levels that may cause structural damage to historic
adobe buildings on-site. Therefore, this alternative would also have a less than significant vibration
impact.
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The Multi-Use Field Alternative is intended to increase the distance between nearby residents and
organized athletic activities that generate noise at Flood County Park. While the proposed project
would plan for construction of a soccer/lacrosse field an estimated 100 feet away from residents on
Del Norte Avenue, this alternative would eliminate that proposed facility. In place of a reconstructed
ballfield, this alternative would add a multi-use field that caters to softball, soccer, and lacrosse,
located as close as approximately 150 feet from residents on Hedge Road and Van Buren Road and
an estimated 300 feet from residences on Del Norte Avenue. Because the multi-use field would be
about 50 feet farther from noise-sensitive receptors than would the soccer/lacrosse field, it is
estimated that average noise from lacrosse and soccer games would decrease from 59-64 dBA Leq
to 56-61 dBA Leq at the nearest receptors. At residences located approximately 300 feet away on
Del Norte Avenue, such noise would decrease to 50-55 dBA Leq. Despite this reduction in average
noise levels, impulse noise from whistles, sound amplification equipment, or air horns at either
athletic events or the gathering meadow could still disturb nearby residents. This alternative would
further reduce the project’s already less than significant impact from on-site operational noise with
implementation of Mitigation Measures N-3(a) and N-3(b) to prohibit the loudest equipment
without an approved special event permit and to further restrict the timing of athletic events.

Relative to the proposed project, this alternative would incrementally reduce new vehicle trips
because the multi-use field would accommodate fewer simultaneous athletic events. This would
further reduce the project’s incremental increase in traffic volumes on nearby roadways (up to an
estimated 6.8 percent on Ringwood Avenue south of Bay Road), under existing plus project
conditions. Because such a change in traffic volume would not increase noise by at least 1 dBA Leq,
it would still have a less than significant impact on noise-sensitive receptors.

Transportation and Circulation

Traffic Congestion

The Multi-Use Field Alternative would generate incrementally fewer new vehicle trips for active
recreation than would the proposed Landscape Plan because it would accommodate less
simultaneous athletic events. It would generate a similar amount of trips associated with passive
recreation at other proposed facilities. Despite incrementally reducing new vehicle trips, this
alternative would not avoid the project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Bay Road and
Ringwood Avenue under existing, near-term 2021, or cumulative 2040 conditions. As discussed
under Impact T-1 in Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, the addition of only 25 P.M. peak
hour trips would push operating conditions at this intersection from LOS C to D, causing an
exceedance of the City of Menlo Park’s traffic standards. Even one adult baseball game would
generate an estimated 30 P.M. peak hour trips (Appendix H). Therefore, a reduction in simultaneous
athletic events at the park would not be sufficient to retain LOS C conditions at the affected
intersection. It would be necessary to eliminate athletic events during weekday P.M. peak hours to
avoid a significant impact under existing conditions. Similar to the proposed project, a potential
mitigation measure to install at northbound left-turn lane on Ringwood Avenue, approaching Bay
Road, may be infeasible. Therefore, this alternative would still have significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts under existing, near-term 2021, and cumulative 2040 conditions.

Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian Facilities

This alternative would not generate more transit, bicycle, or pedestrian trips than would the
proposed project and therefore would not decrease the performance of existing or planned transit,
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bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. These facilities would remain adequate to serve visitors to Flood
County Park and other destinations. However, similar to the project, the lack of bicycle storage on-
site and a sidewalk gap on Bay Road could result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians
accessing the park. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measure T-5(a) to install bicycle storage on-site and Mitigation Measure T-5(b) for the County to
coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to install signage for pedestrians.

Parking Capacity

Since this alternative would not generate additional vehicle trips relative to the proposed Landscape
Plan, the on-site parking supply would remain adequate. However, new vehicle trips could still result
in increased parking on local residential streets. Similar to the project, this impact on parking
capacity would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1 to facilitate
on-site parking and reduce the incentive for on-street parking and Mitigation Measure T-6 to
discourage on-street parking by visitors to Flood County Park.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Like the proposed project, the construction of recreational facilities would involve surface
excavation with the potential to unearth previously unidentified tribal cultural resources. This
impact would also be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 for the
protection of such resources in the event of their discovery during construction.

7.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Table 43 compares the physical impacts for each of the alternatives to the physical impacts of the
proposed project. The No Project Alternative would be the overall environmentally superior
alternative since it would avoid all project impacts. However, the No Project Alternative would not
achieve most project objectives as stated in Section 2, Project Description.

Among the park redevelopment options, Alternative 2 (Reduced Athletic Programming) would be
the most environmentally superior relative to the proposed project. This alternative would
substantially reduce vehicle trips associated with athletic activity, avoiding a significant and
unavoidable impact on traffic congestion at the intersection of Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue
during weekday P.M. peak hours under existing plus project traffic conditions. However, this impact
would still be significant and unavoidable under cumulative traffic scenarios. The reduction in
vehicle trips also would incrementally decrease emissions of air pollutants and GHGs, further
reducing the project’s less than significant impacts in these resource areas. This alternative would
partially meet the proposed objectives but would not make athletic fields available on weekday late
afternoons. Therefore, it would not meet demand for active recreation facilities to the same extent
as would the proposed project.

Alternative 3 (Multi-Use Field) also would be environmentally preferable to the proposed project,
although it would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact on traffic congestion.
Without construction of the proposed soccer/lacrosse field near residences on Del Norte Avenue,
this alternative would reduce people’s exposure to operational noise. In addition, this alternative
could enhance preservation of adobe buildings that contribute to the park’s eligibility as an
historical resource. This alternative would meet all four proposed objectives: to repair and update
park features, to meet demand for active recreational facilities in San Mateo County, to provide a
variety of use for a range of user groups, and to optimize preservation of oak woodland. It would

208



Alternatives
meet demand for active recreational facilities to a lesser degree than would the proposed project
because the multi-use field would have less capacity to host simultaneous athletic events.

Table 43 Impact Comparison of Alternatives

Alternative 2:

Proposed Project

Impact

Alternative 1:

Reduced Athletic

Alternative 3:

Classification No Project Programming Multi-Use Field
Aesthetics Less than + = =
Significant with (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant with (Less than Significant
Mitigation Mitigation) with Mitigation)
Air Quality Less than + +/= =
Significant (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant)
Biological Less than + = =
Resources Significant with (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant with (Less than Significant
Mitigation Mitigation) with Mitigation)
Cultural Less than + = +/=
Resources Significant with (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant with (Less than Significant
Mitigation Mitigation) with Mitigation)
Geology and Less than + = =
Soils Significant (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant)
Greenhouse Gas  Less than + +/= =
Emissions Significant (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant)
Hydrology and Less than + = =
Water Quality Significant (Less than Significant)  (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant)
Noise Less than +/= = +/=
Significant with (Less than Significant (Less than Significant with (Less than Significant
Mitigation with Mitigation) Mitigation) with Mitigation)
Transportation Significant and + +/= =
and Circulation Unavoidable (Less than Significant) (Significant and (Significant and
Unavoidable) Unavoidable)
Tribal Cultural Less than + = =
Resources Significant with (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant) (Less than Significant)
Mitigation

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact)

- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact)

= Similar level of impact to the proposed project
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