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From: Zeke Mead
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 9:24:20 AM

RWC Council,

I cannot attend Monday nights meeting, but wanted to share my thoughts on the Harbor View project.

With unemployment at 2-3%, we don’t need more jobs.  More jobs will only exacerbate the lack of housing in the
area, at all levels.

This location is NOT where we need to add anything due to the Woodside / 101 traffic congestion already difficult
and increasing with the expanding Stanford development.  If anyone wants to add 5000 jobs/housing they need to do
it on a mass transportation artery that can handle the traffic.

Redwood City needs to diversify its industry mix by supporting light industrial (which is what this area is zoned
for). If/when we have another .com bust or sub prime mortgage bust or ________ bust, we’ll be happy to have an
unaffected industry chugging along.

There was a time when Redwood City needed developers of any kind more than they needed us, but that time has
passed and the relationship has changed, they need us more than we need them.

Let’s look at the facts and make decisions in the best interest of RWC as a whole.

Thanks

Zeke

Letter 109

6-370



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 109 
Response 

Zeak Mead 
February 8, 2019 

 

109-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment on land use and traffic, refer to both Section 4.9, 
Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14 Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft 
EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact topics.  
Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance.  

 

  

6-371



From: naturemend@sbcglobal.net
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 7:26:37 PM

Council Members,

Quality of life, sea level rise, infrastructure overload, uncontrollable traffic are some of the many reasons that the
proposed Harbor View project SHOULD BE REJECTED.
Please consider the lifes of those already living and working here.

Sincerely,
Debbie Mendelson
Sent from my MetroPCS 4G LTE Android device

Letter 110

6-372



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 110 
Response 

Debbie Mendelson 
February 10, 2019 

 

110-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related 
to that topic. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, 
refer to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.  
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From: Bill Michel
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Nix Harbor View
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 12:07:22 PM

Dear Councilmembers,

This project will exacerbate the jobs/housing problem, and put a bunch of jobs
far from transit. With the predicted sea level rise, and the known issues with
building on this sort of geology, there's just no up-side here.

I hope you will oppose this project.

Yours truly,

Bill Michel
337 Lowell ST.

Letter 111

6-374



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 111 
Response 

Bill Michel 
February 7, 2019 

 

111-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to 
Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.  

 

 

  

6-375



From: Martha Moga
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 9:25:45 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.
Martha Moga, Sierra Club Loma Prieta chapter member
Foster City

Letter 112

6-376



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 112 
Response 

Martha Moga 
February 7, 2019 

 

112-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment on land use and traffic, refer to both Section 4.9, 
Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

6-377



From: Robin Montoya
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: No to the Harbor View Project!
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:57:19 AM

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View Project.
Redwood City's Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported by the
heavy and light industrial companies around it.

There are multiple, important reasons to not move forward with  the project: affect on the
current industries, it will worsen traffic congestion, and it will contribute to the jobs/housing
imbalance.

Please do not continue with the Project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Robin
Burlingame (work near the yacht harbor Redwood City)

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

Letter 113

6-378



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 113 
Response 

Robin Montoya 
February 7, 2019 

 

113-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 

 

  

6-379



From: Beverly Morgan
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Save Our Baylands!
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 10:05:20 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor
View project. Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our
region and it is supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around
it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office
project, in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on
all the heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will
result in more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change
to commercial office resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of
economic diversity that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise.
Redwood City should not be approving further development in the flood zone
with no plan for how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive
commercial office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on
providing housing on the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing
in the old Cargill saltponds, a project that has divided the Redwood City
Community.

PLEASE SCRAP this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Beverly Morgan
Redwood City, CA 94062

Letter 114
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 114 
Response 

Beverly Morgan 
February 7, 2019 

 

114-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: pattie
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 10:03:41 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Patricia Murphy-Kracht
Redwood City, CA

Letter 115
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 115 
Response 

Patricia Murphy-Kracht 
February 8, 2019 

 

115-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of jobs/housing balance.   

6-383



From: Christine Nagel
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 3:02:34 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Christine Nagel
San Jose 95126

6-384



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 116 
Response 

Christine Nagel 
February 8, 2019 

 

116-1 The comment notes the air quality and traffic impacts, discussed in Section 4.4, 
Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With 
respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master 
Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the projects 
employment density, see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 

 

 

  

6-385



From: Sandra Nyholm
To: Council-Ian Bain
Cc: GRP-City Council
Subject: Re: Opposition for Harbor View project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 9:02:25 AM

Hi Mayor Bain,

I greatly appreciate your consideration. 

Sincerely

Sandra Nyholm-Goncalves

On February 7, 2019 at 8:48 AM Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org> wrote: 

Dear Ms. Nyholm-Goncalves,

On behalf of the City Council, thank you for writing to express your views on the
proposed Harbor View project. We will discuss the draft environmental impact
report next Monday's meeting, and your thoughts will be considered.

Respectfully,

Ian Bain

Mayor

City of Redwood City

Phone: (650) 780-7565

E-mail: ibain@redwoodcity.org

www.redwoodcity.org

On Thu, Feb 7, 2019 at 8:42 AM Sandra Nyholm < sandranyholm@comcast.net>

Letter 117

6-386
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wrote:

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the
massive Harbor View project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our
region and it is supported by the heavy and light industrial
companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive
commercial office project, in place of industrial, will inevitably
have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and light
industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result
in more land speculation as more land owners request a
zoning change to commercial office resulting in killing the only
Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that sustains
our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on
Highway 101, particularly at the Woodside Road interchange,
which is already very seriously impacted. In addition, the
Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood City
should not be approving further development in the flood zone
with no plan for how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building
a massive commercial office, with 4,500 employees, north of
101, will put pressure on providing housing on the North side of
101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill
saltponds, a project that has divided the Redwood City
Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the
wrong project in the wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sandra Nyholm-Goncalves
316 Capstan Court
Redwood City, CA 94065
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6. Individual Comments and Responses 
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Letter 117 
Response 

Sandra Nyholm 
February 7, 2019 

 

117-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project  

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. Also see Master Response 2 regarding sea legal rise, and see Master 
Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing 
balance. Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance. 
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From: Kit O"Doherty
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View vs View of Cement Project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:08:14 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

When I read about the Harbor View project a song popped into my mind: "Don't it
always seem to go, that you don't know what you've got till its gone. Paved paradise,
put up a parking lot".

Let's be forward thinking, forgo our fixation on the dollar, realize the treasure we've
got and resist the urge to pave over it.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kit O'Doherty
330 Mirada Rd
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
(650) 560-9798
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Kit O’Doherty 
February 7, 2019 

 

118-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 

 

  

6-390



From: Julie Pardini
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: RE: Feb 11, 2019 City Council Meeting: Harbor View Place (Jay Paul Company) General Plan Amendment, Update
Date: Saturday, February 09, 2019 4:01:42 PM

February 8, 2019

RE: Feb 11, 2019 City Council Meeting: Harbor View Place (Jay Paul Company)
General Plan Amendment, Update

Dear Mayor Ian Bain,
V. Mayor Diane Howard,
Council Members

The last time someone promised you, “It won’t be so bad”,...was it true?

Those who are in favor of this Jay Paul Company project have attempted to provide
assurances to us that:

1. The many and serious negative impacts of the project are “not as bad as they seem”.
2. And, even IF that bad,...IF we will just wait 20 years, they may be corrected by then.
3. To that end, this company is actually requesting a General Plan Amendment to be

approved, so that they can go forward with the Harbor View Place Project—even
though it will be harmful to Redwood City.

Twenty years is a very long time. 

Too long to have to live in the kind of mess this project will create for Redwood City and
nearby cities, for years to come—in traffic impacts and in housing, (to name just two
impacts).

So, a question:  just what do we do in the meantime, for those 20 years?
An obvious and a justifiable question, if I do say so myself.
With just as obvious an answer.

The developer’s visionary dream of a “Harbor View Place” development, may well become
Redwood City’s continuing nightmare.

I hope the Council will use their legitimate right to deny this project going forward, based on
the overwhelming evidence of identified long-term, serious, unmitigatable negative impacts to
Redwood City.

This time, Jay Paul Company has asked too much of Redwood City.

This company is not entitled to expect approval of a project that not only does not conform to
the General Plan, but more:  will exacerbate present existing problems that this city’s leaders
have been actively searching for the ways and means to remedy.
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It is in Redwood City’s best interest to deny this project.

We need projects which will be beneficial to the City of Redwood City, ones that will
safeguard our future, ones that provide remedies for current, ongoing, and predictable future
challenges; and ones that protect and enhance our quality of life.

Harbor View Place is not that kind of development.  And it never will be, regardless of minor
“plan revisions” that may be offered as a solution.

It will place the city in the untenable and unavoidable position of damage control for years to
come.

Sincerely,

Julie Pardini
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Letter 119 
Response 

Julie Pardini 
February 11, 2019 

 

119-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Carol Park
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: RWC resident view on Harbor View project draft EIR
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 1:28:10 PM

Dear Council Members,

I urge you to reject the Council's 2017 decision to amend the General Plan so as to allow the
Harbor View project. Why?

I am deeply concerned about:

the impact on traffic.  The intersection of 101 and Woodside Road is ALREADY awful
at key times. Today as I drove on Woodside Rd from the YMCA at 8:30 AM, the traffic
was backed up event before the 82 overpass.  This proposal, if implemented, would
mean this bad situation would become terrible. The proposed ways to deal with the
increased traffic - if this project is accepted - are not enough.
the impact on air pollution.  Residents will likely not work in the same area as they live
and access to train will be difficult.  With traffic worsening, in commuter time periods,
even if someone desired to use Cal Train, it would take 20-40 minutes to reach the
station.
additional housing should be placed near mass transit - preferably within a half mile of
the Cal Trains station which also serves as a bus hub and gives easy access to groceries
and eateries.  This kind of housing would not be nearly as like to increase traffic
congestion and worsen air quality.
Our Planning Commission already rejected this proposal because of it will induce or
increase gridlock and will NOT contribute to affordable housing
Development on the site needs to be done withIN the General Plan.

Please don't let commercial developers sweet talk you into what will harm our quality of lives
and the ability of the young people and other worker to live here.

--
Carol L. Park
Writer, Editor, ESL tutor
http://carolpark.us/
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
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Letter 120 
Response 

Carol Park 
February 11, 2019 

 

120-1 With respect to the comment related to air quality and traffic impacts, refer to 
Section 4.4, Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 
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From: collin
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: RC resident comments on proposed Harbor View project Draft EIR
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 8:13:59 PM

Council Members,

I'm writing today to urge you to reconsider Council's 2017 decision to amend the General Plan to accommodate
Harbor View.  As I understand from the Staff report dated Feb 11, 2019, the project's impact on traffic will be
considerable, even with any and all proposed mitigations. The Woodside/101 interchange is already terrible, as I
expect you know. The report also notes other environmental impacts, such as air pollution.

In addition to the considerable environmental impacts, this project would exacerbate our region's terrible
jobs/housing imbalance. Can your kids afford to buy a home here?

We need housing near mass transit (within half a mile of Sequoia Station, say), *not* a gridlock-inducing, housing-
affordabiity-destroying project that our Planning Commission already rejected. If we develop on that site, let's do it
within what the General Plan and current zoning allow!  Let's not make Woodside/101 even worse, and make it even
less likely that our kids can afford to live here.

Thanks for reading

Collin Park
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
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Letter 121 
Response 

Collin Park 
February 10, 2019 

 

121-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: Susan Pellizzer
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 4:34:12 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Susan Pellizzer
Redwood City 94063
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
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Letter 122 
Response 

Susan Pellizzer 
February 8, 2019 

 

122-1 The comment notes the air quality and traffic impacts, discussed in Section 4.4, 
Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With 
respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master 
Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s 
employment density, see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 
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From: Lonnyangel
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Regarding Harbor View/J.Paul Project
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 3:38:34 PM

Dear City Council Members:

This is a short and humble plea to urge you to carefully consider the negative impacts of
the J. Paul Harbor View Project on the entirety of our city and our precious, truly fragile,
environment.

Simply, please please do not approve or allow the Harbor View Project to advance nor
allow changes to zoning and land use in this fragile area of Redwood City. This is a terrible
plan only in the works to benefit the pockets of the developer and those who are invested in
building yet one more office park in our area. The entire peninsula is inundated with office
parks. And this is a terrible idea that would overwhelm our town by creating more inbound
traffic, more pollution, overcrowding, et al. 

With respect toward all those who are submitting to you their thoughts on this plan and
those many letters that may come before your perusal, we wish to keep our plea short and
in the company of those others who also know that this is not a project we want, or need, in
Redwood City.

Thank you for your consideration and contemplation,

Lonny and Richard Pini
Redwood City, CA
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Lonny Pini 
February 8, 2019 

 

123-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.  
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From: Diana Post
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 4:26:06 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Diana Post
Redwood City 94061
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 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
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Letter 124 
Response 

Diana Post 
February 8, 2019 

 

124-1 The comment notes the air quality and traffic impacts, discussed in Section 4.4, 
Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With 
respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master 
Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s 
employment density, see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 
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From: Thomas Pressburger
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Saturday, February 09, 2019 5:21:36 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. In short,
it is too far from mass transit and too close to the bay given inevitable sea level rise. It seems
to me it'll further jam up 101 and exacerbate the lack of housing. Redwood City already has a
city plan, is this project really consistent?

The Draft EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and
unavoidable even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add
over 4,500 new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the
jobs/housing imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be
locating additional development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a
plan in place for how to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Thomas Pressburger
Redwood City 94061
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Response 

Thomas Pressburger 
February 9, 2019 

 

125-1 The comment notes the air quality and traffic impacts, discussed in Section 4.4, 
Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With 
respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master 
Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s 
employment density, see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 
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From: audrey q
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Massive Harbor View Project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:07:52 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office
project, in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the
heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in
more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial
office resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity
that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill Salt Ponds,
a project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Audrey Quintero
Redwood City
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Audrey Quintero 
February 7, 2019 

 

126-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the project’s employment, see Master Response 1. Refer 
to Master Response 2 to address sea level rise, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance. Also see 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of housing 
demand.  
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From: Sonia Rackelmann
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 6:51:05 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.

Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office
project, in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the
heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in
more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial
office resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity
that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill salt ponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sonia Rackelmann
205 Stambaugh St.
Redwood City, CA
sonia.rackelmann@gmail.com
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Sonia Rackelmann 
February 8, 2019 

 

127-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. See Master Response 2 regarding sea level rise, and also see Master 
Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing 
balance.  
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From: Rachelle Rasmussen
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 7:44:40 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rachelle Rasmussen
Belmont, CA
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Rachel Rasmussen 
February 8, 2019 

 

128-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. See Master Response 2 regarding sea level rise, and also see Master 
Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing 
balance.  
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From: Will Risseeuw
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:35:51 PM

Dear Council,

Please don’t approve this huge development. It will severely impact Redwood City traffic, it isn’t near any
public transportation, it will add thousands of cars to already very congested 101 and it is being built on what will,
one day, be under water.

Thank you for doing the right thing,
William Risseeuw
817 Seminole Way
Redwood City, CA 94062
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129-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related 
to that topic. Regarding comments about being “underwater,” see Master 
Response 2 regarding sea level rise in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 

 

 

  

6-413



From: Merrily Robinson
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Our Redwood City!
Date: Thursday, February 7, 2019 1:44:29 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported by the heavy and light
industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project, in place of industrial, will
inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it
viable. It will result in more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, particularly at the Woodside Road
interchange, which is already very seriously impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level
rise. Redwood City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for how to protect
it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial office, with 4,500 employees,
north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in
the old Cargill saltponds, a project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.
Merrily Robinson
952 Ruby St
Redwood City, CA 94061
Sent from my iPhone
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130-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 

  

6-415



From: Aviva Rochester
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Saturday, February 09, 2019 9:24:51 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Aviva Rochester
Redwood City 94061

Letter 131

6-416



 6. Individual Comments and Responses 
 

Harbor View Project  ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

Letter 131 
Response 

Aviva Rochester 
February 9, 2019 

 

131-1 The comment notes the impacts discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the 
analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With respect to the 
comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the Project’s employment density, 
see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, which addresses the 
Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 

 

  

6-417



From: Marc Roddin
To: CD-Lisa Costa-Sanders
Subject: Comment Letter: Harbor View Project DEIR
Date: Saturday, January 19, 2019 12:21:05 PM

Thank you for providing the public an opportunity to review this important document.

I have one comment, relating to the transportation analysis. Given that Table 4.14-20
shows that north of Whipple, NB 101 PM freeway level of service deteriorates from E
to F under to Cumulative Impacts, corresponding mitigation measure TRANS-28A
needs to be enhanced. Specifically, the applicant should develop and present to the
City an implementation and funding plan, which includes a cost estimate for the
proposed mitigation, as well as a funding plan, including identification of any new
revenues that are necessary and the steps required in order to secure those funds.
This should all be in addition and supplemental to the draft language that has been
presented for mitigation measure TRANS-28A.

Thank you for your consideration.

Marc Francis Roddin
1432 Ernestine Ln, Mountain View, CA 94040
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132-1 See response to comment 10-3 regarding modification to Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-28A.  

6-419



From: sandy roos
To: GRP-City Council
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:03:37 AM

Please do not go ahead with the Harbor View Project.  We need our wet lands and
nature areas.
Sandy Roos

--
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133-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 

 

  

6-421



From: Cindy Rosinski
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Malibu Gran Prix property
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 8:17:33 AM

Good Morning Council,
I have just learned some important information regarding this new development land area at
Malibu Gran Prix and became highly concerned with the number of employees that will work
at the site.  Firstly, where will the thousands of new employees live?? Housing in Redwood
City is so full of tech and software workers they have filled the spaces.

Secondly, I'm sure all of you have tried to drive around town during commute times, and find
it extremely aggravating.  How will our roads be improved and made to handle the thousands
of extra drivers?

Please don’t advance this project and do not change the zoning/land use in this area
of the City for the Jay Paul project.

Thank you for reading my valid concerns.
Cindy Rosinski
190 Iris St.
25 year residency
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134-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related 
to that environmental impact topic. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses 
the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 

 

  

6-423



From: jon RUSTEEN
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Stop the harbor view project
Date: Saturday, February 09, 2019 9:41:50 PM

Rwc needs to stop this, 35 year resident and tax paying home owner.

Get Outlook for Android
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135-1 To the extent this e opinion of the commenter as to how the Project should or 
should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to environmental issues, 
see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional analysis or 
response is required. All comments, however, will be noted and made available 
to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

  

6-425



From: steve rutledge
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Please protect the precious baylands from the Harbor View Project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 1:07:04 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported by the
heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project, in place
of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and light industry
that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land speculation as more land
owners request a zoning change to commercial office resulting in killing the only Port in the
region and a loss of economic diversity that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, particularly at
the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously impacted. In addition, the
Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood City should not be approving further
development in the flood zone with no plan for how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial office,
with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on the North side
of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a project that has divided
the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong
place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Julie Beer
334 College Ave. Apt. E
Palo Alto, CA 94306
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136-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 4.9, 
Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

  

6-427



From: J Schlock
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: No Office Project at Malibu Grand Prix
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:12:58 AM

Dear Members,
Stop developing in this area!
Develop in higher areas! I am not against developing high density housing or business; just not here!
Thanks,
Jeff Schlocker
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137-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

. 

  

6-429



From: kathy segura
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 11:06:15 AM

Dear Redwood City Council Members,
I am writing to share with you that I am opposed to any zoning or land use changes to
potentially accomodate the Jay Paul Harbor View project. I would like to see this precious
land resource used to expand on the opportunities for industrial businesses or possibly more
supportive uses regarding the Port of Redwood City.

This is my home town, and as it continues to expand and develop I'd like to not see more
housing built away from public transit. I'd not like to see so little benefit in terms of the
citizens themselves when new housing does happen to be built. The city needs to make a much
stronger commitment to affordability for renters. I'm a long term childcare provider,
Montessori teacher for 28 years now Nanny, and with the increase in rent I can barely hold on
much longer. I already work so much that my idea of a "good time" is a free two hours to
enjoy a book in my living room before I fall exhausted into bed. I work and hustle so much to
afford rent I feel like I'm just a cog in the wheel. Mine is a noble, important job and yet all it
affords me in finances is the ability to live in CONSTANT housing anxiety due to ever
increasing housing costs.

Enough is enough. My own Five Year Plan is to leave the city, after a lifetime here. I just hope
I can hold on til my youngest is out of high school. Please look to the needs of your
constituents, and the best use of land for ALL purposes before ever approving a project like
Jay Paul's proposed Harbor View. So many of us simply cannot afford to Eat Cake anymore
and the prospect of your body of city government approving Harbor View with its demands
and lack of benefit to the city other than more but very expensive housing, well, it's frankly
disheartening.

Please look to promote diversity of business for the city, and diversity of who can afford to
live in Redwood City when you ponder your choices. Please stop approving an agenda that
continues to all but force the long term and/or working class people out.

Thank you for your time,
Kathy L. Segura

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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138-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance.  

 

  

6-431



From: Matthew Self
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Opposed to General Plan Amendment for Harbor View
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 9:23:11 AM

I'll keep this short!

I have been a big supporter of development in Downtown Redwood City for the following
reasons:

1. The Downtown plan includes a balance of office, housing, and retail
2. The development is close to transit, so it minimizes traffic
3. There was a public-led process to develop the DTPP plan

However, Harbor View has NONE of these things in its favor!

1. Harbor View is 100% office space
2. It is not near transit -- it will be 100% car-oriented
3. The project is not part of any publicly-led plan -- it's developer-led

I would opposed this project even if it conformed to current land use and zoning.  But it is
completely inappropriate to change the land use or zoning in order to allow this project where
it wouldn't otherwise be allowed.

I ask that you please review the "significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation" in
detail.  The impacts of this land use and zoning change substantially outweigh any benefits to
the community.

Respectfully,

 --Matthew Self
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139-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 

  

6-433



From: Eric Set
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Opposition for Harbor View project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:31:30 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Eric Set
311 Quay Lane
Redwood City, CA 94065
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140-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

  

6-435



From: donna.silverberg@sbcglobal.net
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Bayfront changes
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 9:06:52 AM

Please do not approve large business buildings without including housing people can afford for all new workers.
Thank you
Donna Silverberg

Sent from my iPhone
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141-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 

  

6-437



From: Virginia Smedberg Smedberg
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 1:38:03 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Do any of you drive the local commute routes? Do we need MORE commuters from distant
lands?? I think not. And do you really want to be responsible for the damages to buildings that
would be gradually drowned? I think not.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Virginia Smedberg Smedberg
Palo Alto 94301
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142-1 The comment noted the impacts discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the 
analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With respect to the 
comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s employment density, 
see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, which addresses the 
Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 

  

6-439



From: Christy Smith
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Please do not continue with the Harbor View project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 8:26:08 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

[Your Name]
[Your City]
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143-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

  

6-441



From: Jeremy Smith
To: CD-Steven Turner
Subject: Harbor View Draft EIR
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 9:31:51 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2019-02-11 at 9.24.12 PM.png

Hello, 

I’ve noticed the projects Draft EIR addresses sea level rise on the property itself, for which mitigation efforts are to raise the BFE. Please consider the impacts of sea level rise to the surrounding
transportation network. Mitigation efforts could include increasing flood resilience of surrounding transportation network, allowing for retreat of critical marsh and near-marsh habitat where
possible. Noting work done by BCDC through their Adapting to Rising Tides efforts here:

Thank you, 
Jeremy Smith
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144-1 With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to 
Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.   

  

6-443



From: Oscar Smith
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 2:46:52 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Oscar Smith
Redwood City 94065
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145-1 The comment notes the impacts discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the 
analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With respect to the 
comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s employment density, 
see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, which addresses the 
Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project.  

6-445



Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor
View project.

Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office
project, in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino effect on all the
heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in
more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to
commercial office resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of
economic diversity that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive
commercial office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on
providing housing on the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in
the old Cargill saltponds, a project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rebecca Smith
Redwood City

From: Rebecca Smith
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project -- PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE!!!
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 10:40:11 AM
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146-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

6-447



From: Joan Smithline
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View Project
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 2:26:35 PM

I am asking you to discontinue your pursuit of more development in RWC's port, specifically
the Harbor View project. Our highways are a nightmare, our treasured Bayfront Park and the
Baylands would be negatively impacted bu a looming tower. The housing crisis with this
massive new development would endanger our port, environmentally, not to mention it would
be in the path of sea level rise! Changing the General Plan to allow office towers on an
industrial site is preposterous!
We already have out of control building across from Bayfront Park, and with the Facebook
campus already causing gridlock in the Bay Area especially MP and RWC, it's time to start
saying NO to big developers.
Thank you for hearing my pleas.
Joan Smithline
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Joan Smithline 
February 10, 2019 

 

147-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: Jennifer Sneddon
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 4:20:49 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Jennifer Sneddon
Redwood City 94062
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Jennifer Sneddon 
February 8, 2019 

 

148-1 This comment notes the impacts discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the 
analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With respect to the 
comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s employment density, 
see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, which addresses the 
Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project.  
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From: Scott Sneddon
To: GRP-City Council; Council-Ian Bain; Council-Diane Howard; Council-Alicia Aguirre; Council-Janet Borgens;

Council-Giselle Hale; Council-Shelly Masur; Council-Diana Reddy
Subject: Please don"t move forward with Harbor View
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 4:24:52 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the Harbor View project. The Draft
EIR has found 20 separate traffic and air quality impacts that are significant and unavoidable
even with mitigation measures. In addition, the Harbor View project would add over 4,500
new employees at this site with no additional housing, which would worsen the jobs/housing
imbalance by over 2,000 homes. Furthermore, Redwood City should not be locating additional
development in areas that are vulnerable to sea level rise until there is a plan in place for how
to protect it.

Please do not spend any further staff time or resources on this project, which is wrong for
Redwood City. Thank you for your consideration.
Scott Sneddon
Redwood City 94062
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Scott Sneddon 
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149-1 This comments notes the impacts discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and 
Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the 
analysis related to these environmental impact topics. With respect to the 
comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s employment density, 
see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, which addresses the 
Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project.  

6-453



From: Naida Sperling <naidasperling@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Please reject the Harbor View Project 
Date: February 8, 2019 at 12:34:02 AM PST 
To: council@redwoodcity.org 
 
Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members, 
  
Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View 
project. 
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported 
by the heavy and light industrial companies around it. 
  
Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project, in 
place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and 
light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land 
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office 
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that 
sustains our region. 
 
The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, 
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously 
impacted.  Frankly, traffic is already a nightmare.  In addition, the Harbor View site is in 
the path of sea level rise. Redwood City should not be approving further development in 
the flood zone with no plan for how to protect it. 
  
An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial 
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on the 
North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a 
project that has divided the Redwood City Community. 
  
Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong 
place. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Naida Sperling 
Palo Alto 
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Nadia Sperling 
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150-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.   
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From: Sherry Stack
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View project - opinion
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 11:33:23 AM

Dear City Council members,

I understand that you are considering having a massive commercial project put in at Redwood City’s port area.  I
have many concerns about this.  We have seen such massive building around Redwood City and adding so many
more new employees with so little housing doesn’t make sense. There just isn’t enough housing.

Further, this location is not close to mass transportation options. The amount of traffic it would increase will be
untenable in the Woodside Road area.

The Redwood City Port and its industry is a resource both historical and current that we must keep intact.

I ask, as a citizen of San Mateo County, that you do not continue with this project in the Redwood City Harbor
location.

With respect,

Sherry Stack
Menlo Park, Ca
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Letter 151 
Response 

Sherry Stack 
February 7, 2019 

 

151-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project  

 With respect to the comment related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related 
to that environmental impact topic. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses 
the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance. 
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From: Georgianne Stephen
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Draft EIR - Harbor View Project - Comments
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 10:09:30 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and Redwood City Council Members:

I am writing to give you my thoughts about the use of the land previously occupied by
Malibu Grand Prix. First off let me say, as a person who grew up on the Peninsula, I
was saddened to see the Malibu Grand Prix facility go. Growing up here in the 1970's
and 1980's young people and families were able to go mini-golfing, bowling, and roller
and ice skating without putting our parents in the poor house. Even going to the SF
Giant's at Candlestick was an affordable family past time. With the closing of the
Malibu Family Fun center the Peninsula residents have little if any affordable
opportunities for family entertainment. 

That being said the one thing for certain that the Peninsula does not need is another
high tech office park loading up 101 in Redwood City so that the average speed
during commute hours goes from 10 mph to 1 mph. I have lived in Redwood City for
thirty years and have seen the downtown go from the aptly named Deadwood City to
a thriving, bustling downtown with housing, office buildings and restaurants and
shops. For my taste it is sometimes too crowded and I would have thought with that
much development approved there would have been some open space added but
that is another discussion. My point is that, for the most part, the plan has been
effective. There are apartments and high tech offices, Box for example, near public
transit and services. That makes sense and I am sure that there are more office
buildings proposed under the downtown plan.

The land where Malibu sat is designated for Light Industrial and Industrial Port
Related for the most part. This is what it is zoned for and the new owner's knew this
when they purchased the land. Based on these facts it is unclear to me why the
Council would even be considering the proposal for a massive high tech office
complex. The Peninsula is losing light industrial districts by the acre. Just look up
and down El Camino and Industrial Boulevard in San Carlos. There are industrial
parks being mowed down in favor of hotels which will employ people in low paying
jobs and these people can't afford any of the new housing going up in the same
areas. I worked in manufacturing in industrial parks along the Peninsula for years but
my company moved to Hayward as industrial parks were demolished for high rise
offices employing biotech and high tech workers leaving everyone else out in the
cold.

Remember the tech bust when these companies took over Burlingame's auto row and
left buildings vacant for years until recently. A well rounded economy encompasses
all types of employment including office, construction, services, retail, etc. We need
to plan for everyone and I think that the intent of the original plan is the correct one.
Use the old Malibu land for light industrial and support of the thriving economy at the
Port of Redwood City. We are one of the lucky cities that have such an asset and the
area around our Port should be dedicated to serving the needs of the Port and what
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may be needed in the future. Once you vote to take that away it is gone for good.
The vision of Industrial Port Related zoning as part of the development designation
was the right call. Don't reverse a smart decision and replace it with a foolhardy one.

Last but not least I challenge you to actually talk to your constituents and see what
they think. Tell them that the plan will result in 8,000 tech workers clogging up 101
and Woodside Road. What do you think they would say? Light industrial areas, like
where my company started up, are the type of places that people can afford to start
businesses, have their workshops, small businesses and light manufacturing and
supply. This is what we need to try and keep a well rounded work force on the
Peninsula.

Thank you for your consideration.

Georgianne Stephen
Redwood City
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Letter 152 
Response 

Georgianna Stephen 
February 10, 2019 

 

152-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related 
to that environmental impact topic. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses 
the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance. 
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From: Bruce Storms
To: CD-Steven Turner
Cc: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View DEIR comments
Date: Thursday, March 7, 2019 3:47:42 PM

Dear Mr. Turner,

As a NASA engineer, it is challenging to find time to review such a lengthy document as is the
Harbor View Draft EIR.  However, I see that the EIR process is often one-sided, so I am
hoping that my comments below will provoke additional review and analysis. Thank you for
the opportunity to submit additional information for consideration in advance of the deadline
at 5p on March 8, 2019.

Regards,

Bruce Storms
3618 Highland Ave
Redwood City, CA 94062

Comments on Harbor View DEIR:

Impact GEO-1: Per the USGS, the Harbor View site will indeed expose people to significantly amplified
earthquakes.  The soil type is classified as “E” which is described as “Includes water-saturated mud and artificial
fill. The strongest amplification of shaking due is expected for this soil type.”  See link below:

https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/urban/sfbay/soiltype/

Impact GHG-2.CU: This project specifies that the new buildings will be LEED Silver and, as such, do not conflict
with local policy associated with energy standards.  However, a recent peer-reviewed journal article concludes that
LEED Silver buildings use as much or more energy as non-certified buildings and that LEED Gold or above is
required to show significant energy savings.  In light of this analysis, the EIR should be re-evaluated for the
resulting environmental impacts.  See the link below for the peer-reviewed paper comparing many buildings of
various certifications.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S037877881300529X

Impact LU-1.CU: This project will have a significant effect on land use and planning because it occupies an area
close to the Port of Redwood City.  Per the Precise Plan, this land should continue to be zoned Light Industrial in
support of the deepest port in the south bay which has experience significant growth in recent years.  See link
below documenting another record breaking year for our port:

https://www.smdailyjournal.com/news/local/record-breaking-year-for-port-of-redwood-city/article_8619e6f6-1a19-
11e9-aa8a-975c95097a39.html

Impact POP-1 & POP-1.CU:  A office development with as many as 5000 employees will indeed create a demand
for more homes in local area.   It is unrealistic to think that all workers will commute from outside Redwood City, so
this project will aggravate the existing housing shortage and place demands for local housing development (as
many as 2000 new homes).  Nearby housing development (e.g., on Cargill land) would be within the 100-year
flood plane and voter sentiment has already shown that there is public support for preserving bay-front property in
it’s natural state. More specifically, over 70% of voters in San Mateo County voted for Measure AA with the desire
to restore bay wetlands. In summary, I do not believe that population growth and future housing demands generated
by the project are adequately addressed in the EIR.
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Section 4.14 Transportation and Circulation

The EIR identifies numerous traffic impacts as “Significant and Unavoidable” which is definitely true.  The
intersections near Woodside Rd and Hwy 101 are already saturated, and, even with significant redesign, the area
will be irreversibly impacted by an additional traffic associated with roughly 5000 new employees at the Harbor
View location.  Highway 101 will also be adversely affected with long backups at off ramps and increased traffic.  I
won’t waste another syllable as I know everybody agrees this is a major issue that deserves careful consideration.
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Response 

Bruce Storms 
March 7, 2019 

 

153-1 See Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR, which addresses existing 
soil condition and the Project’s requirements with respect to placing structures on 
the site.  As discussed there, since the Project site has soils deemed highly 
susceptible to liquefaction hazards, a site-specific geotechnical investigation 
would identify geotechnical design measures to minimize hazards related to such 
soil conditions and ensure less-than-significance impacts. 

153-2 As discussed in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy, of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable energy-related 
regulations and building codes. These include the Redwood City Green Building 
Ordinance and current Title 24 standards that promote energy efficiency. The 
Project would also construct energy efficient buildings; and use recycled water 
for approximately 82 percent of its total water usage.  

 The Project sponsor has specified that Project will be designed to a LEED silver 
standard, which according to the US Green Building Council in 2018 would 
support buildings that consume 25 percent less energy and 11 percent less water 
than traditional building construction (USGBC, 2018). Overall, the Project would 
meet all new state energy requirements for both buildings and site design 
components (Impact GHG-2) and would not exceed a CEQA significance 
threshold in terms of wasteful energy use (Impact GHG-3); the Project’s energy 
use would not be wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary. To the extent that the 
commenter believes that a different standard should be applied, this comment 
will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider 
the Project. Also see in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR the discussion of Greenhouse 
Gases / Climate Change for the Applicant's Revised Project, which addresses all 
energy-related measures and requirements the Project sponsor incorporates into 
the Project. 

153-3 The comment opines that the Project has a significant land use impact because it 
will change land that the City has zoned Light Industrial in support of the nearby 
Port activities. The proposed zoning change does not, in and of itself, result in a 
significant impact but instead ensures consistency of the Project with its 
applicable zone or land use classification. Further, the Project as proposed would 
be consistent with the General Plan vision for “a Redwood Creek/Harbor Center 
neighborhood that is a vibrant new area with a strong connection between 
Downtown and the Bay that attracts new residents, businesses, and visitors to the 
area,” as detailed in Draft EIR Table 4.9-1. As discussed under Land Use and 
Planning for the Revised Project in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, like the Draft 
EIR Project, the Revised Project continues to be a compatible with the mix of 
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nearby industrial uses, with proposed buildings and parking structures sited to 
provide some level of buffer between the surrounding heavier uses and the new 
office campus. The Project does not propose any offsite changes that would 
prohibit operations or access at the nearby port.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

153-4 See Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance.   

153-5 The comment notes the impact determinations in Section 4.14, Transportation 
and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to that topic. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Bruce Storms
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: NO on Harbor View
Date: Saturday, February 09, 2019 1:39:30 PM

Dear Redwood City Council members,

I urge you to vote NO on the approval of the Harbor View project for the following reasons:

1. Port of Redwood City: The Harbor View project would occupy an area currently zoned light industrial
(per the Precise Plan). This area should be preserved for its intended purpose in support of the only
deep-water port in the south bay. As noted in the article below, the Port has reported record cargo
tonnage which indicates the success of ongoing operations. Furthermore, repurposing this light-industrial
area near the Port will reduce the resilience of Redwood City's economy should we experience another
tech downturn.

2. Housing shortage: The Harbor View project includes over 1 million square feet of office space which
corresponds to roughly 5000 new employees and a need for 2000 new homes. This project will further
exacerbate the jobs/housing imbalance that we are suffering in Redwood City.

3. Public opinion: In 2016, over 70% of voters in San Mateo County voted for Measure AA with the desire
to restore bay wetlands. Additional office development, especially at the Harbor View location, will create
pressure for development on neighboring salt flats and other wetland areas.

Please consider these issues in your upcoming votes on the project. Also know that your voting records
will be of particular interest to us residents at the time of future elections.

Thank you for your time,

Bruce Storms
3618 Highland Ave
Redwood City, CA

Published: 1 February 2018

Construction boom boosts Redwood City
The US Port of Redwood City has reported a 41% increase in cargo tonnage in the first-half of its 2017-18 fiscal year.

The port handled a record 1,213,042t (metric) in H1 (ending 31 December 2017) of the fiscal year, which runs from 1
July 2017 to 20June 2018.

Mike Giari, the port’s executive director, said the continuing construction boom in Redwood City and Silicon Valley is creating
high demand for construction materials shipped to the port, mostly from British Columbia.

The mid-year tonnage of 1.2 Mt is only 600,000t from the port’s budget projection of 1.8 Mt for the entire fiscal year. The port
authority said it is on track to beat its record tonnage in modern times – 1,833,022t in 2006 and 1,908,172t in 2005.

CEMEX led the banner period, importing 985,528 tons of sand and other construction materials. Other bulk cargo, bauxite
and gypsum, totalled 91,700t. Exports by Sims Metal of scrap iron metal totalled 135,800t.

Total vessel calls for the six months reached 79, up from 49 for the same period last year. These included 35 cargo ships, 27
barges, and 17 other vessels.
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Letter 154 
Response 

Bruce Storms 
February 9, 2019 

 

154-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project  

 Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance. 
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From: Christopher Alan Sturken
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Public Comment on Item 7C: the Harbor View Project
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 8:33:01 AM

Honorable Mayor and City Council,

My comment is regarding the Harbor View Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

"Appendix F" or the "Transportation and Traffic Detail" of the DEIR suggests several effective Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) strategies.

I echo the suggestions of the Complete Streets Advisory Committee made on December 11 which included but were
not limited to employer incentive programs, subsidized transit passes, and a commuter shuttle.

How would these strategies be enforced? How would Harbor View affect your commute if these strategies were not
implemented?

Sincerely,

Chris Sturken
(650) 454-7907
Pronouns: He/Him/His
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Letter 155 
Response 

Christopher Sturken 
February 11, 2019 

 

155-1 The commenter refers to the TDM strategies and asks about implementation and 
enforcement. See response to comment 9-2 regarding estimating the amount of 
vehicle trip reduction associate with a TDM Plan, particularly without knowing 
the future tenant.  For CEQA purposes, trip reductions are based on reasonable 
and substantiated estimates based on what is proposed rather than speculative 
future tenant investments. Also, when describing trip reduction goals, it is 
important to identify what constitutes the baseline. For example, the trip 
reduction goal may be based on a percentage reduction in vehicle trips based on a 
rate developed from local surveys of comparable building. The Site TDM Plan 
proposed for the Applicant's Revised Project (Appendix B to this document) 
would reduce vehicle trips to achieve at least a 20.7 percent reduction in VMT 
and associated GHG emissions; see the comparative analyses (GHG/Climate 
Change and Transportation/Traffic) in Chapter 2, and see Table 5-2 in Chapter 5 
of this document. As required prior to building occupancy, the Site TDM Plan 
includes a monitoring program to verify vehicle trip reduction is achieved and 
maintained. However, the actual amount of vehicle trip reduction cannot be 
known prior to implementation of the Site TDM Plan, and impacts are not 
reduced to less-than-significant based on its anticipated efficacy.  
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From: ataborek@aol.com
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Habor View Project
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 5:18:25 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office
project, in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the
heavy and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in
more land speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial
office resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity
that sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill salt ponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Allison Taborek
Redwood City, CA 94061
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Response 

Allison Taborek 
February 8, 2019 

 

156-1 With respect to the comment related to air quality and traffic impacts, refer to 
Section 4.4, Air Quality, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. With respect to the project’s 
employment density, see Master Response 1, and also see Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 Lastly, to the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to 
how the Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain 
to environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project. 
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From: Carol Taras
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Save the Redwood City Bayfront
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 5:08:52 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project. Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

This is another massive commercial office project, in place of industrial, and will add
more problems with the zoning change. It is the only Port in the region and will lose a
lot of economic and usage diversity that sustains our region.

The development will worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, particularly at the
Woodside Road interchange. The Harbor View site is also in the path of sea level
rise. Redwood City should not be approving further development in the flood zone
with no plan for how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. The main part of town is getting too large already with multiple
offices and housing that take away the charm of the business district.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Thank you for your consideration
 
Carol Taras
San Mateo, CA
Sierra Club Member
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Carol Taras 
February 8, 2019 

 

157-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: Annie Tate
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 12:59:58 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

I would attend the meeting on 2/11, but I will be out of town on important personal
business.  Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor
View project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region -- it is supported by the
heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office project (out
of sync with current land use), will inevitably have a negative domino effect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will very likely result in more
land speculation, with more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
use.  This could kill the only Port in the region and result in a loss of economic diversity that
sustains our region.

The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, particularly at
the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously impacted. In addition, the
Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood City should not be approving
further development in the flood zone with no plan for how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial office
north of 101, with 4,500 employees, will put pressure to provide housing on the North side
of 101. This could in turn put pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a project
that has divided the Redwood City Community.  That project MUST NOT be allowed to
resurface.  Our US president is willfully blind to the issues of climate change, but we
CANNOT follow that lead!

Please do not continue forward with this project, -- it’s the wrong project in the wrong
place.

Thank you for your consideration.

Annie Tate
Redwood City
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158-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: Francine
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: Harbor View item on 2/11 Agenda
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 9:56:02 PM

Mayor Bain, Vice Mayor Howard, and Council,

The impacts of Harbor View, as identified in the EIR, are not able to be mitigated.

I do not pretend to understand all the pages of the EIR, but I know that an office park with no link to public
transportation, no new infrastructure in RWC for 101 access, no real timeline/funding for the Woodside/101
interchange makes this project not something Redwood City should be approving.

The additional housing demand this will cause, particularly lack of affordable housing is also not able to be
mitigated.

Please do not amend our General Plan for this project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Francine and Greg Taylor
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Francine Taylor 
February 10, 2019 

 

159-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment that the lack of housing cannot be mitigated, see 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance. 
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From: Jane Taylor
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: No on Harbor View Project!!!
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 1:57:41 PM

Dear Redwood City City Council members,

I am writing to express my opinion to you that I feel that the Harbor View project is a bad idea
for Redwood City. The residents and people that work and visit our city do not deserve to 
have more gridlock from unmitigated traffic imposed on us, nor more pressure on our already
hyper-inflated housing market. Please do not allow the zoning to change. Please do not
advance the project forward. Please send Jay Paul back to the drawing board!

Thank you,

…Jane

Jane Taylor
Cell 650-996-2321

"Life is like riding a bicycle. To keep your balance, you must keep moving!"
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Taylor 
February 11, 2019 

 

160-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Jeanie Treichel
To: GRP-City Council
Cc: Jeanie Treichel
Subject: No -- on Harbor View project
Date: Sunday, February 10, 2019 9:28:44 PM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members,

I was raised in Redwood City and my family still lives there.  We're talking about 90 years
altogether. (I am now in Portola Valley.) We used to be able to see the Bay. We used to be
able to go to Pete's and walk along the edge of the marsh.  We used to be able to tie up our
boats and walk on the marshes.  Pete's Harbor could have been a great place for people of
Redwood City to be near the waters.

This new project will push Redwood City further inland.  Why not be a courageous Council
and respect the people in the town and allow them to have a relationship with their
environment - instead of bringing in another multi-story project.

Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View
project.
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it.

Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project,
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy
and light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that
sustainThe development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101,
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood
City should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for
how to protect it.

An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on
the North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a
project that has divided the Redwood City Community.

Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the
wrong place.

Jeanie Nieri Treichel
180 Fawn Lane, Portola Valley, CA 94028

Family in Redwood City
114 Somerset Street, Redwood City, CA 94062
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Jeanie Treichel 
February 10, 2019 

 

161-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  
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From: <terryt1011@aol.com> 
Subject: Save our Bayfront in Redwood City 
Date: February 7, 2019 at 8:32:00 PM PST 
To: council@redwoodcity.org 
 
Members of the Council: 

 

 
On Monday, February 11, you will hold a study session on the Harbor View project -- 
four 7-story office towers for 4,500 employees on the former Malibu Grand Prix and 
Lyngso site, north of 101 at Woodside Road. This project would worsen the housing 
crisis, endanger our regional port and put a massive new development in the path of sea 
level rise. Please do not  continue forward with the approval process. 
 
Terry Trumbull, Lecturer 
Environmental Law and Policy 
Santa Clara and San Jose State Universities 
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Terry Trumbull 
February 7, 2019 

 

162-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use, refer to Section 4.9, Land Use 
and Planning, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to that 
environmental topic. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea 
level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing balance.  
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From: Ron Vane
To: CD-Steven Turner
Subject: Comments on Harbor View Project in Redwood City.
Date: Monday, March 4, 2019 4:27:02 PM

Comments on Proposed Harbor View Project on Blomquist Street Redwood
City

By Ronald Vane   March 4, 2019
 

Ronald Vane is a 45 year resident and house owner residing at
3124 Wessex Way, Redwood City, CA 94061
 

Ronald Vane owns a business
XEI Scientific, 1755 East Bayshore Rd, Suite 17 Redwood City  CA  94063
www.Evactron.com    RVane@Evactron.com
 

He Commutes to work past the Project site via Maple and Bloomquist Street
and is very familiar with the existing conditions at the project site.
 

Ronald Vane is against approving the draft EIR and the project for the
following reasons:
 

A. Too many employees for this location. No way to transport this many
people to work here.

a. Woodside road interchange is congested beyond capacity
b. Maple Street bridge over 101 is only two lanes without bike lanes

and with a narrow walk way on only one side.
c. Bloomquist street would need room for 6 lanes of traffic for cars,

busses, bicycles, Concrete, paving, and aggregate trucks plus
pedestrians lanes to accommodate this many new workers here.

d. The freeway and bridges are at capacity.
e. The Railroad CalTrain service and shuttle busses cannot handle this

much extra load as proposed
f. There is not enough local housing.
g. Downtown RC would become more congested.

B. Too many other office towers are being built now on Pennisula.  Big risk of
“see through” towers like Redwood Shores had in 2003.
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C. Redwood City would lose light industrial space which businesses like mine
and my suppliers need. Manufacturing pays sales taxes.

D. Offices do not usually pay enough sales taxes to pay for the additional
services.

 
In Conclusion I say just say NO!
Ronald Vane
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Ron Vane 
March 4, 2019 

 

163-1 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these topics.  
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From: Sandra Wallace <insight.sandra@gmail.com> 
Subject: Harbor View Projest 
Date: February 7, 2019 at 8:36:48 PM PST 
To: council@redwoodcity.org 
 
Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members, 
  
As a voting resident of Redwood City for many years, I have enjoyed the Port of 
Redwood City and the surrounding Baylands. I am not able to attend this meeting as I 
am recuperating from surgery.   I strongly object to the massive scale of this project. 
Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View 
project.  Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is 
supported by the heavy and light industrial companies around it. 
  
Changing the zoning of this area, to accommodate a massive commercial office project, 
in place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and 
light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land 
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office 
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that 
sustains our region.  Expansion in this area should be modest and support the industrial 
businesses.  The environmental impact of this project also concerns me.  Water levels 
are rising due to global warming.  We shouldn't be doing major construction on the 
waterfront.  The Harbor View site is directly in the path of the sea level rise.  Redwood 
City should not be developing property in a flood zone with no plan to protect it. 
  
The traffic congestion on Highway 101, particularly at the Woodside Road 
interchange,  is already very seriously impacted.  The additional car traffic for this 
project would create permanent gridlock.  This area also does have not public transit 
options to support this project. 
  
An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial 
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on the 
North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a 
project that has divided the Redwood City Community. 
  
Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong 
place. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sandra Wallace 
Redwood City 
  
Sandra Wallace 
 
Insight Memory Care Choices 
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Cell: 650 208-8809 
Fax: 510 764-2436 
E-mail: insight.sandra@gmail.com 
www.InsightMemoryCareChoices.com 
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Sandra Wallace 
February 7, 2019 

 

164-1 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Janet Walworth <walworthjanet@gmail.com> 
Subject: Harbor View  
Date: February 7, 2019 at 9:11:31 PM PST 
To: council@redwoodcity.org 
 
Dear Mayor Bain and City Council Members,  
 
Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View project.  
 
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported by the 
heavy and light industrial companies around it.  
 
Changing the zoning of this area to accommodate a massive commercial office project, in place 
of industrial uses, will inevitably have a negative domino effect on all the heavy and light 
industries that support the Port and make it viable. It will result in more land speculation as more 
land owners request a zoning change to commercial office resulting in killing the only Port in the 
region and a loss of economic diversity that sustains our region. 
 
This development would significantly worsen congestion on Highway 101, particularly at the 
Woodside Road interchange, which is very  
severely impacted already. 
 
In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of projected sea level rise. Redwood City should 
not be approving further developments on the flood zone with no plan for how to protect it.  
 
An additional concern is that of the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial 
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure to provide housing on the north side 
of 101. This creates pressure to develop the old Cargill saltponds, a project that has divided the 
Redwood City community.  
 
Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong place. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Walworth  
Palo Alto 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Janet Walworth 
February 7, 2019 

 

165-1 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Dawn M. Ward
To: GRP-City Council
Subject: NO on Harbor View Project
Date: Thursday, February 07, 2019 9:41:39 AM

Dear Mayor Bain and City Council:

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed development on the old Malibu Grand Prix site and
surrounding area.

As a resident of Redwood City for nearly 15 years, I have witnessed the extreme overdevelopment of
downtown and the very negative impact it has had on both the traffic and housing crisis.  It is also
frustrating that the City did not secure benefits from the developers that would have helped our low
income residents and provided additional funding for our schools.

This proposed Harbor View development would not only greatly exacerbate the existing and escalating
problems of overcrowding, traffic, and housing, it would impact our open spaces.  This is absolutely not
appropriate -- we need to preserve the open spaces we have left, especially given what has gone on in
the rest of the city.

Please deny any application to proceed with the Harbor View Project.

Thank you.

Dawn M. Ward, CFLS
Attorney at Law
303 Twin Dolphin Drive, Suite 600
Redwood City, CA 94065
(650)473-0227
(650)618-1447 - fax
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Dawn Ward 
February 7, 2019 

 

166-1 With respect to the related to traffic, refer to Section 4.14, Transportation and 
Traffic, of the Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to that environmental 
impact topic. Also see Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s 
consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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From: Ann Willard <annwillard1@comcast.net> 
Subject: Harbor View Project 
Date: February 7, 2019 at 9:06:27 PM PST 
To: council@redwoodcity.org 
 
Dear Mayor Bain and City Council members, 
  
Please do not continue forward with the review process for the massive Harbor View 
project. 
Redwood City’s Port is a regional asset that is critical for our region and it is supported 
by the heavy and light industrial companies around it. 
  
Changing the zoning of this area, to accomodate a massive commercial office project, in 
place of industrial, will inevitably have a negative domino affect on all the heavy and 
light industry that supports the Port and makes it viable. It will result in more land 
speculation as more land owners request a zoning change to commercial office 
resulting in killing the only Port in the region and a loss of economic diversity that 
sustains our region. 
 
The development will significantly worsen traffic congestion on Highway 101, 
particularly at the Woodside Road interchange, which is already very seriously 
impacted. In addition, the Harbor View site is in the path of sea level rise. Redwood City 
should not be approving further development in the flood zone with no plan for how to 
protect it. 
  
An additional concern is the jobs-housing imbalance. Building a massive commercial 
office, with 4,500 employees, north of 101, will put pressure on providing housing on the 
North side of 101. This puts pressure on developing in the old Cargill saltponds, a 
project that has divided the Redwood City Community. 
  
Please do not continue forward with this project, which is the wrong project in the wrong 
place. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Ann Willard 
Portola Valley, CA 
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Ann Willard 
February 7, 2019 

 

167-1 With respect to the comment related to land use and traffic, refer to both Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the 
Draft EIR, which provide the analysis related to these environmental impact 
topics. With respect to the comment related to floodplain and sea level rise, refer 
to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Also see Master Response 
3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing balance.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

6-494



Harbor View Project 7-1 ESA / 170951 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2022 

CHAPTER 7 
Responses to Comments Received at the 
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR 

This chapter presents the comments made at the public hearing on the Draft EIR, with the responses 
to each speaker’s comments immediately following each comment. The public hearing was held at 
the February 11, 2019 meeting of the City Council of Redwood City. The comments (designated 
in this chapter as “PH-#”) are shown verbatim, excerpted from the public hearing transcript and in 
the order that they occurred. The focus of each comment is shown in bold text for ease of review. 
Table 7-1 below lists all speakers. 
 
In addition to comments received during the public hearing segment of the meeting, City Council 
members’ comments and questions made after the Council’s close of the public comment period 
and that pertain to the Draft EIR are also presented and responded to in this chapter (designated in 
this chapter as “CC-#). Where City staff responded to City Council members’ questions during the 
meeting, those responses are shown in bold italic text for clarity.   
 

TABLE 7-1 
PUBLIC SPEAKERS ON THE HARBOR VIEW PROJECT DRAFT EIR 

Comment # Entity Commenter 

Individual Commenters at the City Council Public Hearing on the Draft EIR – February 11, 2019 

PH-1   Lee  Callister  

PH-2 and PH-3  Jim Gernand 

PH-4  Carol Cross 

PH-5 and PH-6  Jimmy Hedges 

PH-7  Sister Christina 

PH-8 thru PH-11  Bob Wilson  

PH-12 thru PH-15 Sierra Club 
Sustainable Land 
Use Committee 

Gita Dev 

PH-16 thru PH-18  Jim Burke 

PH-19 thru PH-21  Marilee Robinson 

PH-22 thru PH-24  Annaloi Nickum  

PH-25 thru PH-27  Forrest King Elliott  

PH-28  Forrest King Elliott  
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TABLE 7-1 
PUBLIC SPEAKERS ON THE HARBOR VIEW PROJECT DRAFT EIR 

Comment # Entity Commenter 

PH-29  Michael Pierce 

PH-30  Dan Ponti 

PH-31 thru PH-34  Kris Johnson 

PH-35 thru PH-38 Redwood City 
Neighborhood 
United 

Gail Rabe 

PH-39 and PH-40 Committee for 
Green Foothills 

Alice Coffman 

City Council Member Commenters at its Public Hearing on the Draft EIR – February 11, 2019 

CC-1 thru CC-3  Vice Mayor Howard 

CC-2 thru CC-9  Councilmember Borgens * 

CC-10 thru CC-21  Councilmember Masur * 

CC-22 thru CC-34  Councilmember Hale 

CC-34 thru CC-38  Mayor Bain * 

  *Prior tenure. 
  

I 
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7.1 Responses to Comments Received at the Public 
Hearing on the Draft EIR  

Lee Callister 

PH-1: Good evening, Mayor Bain, Councilmembers and members of the public. I have put my 
thoughts down on paper and I don’t really think it’s necessary for me to go through them 
again tonight. Lots of other people have additional things to say. What I do want to focus 
on, however, is one issue that is – that I think is important and I haven’t really seen much 
attention paid to it thus far. 

 As a lot of you know, I have lived for the last few years down at Docktown, which means 
that I’ve gone up and down Blomquist on an almost a daily basis. And one thing that has 
always stood out to me because I’m always confronted with it is that there’s about six 
entrances to the Graniterock property off that road that are constantly 
[unintelligible] and continually filled up with big trucks, dust, dirt, slowing down 
traffic, people waiting to get in, people waiting to go around, big loads of aggregates 
and concrete. It’s a very difficult situation. Now obviously, if this project were to go 
forward that wouldn’t remain, it would have to be moved, but that’s the point. 
Where does these new entrances go? My good friend Adam Alberte was quoted in a 
recent San Mateo Journal article saying it would have -- that this project would have no 
real impact on businesses on down the road. Well, excuse me, you’re going to have to 
move the entrances -- all those entrances, all that traffic is going to have to move around 
right over on Seaport or intrude into that office park, perhaps impact Ferrari Pond’s 
property. Yes, it most certainly is going to have an impact on all of those businesses 
all the way down to the end of it of the road, all of the office parks, the port, the 
companies that are already there, the companies that are projected will be impacted if this 
project goes through. They’re being impacted in terms of the air quality, they’ll be 
impacted in terms of the dust and the dirt, and it’s going to be the big mess that’s 
currently on Blomquist is now going to be on Seaport. Thank you very much. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-1: As responded to in Response to Comment 
7-2 in Chapter 6 of this document, with respect to the Project’s potential to create 
hazards concerning site access, the Draft EIR considered site access and 
circulation related to construction and operation under Impact TRANS-16, and 
Impact TRANS-30. Figure 4.14-9 in the Draft EIR shows the proposed site plan 
with recommendations to improve site circulation. These circulation 
recommendations were based on a review of the proposed site plan in context of 
the surrounding area, including the existing Graniterock operations and existing 
driveways along Blomquist Street. A traffic simulation of the proposed site 
driveways was prepared and resulted in no additional recommendations to the 
site plan beyond those identified in Figure 4.14-9. Access to existing driveways 
along Blomquist Street would be maintained with implementation of the 
Proposed Project. Regarding dust / dirt impacts to nearby businesses, the analysis 
is presented under Impact AIR-1, and Mitigation Measures AIR-1A and AIR-1B 
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are identified to address the impacts to nearby uses and facilities, including those 
within the port corridor, to less than significant.  

 ___________________________ 

Jim Gernand (Also written letter #69 in Chapter 6) 

PH-2: Dear Mayor Bain and Councilmembers, I’m -- tonight I’m commenting on the General 
Plan Amendment this project requires. my name’s Jim Gernand and I’m a resident of 
Redwood City and I actively participated in the 2010 General Plan update process, and in 
that update process made clear that our community desires a robust and mixed 
economy. And a mixed economy includes light industrial uses. The kinds of jobs 
provided by the Port of Redwood City and its supporting industries are a key part of that 
effort to broaden Redwood City’s economic base and provide economic resiliency, as 
these provide jobs for all skill and education levels, that’s an essential component in 
addressing our housing affordability crisis. Light industrial businesses provide well-
paying jobs that do not require a 4-year degree and it is exactly these kinds of jobs that 
are necessary to create a shared prosperity economy. Currently light industrial businesses 
are under enormous pressure in the Bay Area in part due to displacement and conversion 
of existing light industrial districts into new office projects such as this one proposed by 
the Jay Paul Company. The Redwood City General Plan established policies and 
programs expressly intended to preserve and expand the Port of Redwood City and its 
supporting businesses, and at the same time to focus the development of new office space 
in the downtown so they will be close to housing and public transit. The Jay Paul 
Company purchased the site as currently zoned with the intent to develop the site in 
direct contradiction to the City’s General Plan.  

 So this is not an as of right issue, this is a zoning busting project proposed for a site 
that is identified in the General Plan as an ideal location for industrial uses. 
Changing the General Plan and zoning within our current light industrial corridor will 
almost certainly generate further land speculation for similar projects in other light 
industrial areas.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-2: This comment conveys the opinion of the 
commenter as to how the Project should or should not be developed, and 
therefore does not pertain to environmental issues.  See Master Response 4 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, which explains how these types of comments are 
acknowledged in this document. All comments will be noted and made available 
to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

 
 With respect to the comment related to land use and zoning, refer to Section 4.9, 

Land Use and Planning, which presents the analysis related to this impact topic.   

PH-3: Eroding the availability of light industrial land in Redwood City is a negative 
impact to the long-term economic resilience that is provided by a mixed economy. 
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There already is a significant amount of similar development proposals in the pipeline 
that conform to current zoning that do not require General Plan amendments, so there is 
no compelling reason why the City should be investing time and resources pursing a non-
conforming developer proposal. So I urge the City Council to exercise its right to 
decide now if this project should even be considered and deny the request to allow 
the General Plan amendment process to go forward. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-3: This comment conveys the opinion of the 
commenter as to how the Project should or should not be developed, and 
therefore does not pertain to environmental issues. Therefore, see Master 
Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. All comments will be noted and made 
available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

___________________________ 

Carol Cross (also written letter #43 in Chapter 6)  

PH-4:  Hi. Thank you. You now I was going to – First I want to express my sympathy for the 
Council because I know that your budget is being hammered by your [unintelligible] 
obligations. I’ve attended enough board meetings to know that. And I’m sorry because I 
know that this kind of project would bring in a lot of tax revenue, and that’s an important 
consideration.  

 I was going to mention the traffic. 4,500 jobs, let’s say all of those people carpool, that 
would still be what 2,250 something like that extra cars on Whipple, Woodside and 
101 every single morning and every single – and all of us who have traveled in on those 
corridors know that it’s already a nightmare during traffic time. 

 I was also going to say the pressure on housing, but you know, as I was listening to Ms. 
Brown and her – and her report and it was thorough and good and I appreciate it, I 
realized that the talk is about what the project -- how the project would impact the 
environment, but what it’s missing is how the environment is going to impact that 
project. I’ve looked at [unintelligible] maps of projected sea level rise. We’re in big 
trouble and that area is going to be inundated in just really basically a few short 
years. We are going to either have to provide extensive or intense mitigation to keep 
the water out, and I don’t think in the long run it’s going to be possible, so I think 
that it’s just really folly to build something this beautiful and big in a place that will 
be under the water in 20 or 25 more years. So I would urge you not to change your 
General Plan and to keep that light industrial. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-4: Regarding the comment that applies to 
congestion related impacts and overall trip volumes, there are numerous impacts 
addressed under Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, that address 
congestion under Criterion b related impacts, and to address those impacts, 
appropriate mitigation measures are identified where feasible. See response to 
comment 10-6 that addresses necessary clarifications and updates to certain 
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mitigation measures addressing the roadways cited by the comment. Also see 
Master Response 1 in Chapter 5, Master Responses, of this Final EIR that 
describes the transition to VMT instead vehicle delay and LOS to determine 
environmental impacts for transportation.   

 Regarding the comment concerning sea level rise, see Master Response 2 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. 

___________________________ 

Jimmy Hedges  

PH-5:  I think this is the first me speaking twice in one night. Generally speaking, I’m against 
the project, and part of the reason being Maple Street overpass and Blomquist is not 
going to be able to handle the traffic. If you’ve been down to Maple going over to the 
police department at 7:00 in the morning, there’s backed up traffic as far as you can see.  

 Second, as we’ve had happen, we build apartments or homes at Pete’s Harbor. After they 
all sold people decided that they didn’t like the airplanes, and that should never have been 
even considered by anybody to make them deviate their flight plan. Now I get ones 
coming in from the west flying over my neighborhood because they can’t fly out far 
enough to come into the airport normally. With Graniterock out there, and I’m assuming 
it’s going to stay, you’re going to have a dust problem and anybody working or 
buying those properties are going to be raising hell about the dust. As you know, the 
wind blows there pretty good.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-5: Regarding the capacity of the Maple 
Street overpass and Blomquist to be able to handle future traffic associated with 
the Project, the analysis of traffic congestion in Section 4.14, Transportation and 
Traffic, under Criterion b, conducts a thorough analysis of those impacts and 
identifies appropriate mitigation measures, where feasible and necessary.   

 The comment also alludes to land use compatibility issues and experiences where 
non-industrial uses (namely residential / mixed use) were introduced to such an 
area resulting in complaints from the newly-introduces users.  The compatibility 
of uses is evaluated in Impact LU-2.  Regarding comments raised about a 
potential dust problem for properties close to Graniterock, the analysis is 
presented under Impact AIR-1, and Mitigation Measures AIR-1A and AIR-1B 
are identified to reduce the impacts to nearby uses and facilities, including those 
within the port corridor, to less than significant.  

 
 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 

Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. All 
comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as 
they consider the Project. 
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PH-6:  The other thing, notice of preparation, I don’t know how we’re supposed to receive 
those. I’ve never seen anything in any newsletter from the City about planned projects or 
hearings on projects. It seems like it never shows up until we’re here, but I don’t think 
we can handle the traffic; it’s bad enough the way it is. That’s my reasons for objecting 
to it. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-6: With respect to the City’s circulation of 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Section 1.4, NOP and EIR Scoping of the Draft 
EIR provides details to the steps taken to solicit public comment. The comment 
addresses the Project’s effect on existing traffic conditions, but offers no specific 
issue. There are numerous impacts addressed under Section 4.14, Transportation 
and Traffic, that address congestion under Criterion b related impacts. To address 
those impacts, appropriate mitigation measures are identified where feasible.   

___________________________ 

Sister Christina 

PH-7: Good evening, Mr. Mayor, Vice Mayor and members of the Council. My name is Sister 
Christina and it is my privilege to be the executive director of the St. Francis Center. I’m 
here this evening because I’m driven by our mission to serve the economically poor. One 
significant piece of that mission, especially in the face of rents that have become 
exorbitant, is to find, build, rehab, create and scrounge for every possible unit of housing 
that will provide safe, dignified and clean spaces for our families. Here in one of the most 
affluent communities in America, we find more and more families struggling with the 
burden of poverty. The St. Francis Center delivers food, clothing and other basic services 
to thousands of individuals in Redwood City and Menlo Park and has for 33 years. With 
the approval of this project $12 million will come to the Center and I can easily guarantee 
that every penny would be stretched and used for housing. In the last three years the St. 
Francis Center has added 93 units of housing. Jay Paul Corporation already assisted with 
the purchase of 48 of those units. The St. Francis Center has in the pipeline a possibility 
for 51 more desperately needed units in Redwood City that would be forever designated 
for lower income families. I don’t need to tell you the need is critical.  

 There is not one work that we do at the St. Francis Center that is not directly related to 
the challenge of housing and its costs. The struggles that housing insecurity cause are 
traumatic and perverse and devastate families and communities, especially the least 
economically able among us. That is why the St. Francis Center has embarked on 
providing affordable housing. This is not something we do lightly. It is an ambitious 
effort and requires a great deal of energy and resources, but the need is too great and 
impact of our housing crisis too big to ignore. We are here tonight because we know that 
these complex projects bring many challenges and there is need to work together to 
balance and mitigate those challenges. We need to balance impacts with benefits. We are 
happy to be here tonight to be part of that balancing. We do not have any technical 
comments about the EIR, but we’re here to say that Jay Paul has committed to 
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partner with us as a term of their development agreement. After the Jay Paul team 
met with us and learned about our efforts and our needs they put forward a conditional 
promise of $12 million for the mission of housing. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-7: This comment conveys the opinion of the 
commenter as to the merits of the proposed Project, and therefore does not 
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR, which 
explains how these types of comments are acknowledged in this document. All 
comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as 
they consider the Project. No additional analysis or response is required. 

___________________________ 

Bob Wilson  

PH-8: Thank you. You know, sometimes in adversity something good can happen. We have an 
example happening right now as a result of the loss of our beloved Ampex sign this 
summer. There’s a group working on a way of mitigating that problem. I thank 
Councilwoman Borgens for leading that.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-8: The comment does not pertain to 
environmental issues in the Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 
of the Final EIR, which explains how these types of comments are acknowledged 
in this document. No additional analysis or response is required. However, all 
comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as 
they consider the Project. 

PH-9: I sent you a letter earlier today which provides much more detailed analysis on this 
project, and there are three major shortcomings that are deeply flawed in that – that 
make this draft deeply flawed. I’ll comment on those in a moment, 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-9: The comment introduces three topics 
about the analysis in the Draft EIR, which are discussed in PH-11. 

PH-10: [b]ut first I’d like to offer a bold new initiative to address our massive infrastructure 
deficit, which I call the Sequoia plan. The Sequoia plan enlists the private sector and 
harnesses the talent we have locally to address our massive deficit in infrastructure. As 
Sister just mentioned, housing is at the top. The Sequoia plan has five steps. First, stop 
the Harbor View EIR review now. Hit the pause button on any further office 
development projects that require your approval. Third, create a focus taskforce of 
residents and businesses to provide creative solutions and deliver creative funding plans 
to address our critical infrastructure deficit. Four, invite other peninsula cities and 
counties to participate in pausing office development until these solutions are both agreed 
to, then funded and realistic execution plans are in place, and then move fast to 
implement the solutions recommended by the Sequoia plan taskforce. We have an 
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infrastructure crisis now; it’s getting worse. We have the people. We have the resources 
within a 30-mile area of these chambers those resources exist to address these urgent 
needs, but we need your leadership to help that action to start today.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-10: The comment does not pertain to 
environmental issues in the Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 
of the Final EIR, which explains how these types of comments are acknowledged 
in this document. No additional analysis or response is required, however all 
comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as 
they consider the Project. 

PH-11: Now on to the report. Jay Paul have issued a misleading report full of errors. Even so, it 
identifies many issues that have significant and unavoidable negative impacts in our 
community. Some were identified tonight. It’s a huge report; however, it can’t paper over 
the detrimental and material adverse impacts on our community. Based on the 
conclusions in the report as issued, they identified major problems that cannot be 
mitigated, you should stop further consideration of this project now. However, I’ll 
focus on three areas where the report is flat out wrong. First, the number of workers 
are severely understated. Second, there really is no housing plan. And third, the 
trends of data that’s used in this report, 12 years old.  

 Jay Paul would have you believe that the project will host 4,500 workers. They use 250 
square feet per person to come to that number. Facebook just down the road in their 
Menlo Park headquarters published a report saying 153 square feet per person. Other Bay 
Area companies are now at less than 100 square feet per person. So the workers and 
support people hosted on this site won’t be 4,500, there will be over 8,000. They 
could approach over 16,000 or 17,000. The rest of it’s in my report. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-11: The comment acknowledges significant 
and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Regarding the comments on 
employment numbers and housing, refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 of 
this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s employment density, as well as 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion as to how the Project should or 
should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to environmental issues, 
see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, which explains how these 
types of comments are acknowledged in this document. All comments will be 
noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the 
Project.   

___________________________ 
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Gita Dev (Sierra Club Sustainable Land Use Committee; also written 
letter #16 in Chapter 6)  

PH-12: Good evening, Mayor Bain and Councilmembers. I’m Gita Dev and am here representing 
the Sierra Club Sustainable Land Use Committee. The Sierra Club has been very 
supportive of Redwood City’s development plans, specifically in the downtown area of 
El Camino and along Broadway. We’re very concerned about a very large 
commercial development on the other side of 101 for a variety of reasons. One is 
obviously that it is not close to transit and will not be supportive of the robustness 
that we need to develop in our transit systems which are focused around downtown.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-12: This comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to the merits of the proposed Project, and therefore does not 
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR, which 
explains how these types of comments are acknowledged in this document. No 
additional analysis or response is required. However, all comments will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

PH-13: We’re also concerned about the fact that putting a large office development brings on 
pressure to provide housing to support it. The jobs housing balance has been brought 
up and that is a concern of ours, particularly since as in other cities we have seen 
that once the office goes in there is a tendency to ask for housing near the office, and 
that would put pressure on putting housing on the other side of 101. We’ve all 
remembered the battles over the Cargill salt ponds and we are not looking forward to 
going into that again. While we do hear rumblings of that coming up alive again in 
Washington, and therefore this project is of great concern because it plays into that whole 
scenario which we have just been through in North Bayshore in Mountain View. Some 
people have said the Council is dead set against development in the Cargill salt ponds. 
I’m here to tell you councils can change and that could become an issue again. I also – 
that’s one set of issues.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 13: Refer to Master Response 3 in Chapter 
5 of this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s consideration of jobs/housing. 
No additional analysis or response is required. 

PH-14: I would very much like to agree with the gentleman who just spoke before me that the 
count of the employees is vastly understated. Their count of 3.5 persons per 1,000 square 
feet comes to 270 square feet per employee, which is very, very high for today’s tech 
jobs. And therefore, in fact, the population is of employees could be double, and that 
would double the traffic, double the mitigation, double all the environmental impacts.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-14: Regarding the comments on employment 
numbers and housing, refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, 
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which addresses the Project’s employment density, as well as Master Response 3, 
which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing. 

PH-15: For these reasons I would say that the environmental impacts are much more serious than 
are even articulated in the Environmental Impact Report. These are some of the reasons 
why we would really ask the Council to consider whether this is really a project that we 
should be aggressively pursuing to make it happen or whether we should actually be 
saying we should take a step back here and stay with the General Plan the way it is. 
Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 15: The comment opines on the adequacy of 
certain analyses in the Draft EIR, as raised in comments PH-12 through PH-14.   

___________________________ 

Jim Burke 

PH-16: Thank you, Mayor Bain and Councilmembers. It’s a pleasure to speak here. My wife 
Catherine and I have been living in San Carlos for 13 years and now in Redwood City for 
13 years, where we’ve raised our families. We’ve been very impressed with the job that 
the City Council in Redwood City has been doing for many years. And that’s one of the 
reasons why we would encourage you to not allow this amendment to go forth, because 
the planning has been done. As Jim Gernand mentioned before, we have a perfectly good 
General Counsel – General Plan update process, perfectly good downtown precise 
plan process that took into account a broad support – broad input from a number of 
people, number of groups, and went through the long-term impacts and they balanced 
their approach. So why don’t we just follow that plan? Why are we thinking about 
allowing an amendment for an opportunistic land developer to come in and build 
something out in the boonies of 101 instead of building where wise corporations build 
like Box in the center next to transportation we already have. They’re putting a 
tremendous burden on our area. The area is zoned for light industrial business use, and 
as Jim said, that is a unique type of component of our society here. It was determined in 
the General Plan that we want that balance in our community. And what this project is 
talking about is changing the nature of our community. We would like it to go through 
the general process and for people to agree upon what our community should look like 
instead of granting de 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 16: This comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to how the Project should or should not be developed, and 
therefore does not pertain to environmental issues. See Master Response 4 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, which explains how these types of comments are 
acknowledged in this document. No additional analysis or response is required, 
however all comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-
makers as they consider the Project.  
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PH-17: It’s about opportunity cost as well. I think the EIR did not look at the opportunity cost of 
what will be there if it continues as it is, and those are all the small businesses that we 
love to patronize. We love to go around – if you’re doing a remodel like we did in the last 
year, these are all those wonderful small business we can go to here in our own 
community. Are we going to go visit the business down there? The other thing I’d say is I 
worked for 9 years at Cisco and Cisco developed along Tasman corridor and at nighttime, 
on weekends, there’s nothing there. I don’t understand why we’d be allowing someone to 
follow that old model. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 17: Opportunity costs is not a topic that 
pertains to CEQA and conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 
of this Final EIR. No additional analysis or response is required, however, all 
comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as 
they consider the Project.  

PH-18: I thank you, I urge City Council to exercise its right to decide to reinforce the extensive 
planning process that brings the best, the wisest decisions and to deny the request of the 
Jay Paul Company for an amendment to the General Plan. Thank you very much, 
Mayor and Councilmembers. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 18: The comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to how the Project should or should not be developed and 
therefore does not pertain to environmental issues. See Master Response 4 in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, which explains how these types of comments are 
acknowledged in this document. No additional analysis or response is required. 
However, all comments will be noted and made available to applicable decision-
makers as they consider the Project. 

__________________________ 

Marilee Robinson 

PH-19: Hi. My name’s Marilee Robinson and welcome to the new year and new election because 
I haven’t been here since the election, so welcome, and welcome and good job the rest of 
you. So here we are with our elections and we’re looking at the same project and we kind 
of have some people that were elected by the people to consider the pause that we’ve 
been -- the citizens have been waiting for, and here were are trying to change the General 
Plan. When Jay Paul Corporation bought these properties they knew that it didn’t fit 
into the General Plan, so here they want special privileges to develop and… 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 19: The comment does not pertain to 
environmental issues. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR, 
which explains how these types of comments are acknowledged in this 
document. All comments will be noted and made available to applicable 
decision-makers as they consider the Project. 
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 With respect to the comment related to land use and zoning, refer to Section 4.9, 

Land Use and Planning, which provides the analysis related to this impact topic.   

PH-20: In my opinion, not in a very good location climate change sea level rise. I have spoken 
here about me being the Lorax and I speak for the trees, but I also speak for the wetlands. 
This is not only about traffic; this is about housing.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-20: With respect to the comment related to 
floodplain and sea level rise, refer to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this 
Final EIR. 

PH 21: We already have a shortage of affordable housing in all terms of affordable and we’re 
adding, even if these numbers are correct, 6,000 people. There’s no housing in this 
project. That’s a problem. I know you guys are up to date in looking at our housing 
shortage. Maybe while Jay Paul Corporation comes back with a project within the 
parameters of the General Plan, they can loan out the property for tiny homes for our 
homeless so Sister Christina can do some actual work in the future. And I do appreciate 
your article and what you do for our community and I do appreciate what you guys do for 
our community, and I know it’s time for that pause and reconsideration in stopping the 
developers ruling our town. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-21: Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 
of this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s employment density, as well as 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing. Moreover, since the closer of the public review period for the Draft 
EIR, the Project Applicant has committed to provide St/ Francis Center with 64 
units for low income households and will pay the City’s required affordable 
housing fee of $13.5 million. 

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR about 
how these types of comments are acknowledged in this document. All comments 
will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider 
the Project.  

__________________________ 

Annaloi Nickum  

PH-22: I think everybody who spoke so far has pretty much expressed my concerns. This is my 
first Council meeting and I’ve lived in Redwood City just 3 years, and even in that short 
time I have seen a lot of changes that have disturbed me and that I think are 
undermining the character of Redwood City. And I do think there is an 
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overbuilding, there’s a massive development that I think it’s been approved on the 
corner of Woodside and Broadway. I assume that it’s already been approved. That’s 
taking a small shopping center and putting huge amounts of housing and retail. When I 
first heard of that project I thought oh my God the traffic impact is going to be 
enormous just from that project on the Woodside Road corridor.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-22: The potential combined traffic effects of 
current known projects and the proposed Project on the Woodside Road Corridor 
are analyzed in the analysis in Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, in the 
Draft EIR, with mitigation measures identified where feasible.  

PH-23: And I just heard about this project, so I don’t know how to get in the communication 
chain here, so maybe somebody can tell me. But I saw it on the Redwood City Post. 
Someone told me about this meeting tonight.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-23: With respect to the City’s circulation of 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Section 1.4, NOP and EIR Scoping of the Draft 
EIR provides details to the steps taken to solicit public comment. 

PH-24: I saw some pictures of the project and I thought oh my God this is just wrong; this is just 
not right for – it’s just not good. Land use, changing a General Plan is always 
problematic and opens the door for other General Plan requests. The traffic’s been 
talked about, the housing imbalance is talked about, and I’m going to read the EIR and 
I’m going to be looking most closely at the environmental impacts to see if they’ve really 
been closely looked at. It seems like just in the presentation they were a little bit 
underplayed, so I’d like to take a closer look than that. So, once again, I think this is a 
good point to pause, as people have suggested, and not let this project go forward with 
the General Plan change. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-24: See Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 of 
this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s employment density, and Master 
Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing; see 
Response to Comment PH-22 regarding traffic.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. All 
comments, however, will be noted and made available to applicable decision-
makers as they consider the Project.   

__________________________ 
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Forrest King Elliott  

PH-25: Good evening, Mayor, Vice Mayor, Councilmembers. It’s Forrest King Elliott; I wish it 
was Forrest Kong, I’d probably be a little bit bigger and I’d just take over that 
development because I could. Last time I saw you folks was actually in opposition to the 
Stanford Hospital expansion and we all know how that ended up, but it is what it is. 
Councilmember Borgens, I want to take a moment and thank you for representing 
Friendly Acres, my home district, because we’ve always been a proverbial redheaded 
step child and you keep us in the family tree. Thank you.  

 Getting back to numbers, these numbers are derived from the Friday daily news, so I 
hope they’re correct as in print. I like to think that things in print are still good no matter 
what the people in Washington DC say. We got 1.2 million square feet, average cost of 
50 to 70 dollars per square foot. Let’s say that’s 60 to 84 million dollars they’re putting 
out for the development. They’re offering 50 million…plus 50 million in mitigation, 
mitigation they have to do because they want to make the development. They’re offering 
12.5 million to St. Francis Society, which is an excellent society, but what’s Council’s 
idea of affordable housing. Current average right now would be about 10 homes or 
maybe let’s say 24 condos, not a lot. They’re offering 24.5 million dollars in traffic 
improvements. Who benefits? I believe the [Jay] Paul development company does 
because it increases access to their property, doesn’t help your average citizen, most 
people in this room. Twenty-three million dollars for shuttle benefits to a determined 
time. Again, it’s self-serving, offers access for his employees to get to his -- or the 
employees of his [unintelligible] his property. Twenty-nine million dollar refund of the 
Blomquist Ridge extension, again benefits his interests, it increases value and access to 
his property and does not benefit the average citizen. Tax break for him, nothing for 
Redwood City.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-25: The comment does not pertain to 
environmental issues and opines about the extent that the Project applicant’s 
financial components of the proposed Project benefit the public or the project 
itself. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional 
analysis or response is required.  

PH-26: If the land’s too contaminated for residential development how can it be safe to 
develop for commercial or office space? I don’t understand that and I guess for reference 
we could look up north to Hunters Point [unintelligible] development because to be 
honest with you I’m reading my notes, I spent all day today in a public housing project 
doing mold remediation which balances off my working for Atherton, Los Altos Hills 
and all the mega tech types I work for on their properties. It’s not working up there. It’s 
already been addressed about the current zoning, which is light industrial; we need that.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-26: As discussed in Response to Comments 
2-2 and 2-3 in Chapter 6 of this document, the Draft EIR identifies impacts and 
feasible mitigation measures regarding development of Project site with 
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hazardous materials from previous uses. Specifically, Mitigation Measures HAZ-
1 and HAZ-2 are primarily focused on encountering hazardous materials caused 
by releases and spills to soil from previous uses of the property. As discussed in 
Impact HAZ-2, the presence and proposed removal of hazardous building 
materials in existing structures (asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, 
and PCBs in electrical transformers) is addressed through compliance with 
numerous existing regulations, including existing land use covenants (LUCs) 
established by DTSC.  

PH-27: I’m a small businessman, I can’t afford a warehouse in Redwood City anymore because 
it’s priced out. Doesn’t work that way. Property is average rate value of $450 a square 
foot through time, so my math says he’s making about 600 million total, he’s giving back 
50. That’s a 12 to 1 ratio. I believe they’re making a little more money than they 
should for what they’re giving back. I think they can give more back to Redwood 
City to offset some of the other issues. The alternatives I saw that really caught my 
eye was the onsite public amenities. Belmont has its sports park. A lot of parties are 
planned in that building itself as a group. Little league, soccer, we don’t have that in 
Redwood City anymore. We have a little bit on Spring Street, I don’t know anything else. 
And Mr. Burt and I were soccer dads in San Carlos back in the day. Thank you for your 
time. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-27: The comment addressing the applicant’s 
public benefits does not pertain to environmental issues. The comment also states 
its preferred alternative in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis or response is 
required.  

__________________________ 

Lydia Ramirez 

PH-28: Good evening Council, community members. My name is Lydia Ramirez. I’m here 
representing. I am here to speak in favor of these planning that’s being exposed today. 
We believe that in our point of view there’s a lot of ways to help the community and 
developments are one of them. We believe that the labor that is being project for the 
Harbor View by Jay Paul is going to bring benefits to the community. Their offering 
to do improvements in the city and to do a park and have access for the public and that’s 
not available on that specific area where the location is. We also believe that at the end of 
the day Jay Paul is offering improvements that are needed as helping the roads and 
helping to do funds for the community like schools or Sister Christina’s project that are in 
need in our community and nobody else is going to bring it to us. In that location for the 
longest …it’s not been offering anything like that, so yeah there might be repercussions, 
but in the general point of view we believe that it’s going to benefit in the long run by 
helping with the access and the roads and helping the parks and the access to the public 
that lives on that area, specifically on the East Bay Shores that has no access to any parks, 
they have no access to any other recreational environments, they are pretty much have 
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been forgotten for the rest of the expansion of the city because they are on the other side 
of the freeway. So, I’m just here to do—to express my support to the Jay Paul 
Harbor View project and I just want to thank you for your attention. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-28: This comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to how the Project should or should not be developed, and 
therefore does not pertain to environmental issues. Therefore, see Master 
Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional analysis or response is 
required. All comments, however, will be noted and made available to applicable 
decision-makers as they consider the Project. 

__________________________ 

Michael Pierce 

PH-29: Good evening, Mayor Bain and City Councilmembers. Thank you for the opportunity to 
speak this evening. My name is Michael Pierce. I serve on the Board of Directors of the 
St. Francis Center and have the pleasure of working with Sister Christina. I’m here to 
speak in favor of this project, primarily because of Jay Paul’s efforts to provide 
assistance with the low income housing. If you look at the package that was provided 
with the City Council agenda they are going to be making a $15.8 million affordable 
housing contribution based on impact fees plus the other discretionary contribution to the 
St. Francis Center of $12.4 million. In all the research I’ve done no one else has made 
anything close to that as far as contributions toward low income housing. As we all 
know, we desperately need this. The St. Francis Center’s been committed to that through 
its entire history. We continue to work very hard to acquire sites and hold them in 
perpetuity. Everything that we’ve acquired we’ve deed restricted and set aside as low 
income housing going forward and intend to do that. We had the pleasure of working 
with the City and with Stanford who helped us acquire a project downtown several years 
ago at 780 Bradford. As Sister Christina mentioned, we also worked with Sobrato 
Foundation and others to acquire a 48-unit project earlier – late last year. We continue to 
look for other projects like the 51-unit project that she mentioned and we will work with 
others who are willing to work with us to help those that are less fortunate and assemble 
funding to acquire and hold property in perpetuity. I ask that you consider this favorably 
and thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-29: This comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to the merits of the proposed Project, and therefore does not 
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. All comments, however, will be noted 
and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.  

__________________________ 
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Dan Ponti 

PH-30: Thank you, Mayor Bain and members of the Council. My name is Dan Ponti, I’m a 
resident of Redwood City. I like to say that I’ve been living here as long as – since cars 
have had fins. I’m also on the steering committee of Redwood City [unintelligible] united 
and you received a letter from us this afternoon that had some detailed numbers that I’ll 
just briefly mention today.  

 Among many of the issues with Harbor View that I want to mention, one of the most 
glaring is that the draft EIR doesn’t really address the jobs/housing imbalance in a 
way that makes a whole lot of sense. It chooses to use 6-year-old [unintelligible] in the 
General Plan 30-year buildout projections instead of looking at our current job 
growth and housing demands and capacity. As a result of that it’s kind of a whitewash 
of the whole issue that we’re facing. We detailed those numbers in a letter that I 
mentioned, but the bottom line is that we have nearly 2.7 million square feet of office 
development in the pipeline and we have up to 2.8 million more square feet available 
capacity in Redwood City under the current General Plan.  

 So we don’t need to change the General Plan to accommodate more offices. If we 
look at housing capacity we’re talking about 2,000-3,000 available capacity units 
available in the city. These are current numbers, these aren’t projections. If you look at – 
take reasonable estimates for what those square footage turns into jobs, turns into houses, 
we’re looking at exceeding our demand our capacity by more than double. So even if 
we don’t develop any more than what’s in the pipeline, by 2030 we will have doubled our 
– we will have exceeded – we would produce a housing demand that’s our double our 
capacity to build it under the current General Plan. So by definition, approving office 
projects, especially changing the General Plan to do so when the City doesn’t have any 
identifiable capacity to meet the corresponding housing demand, will result in housing 
displacement. It’s not speculation, it’s already happening. We’re seeing low income 
people being displaced, we’re having to sit on the freeways forever because people are 
having to travel from long distances.  

 This may not be a CEQA issue in terms of a threshold of significance, but it’s a real 
impact and we need to look at it carefully. If we continue on this trajectory we can expect 
that the pressure to increase for developing in open space lands like the Cargill site will 
increase, if we don’t act responsibly we may also put Redwood City neighborhoods at 
risk from upzoning from state mandates such as SB50 and other legislation that could 
strain what cities can do, that we won’t have local control anymore. And so we need a 
community vision process. We can’t continue to make ad hoc general plan amendments 
and zoning changes to address this problem, especially to address – to consider a project 
that’s got significant impacts. So this is what I’m asking you to consider don’t move 
forward with any General Plan amendment until we’ve had an opportunity to 
revisit the General Plan in the context of our current job/housing dilemma. The 
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Harbor View project should not be considered in isolation; we need to look at this 
carefully over the long-term. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-30: Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 
of this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s employment density, as well as 
Master Response 3, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
jobs/housing.  

 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to how the 
Project should or should not be developed, and therefore does not pertain to 
environmental issues, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR. No 
additional analysis or response is required. However, all comments, however, 
will be noted and made available to applicable decision-makers as they consider 
the Project.  

__________________________ 

Kris Johnson  

PH-31: Good evening, City Council, City Staff, members of the public. My name is Kris 
Johnson. I’ve been a Redwood City resident for 18 years. For members of the public new 
to this project it might help to understand why we are here tonight. On July 24, 2017, 
there was a vote before Council to start the EIR process for this project. Looking at 
our makeup of Council this evening, we had Councilmembers Aguirre and Masur vote to 
advance the EIR. Mayor Bain and Councilmember Borgens voted against starting the 
EIR process. Our Vice Mayor Diane Howard had a longstanding commitment which led 
to her being absent that evening. And finally, Councilmembers Hale and Reddy are new 
to City Council and have not chimed in publicly other than perhaps the candidate forum 
on the project. So given the new makeup of Council, I’d like to thank Staff and Council 
for scheduling this interim step in the process that normally would have gone to the 
Planning Commission.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 31: This comment conveys the opinion of 
the commenter as to the merits of the process, and therefore does not present any 
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 
No additional analysis or response is required. 

PH-32: As we suspected all along, the EIR only confirmed the anticipated impacts, many of 
which are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated. First slide, please. Most of these impacts 
involve traffic. So the stars on the map indicate the intersections that will be negatively 
impacted by this project both from a project level impact as well as a cumulative level 
impact for the surrounding areas. And I quote from the EIR, the project will add a 
substantial number of vehicles to the Woodside Road corridor, not just individual 
intersections like indicated on there, but the entire corridor, and cause vehicle delay 
to worsen substantially.  
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 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 32: The applicant acknowledges the results 
of the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR. Specifically, there are numerous impacts 
addressed under Section 4.14, Transportation and Traffic, that address 
congestion under Criterion b related impacts. To address those impacts, 
appropriate mitigation measures are identified where feasible.   

PH-33: I’ve also indicated on three projects…very large projects, all which do not require a 
change to our General Plan. We have Stanford with 1.5 million square feet as part of 
their development agreement, Sobrato, another large project in grade star five, which is 
500,000 square feet of office and 252 housing units, three enormous projects that don’t 
require a change to our General Plan. Next slide, please.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH- 33: This comment identifies other projects 
in the area that do not involve amendment to the General Plan. Therefore, the 
comment does not present any environmental issues that have not been 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis or response is 
required. 

PH-34: Another topic that the draft EIR only confirmed is the incredible jobs/housing 
imbalance that is an unavoidable byproduct of this project. In the bottom right-hand 
corner of this slide is a cutout from our commercial linkage fee Nexus study. For those of 
you unfamiliar with the Nexus report, this Nexus study quantifies the connection between 
commercial development and affordable housing. So this project is going to drive the 
need for 2,166 total housing units, according to our Nexus study that we 
commissioned. And almost half of those need to be affordable, so 1,074 affordable 
housing units are being driven by that 1.179 million square feet of office space. So what 
these numbers show is that even a community benefit of $12 million to Sister 
Christina at St. Francis, who I personally know can work miracles with $12 million, in no 
way even comes close to… 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-34: Refer to Master Response 3 in Chapter 5 
of this Final EIR, which addresses the Draft EIR’s consideration of jobs/housing.  

 The comment opines on the inadequacy of the applicant’s proposed public 
benefit and does not pertain to environmental issues that have not already been 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of 
this Final EIR. No additional analysis or response is required, however, all 
comments, however, will be noted and made available to applicable decision-
makers as they consider the Project. 

__________________________ 
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Gail Rabe, Redwood City Neighborhood United 

PH-35: Mayor Bain and Councilmembers speaking on behalf of Redwood City Neighbors United 
and Dan Ponti mentioned that we already submitted a letter to you and we will also be 
providing detailed comments on the draft EIR before the March 8th deadline. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-35: The City did not receive written 
comments from the Redwood City Neighbors United. 

PH-36: Figure 3.6 in the draft EIR depicts a bird’s eye view of the proposed Harbor View 
project, looking north across highway 101. So you’re up in the air a little bit. This 
picture’s also posted on the City’s website, so many people may be familiar with it. In 
this architect’s rendering of the project mature trees planted on the project 
property, they’ve grown up, completely obscure Graniterock across Blomquist 
Street. To block out this industrial site the trees appear to be taller than the office towers, 
but perhaps more significant and disturbing is that the architect rendering completely 
obscures the distant huge piles of aggregates from the picture.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-36: The comment notes the architect’s 
rendering of the Project.  Throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in the Project 
Description (Chapter 3, sections 3.3.2 and 3.4.4) and Section 4.9, Land Use and 
Planning, the industrial mixed-use character of the Project vicinity, and the 
nature of the adjacent Graniterock operations is described. Further, as stated in 
Response to Comment 14-3 in Chapter 6 of this document, the specific design 
criteria, including landscaping and buffers, have been incorporated into the 
Project to mitigate against potential conflicts between the occupants of the 
Project site and the nearby industrial operations. 

PH-37: In the Harbor View vision of Redwood City’s future this industrial area is a level blank 
space. Perhaps it is property waiting to be developed. What changes might occur in this 
area if the proposed upzoning for Harbor View is approved and word gets out that 
Redwood City’s industrial parcels and other area properties are now more valuable and 
are ripe for rezoning? With the increase in property values that will follow Harbor 
View, pressure will mount for another saltworks proposal for housing nearby office 
workers or maybe even for another high density office campus. And we can probably 
expect that the effects of rising property values will extend down East Bayshore Road 
to the neighborhood of mobile homes. There are very real consequences to nearby 
industries, open space land and affordable housing if Council allows this developer 
to amend the City’s General Plan and zoning.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-37: The comment generally questions 
potential consequences to other land uses in addition to affordable housing, if the 
Project is approved. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential for land use conflicts 
pursuant to CEQA thresholds. (Also see Response to Comment PH-36.)  
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 To the extent this comment conveys the opinion of the commenter as to the 
merits of the Project, and therefore does not present any environmental issues, 
see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional analysis or 
response is required, however, all comments will be noted and made available to 
applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.  

PH-38: You now have documentation in the draft EIR of significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts. Please ask the Jay Paul Company to submit a project that is 
consistent with our community’s General Plan vision. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-38: The comment acknowledges significant 
and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR. This comment does not 
present any environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional 
analysis or response is required, however, all comments will be noted and made 
available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project. No 
additional analysis or response is required.  

__________________________ 

Alice Coffman, Committee for Green Foothills 

PH-39: Good evening, Mayor Bain and Councilmembers. My name’s Alice Coffman, I’m with 
the Committee for Green Foothills. We’re an environmental organization working to 
protect open space in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties. I want to focus on sea level 
rise because I didn’t think anybody else was going to talk about it, but thank you, Carol, 
but I’ll talk a little bit more about it. When we talk about sea level rise, people tend to 
picture a steady rise in water level, like filling a bathtub. The reality is more complex. 
What we can expect with sea level rise is that long before the average water level 
gets high enough to overtop the shoreline we’ll start to see seasonal impacts. We’re 
already seeing water backing up through storm drains during king tides; this 
happens on Maple Street just down the road from the Harbor View site. As sea 
levels rise that will happen not only during king tide but at every high tide, then it will 
happen in other low lying areas the water will be deeper, when storms happen rainwater 
will cause the same effect, and soon this will be the regular state in many of the low lying 
areas in Redwood City, and that is why just raising buildings up on fill won’t solve the 
problem. The roads will flood as well. It’s going to make a difference whether there are 
1,800 or 4,500 workers trying to drive on those streets. 1,800 is the number workers you 
can expect under the General Plan, 4,500 is the number proposed under the project. And 
when we look how to adapt to sea level rise, it’s not enough to just talk about levees, we 
also need to think about how to reduce our exposure to the threat of sea level rise. The 
more development we have that’s in flood prone areas the greater our exposure. So, 
before we decide to put new homes or jobs in the path of sea level rise, we should be 
asking can they go somewhere else. We can’t just say, well we already have a lot of 
development out there that we need to protect, so adding more won’t make any 
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difference. The difference between some exposure and much higher exposure is a very 
real one. When heavy storms hit it will matter whether flooding causes $1 million worth 
of property damage or $5 million worth of property damage. We should not double down 
on the fact that we already have so much vulnerable development by making more of it.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-39: The comment pertains to floodplain and 
sea level rise. Refer to Master Response 2 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR.   

PH-40: And finally, as I have a little more time, I agree with the previous speakers about the 
housing issue. As I’m sitting here listening to what everybody’s saying I’m asking why 
are we even considering adding extra office development when we know, we know 
that it will make our housing crisis worse. We already have a jobs/housing imbalance 
and that means that we need to slow down office development and increase housing 
development. This project seems like going backwards and the affordable housing 
benefits that Jay Paul offers, while they are laudable they don’t come close to mitigating 
the impact from this project. I would certainly urge the Council to ask what would it 
take to entirely mitigate the housing impacts from this project and put that number 
on this project and say that’s the community benefits that we need. Thank you. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT PH-34: The comment opines on the inadequacy 
of the applicant’s proposed public benefit to address affordable housing. See 
Master Response 3 regarding population growth and jobs/housing balance in 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. Moreover, this comment does not present any 
environmental issues that have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, 
therefore see Master Response 4 in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR. No additional 
analysis or response is required, however, all comments will be noted and made 
available to applicable decision-makers as they consider the Project.  

 
Close of the Public Hearing 

__________________________ 

7.2 City Council Members’ Comments 
Vice Mayor Howard 

CC-1:  Vice Mayor Howard: I have, based on public comment I have just a couple questions and 
then I’ll let others ask questions. It was mentioned that in trying to figure fees it was 
based on a 3 either 300 or 250 square foot per person and one speaker said that 
Facebook was based on 150 and other business even 100 square foot per person, 
which gave more money to the cities in their impact fees. Could you comment on 
that, please? 
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 Previous Community Development Director Aaron Aknin’s responded to the speaker 
during the Public Hearing and focused on the CEQA-related component of the comment: 
employment density. He stated examples of the range of employment densities per floor 
area for certain area offices, such as Facebook, Oracle and in downtown Redwood City. 
Mr. Aknin also explained that when overall traffic generation is being considered based 
on a building’s occupancy, not all of the employees are in the building at one time. 
Therefore, the actual amount of traffic is going to be less than estimated assuming full 
occupancy. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-1:  The comment asking what employment 
density was factored into the City’s calculation of impact fees does not pertain to 
an environmental issue and no further response is required. In further response to 
the CEQA-related aspect of the comment, refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 
5 of this Final EIR, which addresses employment density for the Draft EIR 
Project and the Applicant’s Revised Project. No additional analysis or response is 
required. 

CC-2: Vice Mayor Howard: In the EIR, and we all spent hours reading through this, I think 
something that’s not mentioned or referenced at all as far as I could find was childcare 
and I think, in the future, if we’re going to work on doing a real environmental impact 
report that to me is a real missing piece in an environmental document. What is the 
impact of not having childcare? I understand that on this piece of property, which is 27 
acres, is it true that we cannot ask to have childcare anywhere on this property due 
to the way the laws are written at this time? 

Previous Community Development Director Aaron Aknin responded to the speaker 
during the Public Hearing, stating that it would be very difficult to have a childcare center 
on the site because of Graniterock as well as the freeway being right next door.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-2: The proposed Project does not propose 
childcare. Generally, the Project site is located adjacent to US Highway 101, the 
Graniterock facility (which generates dust and particulates emissions), and diesel 
generators associated with the adjacent Correctional Center -- all of which are 
sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs). As indicated in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR, the California Air Resources Board guidance 
recommends a minimum buffer of 500 feet from the edge of freeways to 
sensitive receptors, which includes childcare uses because children are more 
susceptible to respiratory distress and other air quality-related health problems 
than the general public.   

CC-3: Vice Mayor Howard: So I’m guessing I could take the leap and presume that someone 
who has children wouldn’t be making one trip to the campus, they’d be making two 
trips into Redwood City because most likely they’d want to keep the childcare close 
to where they work, and so they’d be going to childcare and then to their office, and 
so that would actually increase the gridlock of traffic in Redwood City if they 
couldn’t in fact put childcare on their campus. And I thought that was a pretty 
important point and I’m hoping that there’s a way we can influence our lawmakers that 
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this should be included because it does increase the traffic and it kind of skews the 
numbers a bit, because if you have even a fourth of the population who’d be projected to 
work there looking for childcare and the cars are all going around, they’re going to be on 
101 probably twice. I’m real concerned about that and we don’t have adequate 
childcare now in Redwood City to begin with. So thank you, those were my two 
questions. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-3: See Response to Comment CC-2 above 
regarding the relationship between onsite childcare in the Project and vehicle 
trips. The comment regarding the provision of childcare in the City does not 
address an environmental issue and no further response is required.   

__________________________ 

Councilmember Borgens 

CC-4: Councilmember Borgens: Well I have several but I’ll start with one. So the studies that 
were done on the traffic impacts, and you have them listed, I just lost my page, you took 
in the Woodside Road, you took in some neighborhood impacts which were direct streets 
like getting up to Edgewood and, and you took in Marsh and 101. Did it go – and Eastbay 
Shore and Seaport Boulevard – did you take in the East Bayshore Boulevard from 
Seaport all the way to Marsh where…? So would that – that’s like the east side. Was 
that whole section studied? Because it said 101, it didn’t say… 

 The reason I’m asking is because I live in that neighborhood, as you’ve heard tonight. I 
already know that it is heavily impacted trying to get onto Marsh from any of those 
directions, coming from Middlefield, coming from Stanford, coming from my 
neighborhood, trying to cross over onto Bayfront Expressway already. Now I know that’s 
probably a Menlo Park location, so we have a little cross jurisdiction here, but the 
impacts to adding one more car there, considering Stanford’s not built out yet, their 
employees aren’t there yet, I really hope that some type of look was given to that area 
because it’s going to be impacted. Eastbay Shore Boulevard is already a cut through 
street, and the people that live in the mobile parks cannot get out now. So I’m hoping that 
if it wasn’t that there’d be an opportunity to look at that. 

 I would definitely add that because everyone that’s traveling over there, even trying to 
get out from Seaport, they use Eastbay Shores to cut through to the Bayfront Expressway, 
which I might, too, if I had to get on Marsh Road, so um, but I feel sorry for people that 
are in that long line. But thank you for that; I’d like to see that looked at in the EIR.  

 Previous Community Development Director Aaron Aknin responded to the speaker 
during the Public Hearing, stating that it didn’t look like that segment (East Bayshore 
Boulevard from Seaport all the way to Marsh) was looked at in particular, but staff could 
certainly add that to the analysis for the Final EIR. 
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 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-4: As stated in Response to Comment 5-3 in 
Chapter 6 of this document, the process used to select the study intersections was 
based on the expected amount of added Project traffic; an intersection was 
included as a study intersection if the amount of added Project traffic could cause 
an intersection to operate at an unacceptable level of service or if it would add a 
substantial amount of traffic to an intersection already operating at an 
unacceptable level. The proposed list of intersections did not meet the selection 
criteria. Although some Project generated traffic may travel through the listed 
intersections, it is unlikely to cause a significant impact at intersections further 
from the Project site. In consultation with Redwood City staff and preliminary 
outputs from the C/CAG and City travel demand models during the EIR scoping 
phase, the list of study intersection included for analysis was expected to be 
comprehensive. The list of study intersections was confirmed by the City of 
Redwood City, the lead agency.  

 
CC-5: Councilmember Borgens: I did listen to the comments; I did read most of them. We got 

an enormous amount of emails on this. I’m going to go on a limb and say there were over 
350 maybe 400 letters from the community on this and I want to thank our Mayor for 
answering all of those. I appreciate it. It takes a lot of time to do that. That is incredible 
and he did. I think all of you that sent one in, if you didn’t get an answer check when you 
get home today, it’s there, because he did answer them all. And I’m sure people – 
everyone sitting up here looked at them and read them. So we have a general feeling of 
how the community feels moving forward and tonight our job is to look at the EIR and 
make comments on what the impacts of this project are if moving forward. So I do 
believe with some of the speakers and the work I’ve done that the traffic impacts, if I 
counted the significant unavoidable there were over 19 of them. That’s huge for our 
community to have impacts that are significant and unavoidable. That means you can’t do 
anything about it. That means that you can’t mitigate them, so there isn’t even a little 
wiggle room there. I don’t know if we can look at those… I just I find that concerning. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-5: The comment acknowledges comments 
received from the public and the significant and unavoidable impacts identified 
in the Draft EIR. However, this comment does not raise any new environmental 
issues or identify inadequate analysis conducted. No additional analysis or 
response is required.  

CC-6: Several speakers have alluded to the kind of skew in the traffic numbers and how 
we how we got those traffic numbers, so I’d like to have that really explained. And as 
Vice Mayor Howard said, you know, based on the square foot per person, we have 
seen EIRs where they were a little less than 250, so is that old data, is it comfortable 
data that we’re using, can we look at a lower number and what those impacts would 
be. Because I do think the new office space today is different than what it was and they 
get a lot more people in there. They want to get a bang for their buck, so they get a lot 
more people in there. So I would like to see if those numbers are correct because that 
changes all the numbers. If we can look at a different number on that.  
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 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-6: Refer to Master Response 1 in Chapter 5 
of this Final EIR, which addresses the Project’s employment density, and 
includes relevant comparative analysis considering different ratios.   

CC-7: Councilmember Borgens: We don’t have any public works in the room. I was wondering 
with our infrastructure right now for our water treatment um. If I remember correctly 
there was a not too long ago we had an issue with our pump facility that it needed to 
be repaired quickly because there were some repairs that needed to be done due to 
capacity. So I would – I want to make sure that when we start putting anything in there – 
offices today are different because they have gyms and they have all this, they have 
showers, there’s a different use here, so I want to make sure we’re comparing apples 
and apples when we’re talking about environmental studies in the new office 
environment. So I want to make sure we’re looking at the ability of you know what 
we think they’re going to use in utilities basis what they’re actually using. And I get 
that we have you know solar and we’ve got you know some better ways of generating our 
electricity and our water, but I want to make sure that we’re not underestimating that 
use.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT CC-7: See Section 4.13, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the Draft EIR, which includes an analysis of the Project’s effect on 
existing sanitary sewer facilities and capacity. All characteristics of the Project 
are considered in the Utility Feasibility Study (BKF Engineers, 2018), which 
estimates flows of the Project. Impact UTIL-1 discusses the Project’s less than 
significant impact on sewer capacity and infrastructure. As also described in the 
Approach to Analysis in Section 4.13, as is typical for major development 
projects, further engineering analyses will be required during the design phase of 
the Project, including use of the City’s computer model of the sanitary sewer 
system to verify the proposed sanitary sewer pipe sizes. It is not anticipated that 
the additional engineering analyses would be substantially different from the 
work conducted for the Draft EIR based on reliable information from City reports 
and qualified engineering consultants. Moreover, conditions and engineering 
estimates presented in the 2015 West Yost report and 2018 BKF study are 
suitable for determining the environmental effects in the Draft EIR. All 
improvements are assumed to be implemented in accordance with all applicable 
City Standards and Guidelines.   

CC-8: Councilmember Borgens: I am concerned with the environmental impacts, so I want to 
make sure that when we talk about air quality and they’re significant, that’s air quality for 
all of us. You know we already have an air quality issue out there and I’m thankful for 
Graniterock. I think Graniterock is an amazing business, but it’s dusty, it’s very 
dusty out there. And I remember when Pacific Shores went in at the end. I clearly 
remember when we approved that development and they weren’t going to have a problem 
with the fact that we had the auto crusher out there – Sims Metal – and the first thing they 
complained about was the dust on the cars. Okay I mean it happens, okay, but you’re not 
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TABLE 8-1 (CONTINUED) 
HARBOR VIEW PROJECT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Action  Monitoring Party  Monitoring Schedule  

 Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable requirements of PRC 
Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources would consist of (but would not be not limited to) 
sample excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to 
target the recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant 
resource to be impacted by the project. The treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of 
data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and data 
at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories, libraries, and 
interested professionals. 

Qualified archaeologist Prepare /implement detailed 
treatment plan 

City of Redwood City – Building 
Division and Planning Division to 
verify preparation and 
implementation of treatment 
plan.  

City of Redwood City –Planning 
Division to confirm appropriate 
Native American representation 
for recovery, if applicable. 

Prior to any excavation at 
the resource site 

Impact CUL-3: The Project could directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

Impact CUL-1.CU: The Project, in combination 
with cumulative development in the vicinity of the 
Project site, would contribute to a significant 
adverse cumulative impact to cultural resources, 
but the contribution would not be considerable. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources. 

If paleontological resources, such as fossilized bone, teeth, shell, tracks, trails, casts, molds, or 
impressions are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work shall stop in that area and 
within 100 feet of the find until a qualified paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of 
the find and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures in conformance with Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology standards, and in consultation with the City of Redwood City.  

 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

Qualified paleontologist 

Compliance if any 
paleontological resources are 
discovered  

City of Redwood City – Building 
Division to approve avoidance 
measures recommended by 
qualified paleontologist  

During all ground-
disturbing activities 
 
 

Impact CUL-4: The Project could disturb human 
remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. 

Impact CUL-1.CU: The Project, in combination 
with cumulative development in the vicinity of the 
Project site, would contribute to a significant 
adverse cumulative impact to cultural resources, 
but the contribution would not be considerable. 

 

Mitigation Measure CUL-4: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. 

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains during construction activities, such 
activities within 100 feet of the find shall cease until the San Mateo County Coroner has been 
contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required. The Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be contacted within 24 hours if it is determined that 
the remains are Native American. The NAHC will then identify the person or persons it believes to 
be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American, who in turn would make 
recommendations to the City of Redwood City for the appropriate means of treating the human 
remains and any grave goods. 

 

 

 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

Incorporate requirements into 
the design and construction 
specifications; comply with 
mitigation if remains are found. 

City of Redwood City – Building 
Division to approve avoidance 
measures recommended by 
qualified paleontologist 

During all ground-
disturbing activities 
 

4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy    

Impact GHG-1: The Project would produce 
greenhouse gas emissions that exceed 1,100 
metric tons of CO2e per year, but would not 
exceed 2020 or 2030 CO2e per service 
population emission thresholds. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: The Project would be responsible for developing and implementing 
the TDM Plan described in the “Transportation Demand Management” section. The TDM Plan 
must be approved by both the City of Redwood City and C/CAG prior to City approval of any 
development agreement. The TDM Plan must achieve the emissions reduction and/or percent 
reduction in VMT specified in Table 4.6-8 for the Revised Project in the Final EIR. 

Project Applicant or designee 

 

Submit verification of emissions 
reduction specified in measure 

 

Adhere to monitoring 
requirements of measure 

City of Redwood City – Planning 
Division to review and confirm 
emissions reduction 

 

City of Redwood City – Building 
Division to review and confirm 
emissions reduction 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits for each 
project building 

 

Throughout project 
operation per ongoing 
monitoring per measure  

4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials      

Impact HAZ-1: The Project could create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 

Impact HAZ-4: The Project would 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, create a 
significant hazard to the public or environment. 

Impact HAZ-1.CU: The Project, combined with 
cumulative development in the Project vicinity 
and citywide, could contribute considerably to 
cumulative impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project applicant shall 
implement the recommendations contained in the Project-specific Phase I Assessment (RPS, 2018) 
and submit to the City evidence of approval of the Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) by the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) that contains a Site Management Plan (SMP), 
Health and Safety Plan stamped by a Certified Industrial Hygienist, a voluntary Dust Control Plan/
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan/Asbestos Air Monitoring Plan, a Waste Transportation Plan, and 
Construction Quality Assurance Plan.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Prior to the issuance of an occupancy a grading permit, the Project 
applicant shall record a Land Use Covenant (LUC), in a form approved by the City, that requires that 
the SMP to be followed during future earthwork activities during and post-development. The LUC 
shall include conditional language describing when implementation of the SMP will be required for 
earthwork activities beneath either hardscaped areas or a beneath a specified thickness of clean fill 
or marker fabric required for non-hardscaped areas. The LUC shall also include language to prohibit 
the use of groundwater beneath the Project site. 

Project Applicant or designee 

 

Submit appropriate plans to the 
satisfaction of the City Building 
Division.  

 

Submit remediation verification 
to the satisfaction of the City 
Building Division, in compliance 
with applicable laws and 
regulations. 

City of Redwood City – Building 
Division to review and confirm 
emissions reduction 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

 

j 
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TABLE 8-1 (CONTINUED) 
HARBOR VIEW PROJECT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Action  Monitoring Party  Monitoring Schedule  

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYD-5: The Project could exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
infrastructure.  

 

Mitigation Measure HYD-5: Pump Station Infrastructure 

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project, the Project sponsor shall install a 
new redundant duty pump at the Oddstad Pump Station and a new redundant duty pump at the 
Seaport Pump Station, pursuant to the Inner Harbor Specific Plan Utilities Engineering Report 
prepared by West Yost for the City of Redwood City, April 2015, and new stormwater mains to 
connect to the Seaport Boulevard Public Station, both in accordance with all applicable City of 
Redwood City Engineering Standards, to the satisfaction of the City. The Project sponsor shall 
receive a credit for costs of the infrastructure work above the proportionate share of potential new 
development attributable to the Project, as determined by City. 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

Install specified infrastructure  City of Redwood City – 
Engineering Division to review 
and inspect installation 

 

City of Redwood City – 
Engineering Division to review 
post-Project conditions and 
determine if credit for cost is 
warranted. 

Prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy 

 

 

 

Post Project operation 

4.10 Noise 

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated 
with the Project would result in substantial 
temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise 
levels in excess of standards in the Project 
vicinity.  

 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Throughout demolition, grading and construction, the Project applicant 
shall require construction contractors to limit standard construction activities as follows: 

• Consistent with Section 24.32 of the Redwood City Noise Ordinance, construction activities shall 
be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM on weekdays; no construction shall take place at 
any time on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays, if the construction generates noise levels 
exceeding the local ambient noise level measured at any point within a residential area.  

• Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise control techniques 
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds. 

• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall 
be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with 
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can 
lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. 

• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as possible and they 
shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or include 
other measures. 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

Incorporate requirements into 
the project plans, construction 
contracts and/or construction 
bid solicitation materials 

Comply with measures and 
limitations 

City of Redwood City – 
Transportation to review and 
confirm incorporation of 
measures 

 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits for each 
project building 

 

During all Project site 
preparation and 
construction activities 

 

4.14 Transportation and Traffic 

Impact TRANS-1: The Project would add a 
substantial number of vehicles to the Woodside 
Road corridor and cause vehicle delay to worsen 
substantially. 

. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share contribution to 
improvements to add capacity along the Woodside Road corridor and improvements to the US 
101/SR 84 interchange pursuant to the US 101/SR 84 Interchange Improvement Project. The City 
shall ensure that the required fair-share payment has been submitted prior to issuance of the first 
building permit for the Project. 

(The US 101/SR 84 Interchange Improvement Project is under Caltrans’s control with uncertain 
funding and is therefore not guaranteed to be constructed.)  

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

 

Contribute required fair-share 
contribution 

City of Redwood City – 
Transportation Division to ensure 
submittal of required fair-share 
payment  

 

Prior to issuance of first 
building permit for the 
Project  

 

Impact TRANS-2: The Project would add a 
substantial number of vehicles to the Woodside 
Road corridor and cause vehicle delay to worsen 
substantially. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2A: The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share contribution to 
improvements to add capacity along the Woodside Road corridor and improvements to the US 
101/SR 84 interchange pursuant to the US 101/SR 84 Interchange Improvement Project. The City 
shall ensure that the required fair-share payment has been submitted prior to issuance of the first 
building permit for the Project. 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

Contribute required fair-share 
contribution 

City of Redwood City –
Transportation  to ensure 
submittal of required fair-share 
payment  

Prior to issuance of first 
building permit for the 
Project  

 

 Mitigation Measure TRANS-2B: Prior to receiving the first certificate of occupancy for the Project, 
the Project applicant shall construct geometric changes to the westbound (Middlefield) approach at 
Woodside Road / Middlefield Road to the satisfaction of the City, including two left-turn pockets of 
400 feet, one through lane, and a shared through-right lane pocket of 100 feet. 

Mitigation measure no applicable to the project; 
deleted in Final EIR (Ch.4, #19). 

   

Impact TRANS-3: The Project would add traffic to 
intersection #8 Blomquist Street / Seaport 
Boulevard / East Bayshore Road and would cause 
this intersection to degrade from acceptable 
operations of LOS C to unacceptable operations of 
LOS F in the PM peak hour under Existing Plus 
Project without Blomquist Extension Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3A: Project, the Project applicant shall reconstruct the westbound 
approach of East Bayshore to accommodate two left-turn lanes with 225-foot pockets, one through 
lane, and an extended right-turn pocket (from 50 feet to 150 feet). In addition, the applicant shall 
install a second eastbound right-turn pocket on Blomquist Street. Improvements shall be constructed 
to the satisfaction of the City. 

 

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

 

Submit design and construction 
specifications 

City of Redwood City – 
Transportation Division to ensure 
submittal and accuracy of design 
and construction specifications 

Prior to issuance of 
construction contracts 
and/or construction bid 
solicitation materials. 
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HARBOR VIEW PROJECT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Responsibility Action  Monitoring Party  Monitoring Schedule  

– PM peak hour 

Impact TRANS-29: Under Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions, the Project would result in the addition 
of traffic volumes representing more than five 
percent of the ramp's capacity to the northbound 
US 101 Off-Ramp to Woodside Road and 
southbound US 101 On-Ramp from Woodside 
Road, which already exceed the ramp capacity in 
the AM and PM peak hours, respectively under 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-29: The Project applicant shall contribute its fair-share contribution to 
improvements to add capacity at the Woodside Road ramps and improvements to the US 101/SR 84 
interchange pursuant to the US 101/SR 84 Interchange Improvement Project. The City shall ensure 
that the required fair-share payment has been submitted prior to issuance of the first building permit 
for the Project.  

(The US 101/SR 84 Interchange Improvement Project is under Caltrans’s control with uncertain 
funding and is therefore not guaranteed to be constructed.) 

Project Applicant or designee 

 

Contribute required fair-share 
contribution 

City of Redwood City – 
Transportation Division to ensure 
submittal of required fair-share 
payment  

Prior to issuance of first 
building permit for the 
Project  

 

Impact TRANS-33: Under Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions, the Project would considerably 
contribute to inadequate emergency access. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-33: Prior to receiving the certificate of occupancy, the Project applicant 
shall install emergency vehicle pre-emption equipment at the intersection of Maple Street/Veterans 
Boulevard to the satisfaction of the City.  

Project Applicant or designee 

Construction contractor(s) 

Develop and submit to the City 
for approval a construction 
management plans 

City of Redwood City – 
Transportation Division to 
confirm submittal and review 
plan 

Prior to issuance of first 
building permit for the 
Project  

 
______________________________________ 
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