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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction to Response to Comments

1.1 Purpose of the Response to Comments Document

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention
Basin Project (Project), respond in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft
EIR as necessary to provide additional clarity. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Public Resource Code Sections 21091(d)(2)(A) and (B), the City of Belmont (the City) has
considered the comments received on the Draft EIR, evaluated the issues raised, and is providing written
responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has been raised by the commenters. In
accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the Project description and
addressing comments on physical environmental issues associated with the Project. In addition, this RTC
document includes text changes to the Draft EIR initiated by the City.

None of the comments received provide new information that warrants recirculation of the Draft EIR. The
comments do not identify new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified impacts, and do not identify feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are
considerably different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and/or that the City has not agreed to
implement.

The Draft EIR together with this RTC document constitutes the Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) for the Project in fulfillment of CEQA requirements consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132. The Final EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA, including the CEQA
Guidelines. It is an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies and the public to aid in
the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project
and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentially significant impacts; and (2) City
Council prior to its decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the Project.

This RTC document provides written responses to all substantive comments received during the public
review period. It contains the following: (1) a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies
commenting on the Draft EIR; (2) copies of comments received on the Draft EIR and written responses to
those comments; and (3) revisions to the Draft EIR to clarify or correct information in the Draft EIR. See
Section 1.3, below, for a description of the overall contents and organization of this RTC document.

Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project 1-1 ESA /202101220
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1. Introduction to Response to Comments

1.2 Environmental Review Process

1.2.1  Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping

The City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons
interested in the Project on October 4, 2023 (see Draft EIR Appendix A). During the public scoping
period that ended on November 3, 2023, the City received two written comments from agencies
identifying environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. The comment letters received in
response to the NOP are included in Draft EIR Appendix A. The City considered all comments made
during the scoping period in preparing the Draft EIR.

In addition, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on August 17, 2022 to
determine if there were known sites of traditional, cultural, or religious value to the Native American
community within or near the area affected by the Project. The NAHC responded to the request on
September 29, 2022 indicating that there were no sites of such value. The reply also included a list of
eight Native American individuals, representing six California Native American Tribes, who may be
interested in the Project area. The six California Native American Tribes have requested notification of
projects under the jurisdiction of the City as required by Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b)4,
and informal consultation was conducted. On February 13, 2023, on behalf of the City, ESA archaeologist
Robin Hoffman sent emails to representatives from the six California Native American Tribes indicated in
the NAHC reply. The letters provided information on the Project, including the results of the cultural
resources background research and pedestrian survey, and requested that the recipients notify the City if
they would like to participate in the archaeological subsurface survey or have any concerns regarding
Project impacts on cultural resources and tribal cultural resources. On April 17, 2023, on behalf of the
City, Hoffman made a phone call and sent an email to Vice-Chairperson Monica Arellano, of Muwekma,
and Hoffman made a phone call and sent an email to Chairperson Andrew Galvan, of The Ohlone Indian
Tribe, to discuss the Project and any concerns. Arellano’s voicemail box was full and Hoffman received
an automated email stating that the email was undeliverable. Galvan called Hoffman, stating that The
Ohlone Indian Tribe is interested in the Project. Subsequent conversations between Hoffman and Galvan
resulted in The Ohlone Indian Tribe participating as a compensated monitor during the archacological
subsurface survey for the Project.

1.2.2 Draft EIR Public Review

The Draft EIR was published on May 14, 2024 and circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to
interested organizations and individuals for their review and comment. The public review period ended on
June 28, 2024. Paper copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at City Hall and the
Belmont Public Library.

Electronic copies of the Draft EIR could be accessed through the internet on the City’s website, Twin
Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project webpage at the following address:
https://www.belmont.gov/StormwaterBasin. On May 14, 2024, the City also distributed notices of
availability of the Draft EIR to interested parties.

During the public review period, the City held an informational public meeting to answer questions on the
Draft EIR. The public meeting was held during a regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing on
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1. Introduction to Response to Comments

June 4, 2024 at City Hall, One Twin Pines Lane, Belmont. Commissioners provided comments and raised
questions during the meeting; however, members of the public did not provide comments or questions. In
addition to the Planning Commission comments, the City received two comment letters during the Draft
EIR public review period — one from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and one from the
San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

1.2.3 Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which
addresses all substantive written and verbal comments on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines Section
15201, members of the public may comment on the Project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)
states that the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the [Draft EIR] in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project
might be avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines Section
15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to the comments on the major environmental
issues raised in the comments received during the public review period. Therefore, this RTC document is
focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the Draft EIR in disclosing the significance of the
environmental impacts of the Project that were evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Following distribution of this RTC document to the agencies that commented on the Draft EIR, the City
Council will consider the adequacy of the Final EIR. If the City Council finds that the Final EIR complies
with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final EIR as adequate under CEQA.

If the Final EIR is certified, City Council will then review and consider whether to approve the Project.
City Council must adopt CEQA findings, including adopting or rejecting mitigation measures and
alternatives to avoid or reduce significant impacts, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program
(MMRP) prior to approving the Project. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the purpose of
the MMRP is to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and
adopted by decision-makers to mitigate or avoid the Project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA
also requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies
significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092). If the EIR identifies
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels and the Project is
approved, the findings must include a statement of overriding considerations for those impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093(b)).

1.3 Document Organization

Subsequent chapters of this RTC include the following:

Chapter 2, Comments and Responses. This chapter lists the persons, agencies, and organizations that
submitted comments on the Draft EIR and describes the coding and organization of comments. In
addition, this chapter presents the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR together with
responses to those comments.

Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project 1-3 ESA /202101220
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1. Introduction to Response to Comments

Chapter 3, Draft EIR Revisions. This chapter presents changes and additions to the Draft EIR. The City
has made changes and additions to the Draft EIR in response to comments received on the Draft EIR
and/or as necessary to clarify statements and conclusions made in the Draft EIR. In all cases, changes and
additions are provided to clarify or correct content in the Draft EIR or to add information received after
the release of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or additions in Chapter 3 affect the conclusions
presented in the Draft EIR.

Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project 1-4 ESA /202101220
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CHAPTER 2

Comments and Responses

This Responses to Comments (RTC) document provides written responses to comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) during the public review period, including all written
comments submitted either by letter or email, or verbally spoken in-person at the public meeting on the
Draft EIR. This chapter lists all persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR. Written comments
are grouped according to the public agency, as shown in Table RTC 2-1. In addition, comments received
during the Planning Commission hearing are summarized into main topics.

TABLE RTC 2-1
COMMENT LETTERS AND VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT EIR

Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Date Received
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife June 28, 2024
SMC San Mateo County Department of Public Works June 28, 2024

Planning Commission hearing

PC Planning Commission June 4, 2024

The commenter codes were assigned to facilitate the preparation of responses, and there is a unique
commenter code for each comment letter based on the name of the agency, organization, or individual
submitting the comment. Each individual comment is bracketed and numbered sequentially following the
commenter code. The bracketed comments and corresponding comment numbers are shown in the
margins of the comments. There is a unique comment number for each distinct substantive comment.

Some comments that were submitted to the City do not pertain to CEQA environmental issues or do not
address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. When a comment does not directly
pertain to environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, does not ask a question about the adequacy of
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, expresses an opinion related to the merits of the project, or does
not question an element of or conclusion of the Draft EIR, the response notes the comment and may
provide additional information where appropriate. The intent is to acknowledge the comment. While
CEQA does not require that such comments be responded to, they are included in the Final EIR for
informational purposes and for consideration by decision makers.

Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project 2-1 ESA /202101220
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2. Comments and Responses

2.1 Individual Responses

This section contains the responses to comments submitted during the public review period. Commenters
on the Draft EIR, their associated agencies and organizations, and assigned letter identifications are listed
in Table RTC 2-1. Each comment letter received during the public comment period was bracketed to
identify individual topics, and individual responses to those comments are provided. If a subject matter of
one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more than one group of comments
and responses to review all information on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references are
provided.
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Letter CDFW

DocuSign Envelope ID: 4BAC783B-B435-4EB5-BA9C-45118A374ACD

CALIFORNIA State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor y
ptbodd DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director ri;""‘/ o
Witbiire Bay Delta Region 5:"

2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100 %
Fairfield, CA 94534
(707) 428-2002

www.wildlife.ca.gov

June 28, 2024

Elizabeth Wada, Associate Civil Engineer
City of Belmont, Public Works Department
1 Twin Pines Lane

Belmont, CA 94002
EWada@belmont.gov

Subject: Twin Pines Stormwater Detention Basin Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Report, SCH No. 2023100139, City of Belmont, San Mateo County

Dear Ms. Elizabeth Wada:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the City of
Belmont (City) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Twin Pines Stormwater
Detention Basin Project (Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines."

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

CDFW ROLE T

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd.
(a)). CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection,
and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) For purposes of CEQA, CDFW CDFW-1
is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority over the Project pursuant to the Fish and Game
Code. For example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s Lake and Streambed

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

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Letter CDFW

DocuSign Envelope ID: 4BAC783B-B435-4EB5-BA9C-45118A374ACD

Elizabeth Wada
City of Belmont
June 28, 2024

Page 2

Alteration (LSA) regulatory authority, if the Project impacts the bed, channel or bank of N\

any river, stream or lake within the State (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to

the extent the Project may result in “take” as defined by state law of any species CDFW-1
protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § cont.

2050 et seq.), the Project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by
the Fish and Game Code.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
California Endangered Species Act

A CESA Incidental Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained from CDFW if the Project has
the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during
construction or over the life of the Project. Under CESA, “take” means “hunt, pursue,
catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” (Fish & G.
Code, § 86.) CDFW's issuance of an ITP is subject to CEQA and to facilitate permit
issuance, any project modifications and mitigation measures must be incorporated into
the CEQA document analysis, discussion, and mitigation monitoring and reporting
program. If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is
encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be CDFW-2
required in order to obtain a CESA permit.

CEQA requires a mandatory finding of significance if a project is likely to substantially
impact threatened or endangered species. Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21001, subd. (c) &
21083; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15380, 15064 & 15065.) In addition, pursuant to CEQA,
the Lead Agency cannot approve a project unless all impacts to the environment are
avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels, or the Lead Agency makes and
supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC) for impacts that remain significant
despite the implementation of all feasible mitigation. FOC under CEQA, however, do not
eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to comply with the Fish and Game Code.

Lake and Streambed Alteration T

CDFW requires an LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq., for Project activities affecting river, lakes or streams and associated riparian
habitat. The draft EIR identifies that the Project location contains stream
corridors, floodplains, and riparian habitat that could be impacted by the Project CDFW-3
(p. 3.3-7). Notification is required for any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct
the natural flow; change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank (including
associated riparian or wetland resources); or deposit or dispose of material where it
may pass into a river, lake, or stream. Work within ephemeral streams, drainage
ditches, washes, watercourses with a subsurface flow, and floodplains is generally
subject to notification requirements. In addition, infrastructure installed beneath such \V/
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Elizabeth Wada
City of Belmont
June 28, 2024
Page 3

aquatic features, such as through hydraulic directional drilling, is also generally subject N\
to notification requirements. Therefore, any impact to the mainstems, tributaries, or
floodplains or associated riparian habitat caused by the proposed Project will likely CDFW-3
require an LSA Notification. CDFW may not execute a final LSA Agreement until it has cont.
considered the final EIR and complied with its responsibilities as a responsible agency
under CEQA.

Migratory Birds and Raptors

CDFW has authority over actions that may result in the disturbance or destruction of
active bird nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and Game Code sections CDFW-4
protecting birds, their eggs, and nests include section 3503 (regarding unlawful take,
possession, or needless destruction of the nests or eggs of any bird), section 3503.5
(regarding the take, possession, or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their nests or
eggs), and section 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird).
Migratory birds are also protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION SUMMARY
Proponent: City of Belmont

Objective: The Project objectives are to develop cost effective infrastructure to reduce
flooding onto properties in the lower reaches of the Belmont Creek watershed
downstream of Twin Pines Park (DEIR 2024).

Location: City of Belmont, 1 Twin Pines Lane, Belmont, California. Cross Streets Twin
Pines Lane east of Ralston Avenue, and south of 6th Avenue (Accessor Parcel
Numbers (APNs): 045-170-080, 045-181-250, 045-181-230, and 045-181-280).

Timeframe: TBD
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

COMMENT 1: Riparian Mitigation

Issues: Measure Bio-6 identifies basic success criteria that will be used to support CDFW-5

development of a riparian habitat mitigation and monitoring plan. However, the measure
relies on CDFW consultation during a permitting process to determine final mitigation
plans, ratios and other details needed to mitigate Project impacts to riparian habitat.

2-5
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City of Belmont
June 28, 2024
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Recommendations: To streamline future CDFW permitting processes, Bio-Measure 6
should be updated to describe the scope of actions that will be taken to mitigate
temporary and permanent impacts to the bed, bank, channel and associated riparian
and wetland vegetation. All Project temporary stream impacts should be restored to CDFW-5
approximate pre-Project conditions. Project permanent stream impacts should prioritize cont.
using an “in-kind” and “on-site” approach to the extent possible. CDFW supports
mitigation planning to include actions within Bellmont Creek such as removing failing
hardscape infrastructure and replanting native vegetation or other similar approaches. If
“off-site” mitigation will be necessary, the location of proposed mitigation should be
determined in advance of CDFW permit application submittal.

COMMENT 2: San Francisco Garter snake

Issue: The draft EIR acknowledges fully protected species may occur in the Project
area including San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), a state fully
protected species.

Fully protected species, such as San Francisco garter snake, may not be taken or
possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except
as follows:

e Take is for necessary scientific research;

o Efforts to recover a fully protected, endangered, or threatened species, live
capture and relocation of a bird species for the protection of livestock; or
CDFW-6
e They are a covered species whose conservation and management is provided
for in a Natural Community Conservation Plan (Fish & G. Code, §§ 3511, 4700,
5050, & 5515).

Specified types of infrastructure projects may be eligible for an ITP for unavoidable
impacts to fully protected species if certain conditions are met (Fish & G. Code
§2081.15). Project proponents should consult with CDFW early in the Project planning
process.

Recommendations to reduce impacts to less than significant: If San Francisco
garter snake is present as determined by a qualified biologist during a pre-construction
survey, no ground-disturbing activities shall commence, and consult with CDFW to
determine the next steps. L

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA CDFW-7

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to prepare v
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City of Belmont
June 28, 2024

Page 5

subsequent CEQA documents or to make supplemental environmental determinations. N\

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (d) & (e)). Accordingly, please report any

special-status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys to the CDFW-7
CNDDB. The CNDDB field survey form can be filled out and submitted online here: cont.

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported
to CNDDB can be found here: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-
Animals.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

CDFW anticipates that the proposed Project, will have an impact on fish and/or wildlife,
and assessment of environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable
upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray CDFW-8
the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document
filing fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested,
and final. (See: Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub.
Resources Code, § 21089.).

CONCLUSION T

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR in order to assist the
City of Belmont in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. CDFW-9

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to

Jason Teichman, Environmental Scientist at 707-210-5104 or
Jason.Teichman@wildlife.ca.gov or Wesley Stokes, Senior Environmental Scientist,
(Supervisory), at 707-944-5554 or Wesley.Stokes@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
B77E9A6211EF486...

Ern cnappeil
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

ec:  Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2023100139)
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter CDFW Response: California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
June 28, 2024

CDFW-1

CDFW-2

CDFW-3

CDFW-4

CDFW-5

This comment explains CDFW’s role as California’s Trustee Agency and as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA.

Comment noted.

Comment explains the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and that an Incidental
Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained from CDFW if the Project has the potential to result in
‘take’ of plants or animals listed under CESA.

Comment noted. The City would comply with California Fish and Game Code Section 2080
and obtain an ITP if take were to occur to a special-status species. However, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-5, as described on pages 3.3-11
to 3.3-16 of the Draft EIR, the Project is not anticipated to have potential to take any plant or
animal listed on the CESA, and thus does not anticipate requesting an ITP from CDFW.

Comment explains that CDFW requires a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) notification
for Project activities affecting rivers, lakes, or streams associated with riparian habitat.

Comment noted. The City will submit an application for a LSA notification.
Comment explains migratory birds and raptors and CDFW jurisdiction.

Comment noted. The Draft EIR addresses impacts to common nesting raptors and migratory
birds in Impact BIO-1 on pages 3.3-11 through 3.3-16.

Comment addresses riparian mitigation issues and recommendations for Mitigation Measure
BIO-6.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), the specific details of a mitigation
measure may be developed after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to
include those details during the project’s environmental review, provided that the lead agency
commits itself to the mitigation, adopts specific performance standards the mitigation will
achieve, and identifies the types of potential actions that can feasibly achieve that
performance standard that will be considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the
mitigation measure. To that end, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 includes minimum compensation
ratios and success criteria, as well as a timeline for achieving the mitigation. The City will
develop a more refined mitigation proposal regarding the type(s) and amount(s) of proposed
compensatory mitigation, as well as the proposed location, prior to submitting a Section 1600
permit application. CDFW’s suggestion for on-site removal of failing hardscape
infrastructure and replanting native vegetation will be considered as part of mitigation
planning. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.
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CDFW-6

CDFW-7

CDFW-8

CDFW-9

Comment addresses San Francisco garter snake impacts.

While the comment indicates the Draft EIR “acknowledges fully protected species may occur
in the Project area including San Francisco garter snake,” as noted in Table 3.3-1 of the Draft
EIR, there is a low potential for the species to occur in the Project area because the Project
site contains only poor quality habitat for the San Francisco garter snake. Further, the Project
site is more than 2.5 miles from existing snake populations at Crystal Springs Reservoir, with
no movement opportunities for the snake to the site given lack of suitable habitat in the
intervening areas. The comment does not include information regarding the potential for the
species to occur within the Project area that would change this determination. While there is a
remote potential for this species to occur on-site, as recommended by the comment, a
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would provide exclusion fencing that would prevent species from
entering the construction area and the City would confer with CDFW in the unforeseen
circumstance that San Francisco garter snake is detected. Because this species is not expected
on-site, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Comment explains Environmental Data. CEQA requires that information developed in
environmental impact reports and negative declarations be incorporated into a database which
may be used to prepare subsequent CEQA documents or to make supplemental
environmental determinations.

Comment noted. The City will report any special-status species and natural communities
detected during Project surveys to the CNDDB.

Comment explains the environmental document filing fee.

Comment noted. The City will pay the filing fee if the Project is approved and a Notice of
Determination is then filed with the County of San Mateo.

Comment concludes the letter.

Comment noted.
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Letter SMC

County of San Mateo

Department of Public Works

Draft EIR for Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin
Proiect

To:
From:

e-CC:

Date:
Subject:

Elizabeth Wada, Public Works Department, City of Belmont

Mark Chow, P.E., Principal Civil Engineer, Utilities and Watershed
Protection Section

Ann Stillman, P.E., Director of Public Works

Krzysztof Lisaj, P.E., Deputy Director, Engineering & Resource Protection
Division

Julie Casagrande, Senior Resource Conservation Specialist,

Utilities and Watershed Protection

Tiffany Deng, P.E., Senior Civil Engineer, Utilities and Watershed
Protection

June 28, 2024

Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project, Draft Environmental
Impact Report, City of Belmont

Reason for Review: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Twin Pines Park
Stormwater Detention Basin Project

Plan Identification: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Twin Pines Park
Stormwater Detention Basin Project, City of Belmont, May 2024

Reviewer: Janelle Lee, Melia Green

Submittal/Review No.: 1

The County of San Mateo Department of Public Works has reviewed the document
identified above for the subject project and offers the following comments:

General Comments

detention basin project are to be installed and maintained by the City of

1. Itis the County’s understanding that all components of the stormwater ]:SMC-l

Belmont (City).

accumulation of sediment overtime in the detention basin and the

2. Design should consider the longer-term operation and maintenance due to \LSMC_Z

connected outlet pipe.

Page 1 of 3
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Letter SMC

Draft EIR for Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project

Design should not only consider the overflow condition during large storms
but also consider the underflow condition, including but not limited to
problem of stagnant water which degrades water quality, promotes
mosquitoes breeding and potential maintenance challenges, etc.

The DEIR indicates that the outlet pipe connected to the basin will be
sized to allow the detention facility to drain within 72 hours when full. How
will the flow be regulated?

Considering the location of the detention facility, there could be potential
issues such as vandalism and illegal dumping, which may or may not
affect the function of the facility. The City shall consider that potential
clean up effort may be needed.

It appears that an emergency generator is not included in the project
scope, County recommends the City develop an emergency response
plan in case of sump pump failure.

Watershed Protection Comments

1.

Executive Summary Biological Resources: Include pre-construction survey
for woodrats.

Executive Summary Hydrology and Water Quality: Statements here and
throughout other sections reference “when the channel is dry”. Is this
reach of Belmont Creek perennial? If so the dewatering plan for
construction would need to include aquatic/semi-aquatic species
relocation.

Section 2.4.1: How would inlet into the underground stormwater storage
facility be screened to prevent wildlife from entering?

Section 2.4.2: Are there local examples of where the high flow diversion
weirs have been installed? What are the potential mechanical issues with
operations given they are electric and movable?

Section 2.4.4: Agencies may require biostabilization for the proposed
south side bank stabilization consisting of riprap. “Vegetated” rip rap could
help reduce mitigation requirements for new hardscape and vegetation
removal.

Section 2.4.5: Is there potential for the in-stream check structure to impact
movement of aquatic species? Although there are no salmonids in the
watershed, there could be other native fish species (i.e., stickleback) and
other aquatic and semi-aquatic species. If so, this could alter response for
BIO-4 in Table 3.3-3.

. Section 2.5.2: The schedule indicates that the anticipated weirs,

sedimentation basin, and check structure construction will take one month.
This does not seem sufficient given the need for dewatering and clean

Page 2 of 3
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Letter SMC

Draft EIR for Twin Pines Park Stormwater Detention Basin Project

water bypass. Additionally, bank stabilization construction is not listed in SMC-9
the schedule. 1 cont.
8. Section 2.5.7: Consider adding dewatering and clean water bypass. ISMC-lO

9. Section 3.3.3: Mitigation measure BIO-2 says sediment removal limited to SMC-11
chamber. Is it anticipated that sediment would accumulate behind the in- )
stream check structure and require periodic sediment removal? L

10. Section 3.3.3: Mitigation measure BIO-5 still may need nesting bird SMC-12
surveys even if work starts before nesting season.

11.Section 3.5.2: Footnote 1 refers to the outdated Construction Stormwater SMC-13
General Permit. Add reference to Order No. 2022-0057-DWQ.

Page 3 of 3
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter SMC Response: San Mateo County Department of Public
Works, June 28, 2024

SMC-1

SMC-2

SMC-3

The comment requests confirmation that all components of the Project are to be installed and
maintained by the City.

Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR analysis or findings.
However, the commenter is correct: The City of Belmont will maintain and operate the
proposed stormwater detention basin.

The comment recommends design consider the longer-term operation and maintenance due to
accumulation of sedimentation. Recommends the design to also consider underflow
conditions, including but not limited to the problem of stagnant water. Asks how the flow of
the outlet pipe will be regulated. Asks the City to consider the potential cleanup effort that
may be needed due to issues such as vandalism and illegal dumping around the Project
location. Recommends the City develop an emergency response plan in case of sump pump
failure. In summary, this comment asks about the Project’s potential to not perform properly
and if it could cause flooding or other issues associated with its function.

As analyzed in Impact HYD-6 on page 3.5-15 of the Draft EIR, the Project is designed to
intentionally impede and redirect flood flows from Belmont Creek into the stormwater
storage facility in a manner that would reduce flooding downstream. The Project would
reduce the total floodplain area in lower Belmont Creek by up to 12 acres compared to
existing conditions. Therefore, while the Project would impede or redirect flood flows, by
doing so the Project would reduce flooding.

Comment states to include pre-construction surveys for Woodrats.

Although a small amount of suitable mixed forest habitat is present in the Project vicinity,
Twin Pines Park is surrounded by residential and commercial development and bounded by
Ralston Avenue and other surface streets, which limits the potential for San Francisco dusky-
footed woodrat dispersal into the Project area. As described in the Special-Status Species
section starting on page 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR, a list of special-status species with potential
to occur in the vicinity of the study area was developed. Appendix D of the Draft EIR
presents a comprehensive list of special-status plant and wildlife species that were included in
the database searches. Most of the noted species are unlikely to occur in the study area or be
affected by the Project due to its location being outside of special-status species’ geographic
range; habitats within the study area being poor quality or insufficient to support the species;
the degree of habitat isolation or fragmentation; or otherwise unsuitable conditions being
present. There are no species occurrence records in Twin Pines Park, and no woodrat
middens were found during a reconnaissance-level biological resources survey conducted in
June 2022 (Horizon Water and Environment, 2022a). The Project area is mostly characterized
by urban/developed features and ornamental trees that do not provide suitable woodrat
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SMC-4

SMC-5

SMC-6

SMC-7

habitat. As such, the woodrat has low potential to occur in the Project area. Additionally, the
installation of wildlife exclusion fencing at the work site boundaries (in accordance with
Mitigation Measure BIO-3) would be monitored by a qualified biologist. Although the
likelihood of woodrat occurrence within the Project area is already low, the presence of a
biologist during fence installation and the barrier provided by the fencing for the duration of
the Project would further reduce the potential for woodrat to occur within the Project area. No
changes to the Draft EIR are required.

The comment asks if this reach of Belmont Creek is perennial. If so, the dewatering plan for
construction would need to include aquatic/semi-aquatic species.

As described on page 3.3-1 of the Draft EIR, Belmont Creek is an intermittent stream and the
creek has limited ability to support special-status fish or amphibians. As further stated on
page 3.3-21, while wildlife periodically moves along Belmont Creek within the Twin Pines
Park, the park is fragmented from larger areas of natural habitat. Anadromous fish passage is
blocked by several barriers and culverts downstream of the Project site (California Fish
Passage Assessment Database, 2023). There are no known wildlife movement corridors or
nursery sites on or in the vicinity of the Project site. Project construction may have a
temporary impact on animals moving through the Project site and staging area, but this short-
term impact would be less than significant because wildlife movement impacts would be
confined to work (daytime) hours over the course of 24 months. Based on the information
above, the Project would not substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species, established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites and the construction and
operational impact would be less than significant. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

The comment asks how the inlet into the underground storage facility would be screened to
prevent wildlife from entering.

The inlet structure would include bars to prevent larger rocks and boulders from entering the
detention basin. However, stormwater would not enter the basin until there are high flows in
Belmont Creek, which would preclude aquatic species from entering the basin due to the
strong stormwater velocities. Essentially, the aquatic species would have to swim against the
current to enter the inlet pipe during high flow events. It is more likely that small fish would
be carried along with the current, past the inlet over the weir. A text change was made to the
Draft EIR Section 2.4.5 In-Stream Check Structure on page 2-7. See Final EIR Chapter 3,
Draft EIR Revisions for corrections for revisions.

The comment asks if there are local examples of where the high flow diversion weirs have
been installed, and what are the potential mechanical issues with operations.

This comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR analysis or findings. See Response SMC-2
above.

The comment speculates that agencies may require bio stabilization for the proposed
southside bank stabilization consisting of riprap.
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Riprap is needed from an engineering perspective to stabilize the bank and to prevent erosion
during high flow events. If the regulatory agencies require bio stabilization as part of the
permitting process, the City will work with the agencies, the consulting engineer and City
staff to develop the best solution for achieving the Project objectives. The Draft EIR does not
determine an environmental impact that would require the inclusion of bio stabilization.

SMC-8 The comment asks if there is potential for the in-stream check structure to impact movement
of aquatic species.

See Response SMC-9. It is likely that aquatic species would be carried along in Belmont
Creek during high flow events past the inlet over the weir. No changes to the Draft EIR are
required.

SMC-9 The comment states that the schedule indicates that the one-month timeline does not seem
sufficient for the weirs, sedimentation basin, and check structure construction. Bank
stabilization construction is also not listed in the schedule.

Bank stabilization is included in the “Landscaping and Stream Restoration” row in Table 2-2
of the Draft EIR. This work entails the diversion structure and the stabilizing around the
entrance and exit, and would require excavation, installation of foundation piles, setting
forms and reinforcement, pouring concrete, backfilling, and laying the rip-rap, which would
take three to six months. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

SMC-10  The comment recommends considering adding dewatering and clean water bypass.

The contractor will follow the County’s requirements for best management practices during
construction and operation, which do not appear to include requirements for dewatering and
clean water bypass. The Draft EIR does not determine an environmental impact that would
require the inclusion of these control measures. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

SMC-11  The comment asks if sediment would accumulate behind the in-stream check structure and
require periodic sediment removal.

As mentioned in the Draft EIR Section 2.4.5 In-Stream Check Structure, on page 2-7, the
check structure would consist of ungrouted riprap (Class IV: median size greater than 14
inches) and downstream riprap protection along the bottom of the channel. Some of the
baseflow is expected to pass through the stone check structure. While this through-flow may
decrease as sedimentation fills in the voids between stones, periodic maintenance would
improve the structure’s permeability by removing sediment allowing the flow to continue in

perpetuity.

SMC-12  The comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-5 still may need nesting bird surveys even
if work starts before nesting season.

If a nesting bird survey commences prior to nesting season, there would be no evidence of
nesting birds that could be impacted by the Project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.
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SMC-13  The comment notes that the Construction Stormwater General Permit in footnote 1 needs to
be updated.

Thank you for the correction. See Final EIR Chapter 3, Draft EIR Revisions for corrections to
the footnote in Section 3.5, Hydrology and Water Quality.
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PC Response: Planning Commission Hearing, June 4, 2024

Note to readers: The comments responded to below were offered during a public comment hearing on
the Draft EIR held before the City’s Planning Commission on June 4, 2024. The comments and responses
below focus only on substantive issues discussed among members of the Commission and City staff. No
public comments were received at the hearing. Although no transcript was prepared for the hearing, a
video recording may be found at https://bit.ly/3yNyzUH.

PC-1

PC-2

PC-3

The Commissioners pointed out an error in the alternatives section of the Draft EIR where the
proposed Project was listed as having a larger capacity than designed. The Commissioners also
suggested other potential alternatives such as creating an open pond for public use or constructing
an even larger detention basin.

Chapter 5, Alternatives has been revised to correct the Project’s capacity and the alternative sites’
capacity in relation to the Project. The Commissioner’s suggested alternatives were determined to
be infeasible by the Project engineers because an open pond would be a safety hazard and would
not contain water most of the time, and the Project has been sized to the maximum extent given
existing constraints on the Project site. It should be noted that the storage estimates are
aspirational and do not reflect the engineering and physical constraints of the alternative sites. If
an alternative site were selected, the storage capacity would likely be far less than what is
reflected in the watershed study (Draft EIR Appendix E) and Draft EIR Table 5-1. See Final EIR
Chapter 3, Draft EIR Revisions for corrections. Even with these revisions, the Project would
remain the environmentally superior alternative because it would likely detain more stormwater
since it would be located furthest down the watershed and would capture water from various
tributaries, the Water Dog Lake subwatershed and Belmont Creek itself. No other alternative
would meet the Project objectives to the same degree.

The Commissioners asked if tree removal can be avoided or minimized on the Project site.

As noted on page 3.3-22 of the Draft EIR, seven trees ranging in size from 4 inches to 15 inches
diameter at breast height would be removed as part of the Project but would be replanted to
reestablish landscaping around the existing parking lot. The trees to be removed are mostly in the
middle of the parking lot and cannot remain during construction. Trees along the perimeter of the
site would remain to the extent feasible.

The Commissioners asked about the nearest gas station and whether there could be contaminants
affecting the Project site.

The nearest gas station to the Project is the 76 station, on 6™ Avenue, 400 feet north of the Project
site. A review of the Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor database and the State
Water Resource Control Board GeoTracker database records indicate that the Project site is not
located on a list of hazardous materials sites (compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5, known as the “Cortese List”), nor are there any sites in the Project vicinity (Refer to the
Draft EIR Appendix B, Section 9). The 76 station is not listed as an active remediation site at this
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time. Therefore, it is unlikely that the Project site would be affected by contamination from off-
site uses.

PC-4 The Commissioners asked about tribal cultural resources and the public informational signage.

One archaeological resource that qualifies as a tribal cultural resource has been identified in the
Project area. The resource is an indigenous archaeological habitation site with components dating
to between 4000 and 200 BP. The public informational signage would include language
explaining the Project site’s history and the presence of California Native American Tribes in the
area. However, even with the mitigation measures, the Project would result in permanent damage
to ancestral human remains that are of significance to the Muwekma, and likely other California
Native American Tribes. As described on page 3.6-10 of the Draft EIR, this would be a
significant unavoidable impact.

PC-5 The Commissioners questioned the cost of the project.

While this comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR or environmental analysis, it was answered
during the Commission hearing by the Community Development Director.
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CHAPTER 3

Draft EIR Revisions

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Twin Pines
Stormwater Detention Basin Project (Project) that was published on May 14, 2024. These revisions
include both (1) changes made to text or tables in response to comments on the Draft EIR as discussed
and presented in Chapter 2, as well as (2) staff-initiated text changes to correct minor inconsistencies, to
add minor information or clarification related to the project, and to provide updated information where
applicable. None of the revisions or corrections in this chapter substantially change the analysis and
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR; thus, as described in Section 1.1 of the Final EIR, recirculation of
the Draft EIR is not required due to the minor nature of revisions.

The chapter includes all revisions by reproducing the relevant excerpt of the Draft EIR in the sequential
order by the chapter, section, and page that it appears in the document. Preceding each revision is a brief
explanation for the text change, either identifying the corresponding comment codes, such as Comment
SMC-17, where the issue is discussed in Chapter 2, or indicating the reason for a staff-initiated change.
Deletions in text and tables are shown in strikethrough (strikethrengh) and new text is shown in underline
(double-underline).

3.2 Changes to the Draft EIR

3.2.1 Cover, Table of Contents, and Acronyms and Other
Abbreviations

No revisions were made to these chapters.

3.2.2 Executive Summary

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.3 Chapter 1, Introduction

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.4 Chapter 2 Project Description

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-5, changes were made to section 2.4.5 In-Stream
Check Structure on Draft EIR page 2-7 as follows:
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A 6-foot-high stone or reinforced concrete check structure spanning the width of Belmont Creek
(approximately 40 feet) would increase water surface in-stream and direct water and sediment
into the sediment chamber inlet. The check structure would be designed to overtop above the 2-
year peak flow. If constructed with stone, the check structure would consist of riprap with a

median size greater than 14 inches. The inlet structure would include bars to prevent larger rocks
and boulders from entering the detention basin.

3.2.5 Chapter 3.1 Overview

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.6 Chapter 3.2 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.7 Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.8 Chapter 3.4 Cultural Resources

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.9 Chapter 3.5 Hydrology and Water Quality

In response to comment SMC-17, changes were made to revise the first footnote on Draft EIR page 3.5-7
as follows:

General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities, Order No. 2022-0057-DWQ2669 :
PWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No CASOOOOO2

3.2.10 Chapter 3.6 Tribal Cultural Resources

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.11 Chapter 4, Other CEQA Issues

No revisions were made to this chapter.

3.2.12 Chapter 5, Alternatives

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the first paragraph
and Table 5-1 on Draft EIR page 5-6 as follows:

Table 5-1 describes Alternatives 2 through 5 in terms of total stormwater storage capacity,
footprint, estimated excavation, and estimated costs, as well as the Project, and Figure 5-1 shows
the locations of Alternatives 2 through 5 compared with the Project. It should be noted that the

storage estimates are aspirational and do not reflect the engineering and physical constraints of
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the alternative sites. If an alternative site were selected, the storage capacity would likely be far
less than what is reflected in the watershed study and Table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Footprint of
Basin Excavation
Storage (square (cubic Cost
Alternative (acre feet) feet) yards) (million)
2. Hidden Canyon Park 4.14 27,300 9,100 $3.9
3. Notre Dame Belmont High School Softball Field 11.12 102,840 38,089 $10.3
4. Notre Dame de Namur Soccer Field 8.77 72,000 26,667 $8.1
5. Carlmont High School Softball Field 13.08 131,574 38,985 $13.0
Project: Twin Pines Park 2162 43,000 37484 $176
9* 39,000 15.4*

SOURCE: County of San Mateo et al., 2019 (Appendix E)

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the Alternative 2
Description and Ability to Meet the Project Objectives in Section 5.3.2 on Draft EIR page 5-11 as
follows:

Description

Hidden Canyon Park is a City-owned and operated public park located at 2642 Carlmont Drive.
The park is approximately 140 acres, and includes a public parking lot and the Elevator Trail. The
detention basin weuld is estimated to store approximately 4.14 acre-feet of stormwater by
replacing an existing 60-inch reinforced concrete pipe and installing an 18-inch outfall pipe and
an emergency overflow structure. The 27,300-square-foot underground detention basin would
require 9,100 cubic yards of excavation, along with landscaping and surface restoration. Overall,
this alternative would reduce peak flow during a 50-year, 3-hour storm event by 37 cubic feet per
second (cfs).

Ability to Meet the Project Objectives

Alternative 2 would reduce downstream flooding and provide flood protection in Lower Belmont
Creek watershed, reduce downstream sedimentation and dredging, improve water quality through
pollutant capture and removal, minimize disruption to public and private landowners, and
improve water quality through pollutant capture and removal. However, Alternative 2 would not
maximize flood protection because it would only store approximately 4.14 acre-feet of
stormwater, which is about 208 46 percent of what the Project could store. Additionally, given that
this alternative is located on a tributary upstream of the Project, it would not reduce flooding
downstream in Lower Belmont Creek as much as the Project would. Under Alternative 2, most of
the project objectives would be met but it would not maximize flood protection in Lower
Belmont Creek.
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In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the Alternative 3
Description and Ability to Meet the Project Objectives in Section 5.3.3 on Draft EIR page 5-14 as
follows:

Description

Notre Dame Belmont High School is a Catholic women’s college preparatory high school located
at 1540 Ralston Ave. The softball field is located on the high school’s campus just outside the
Moore Pavilion. The Alternative 3 area is approximately 2.6 acres and contains an existing play
court, parking lot, and softball field. The detention basin weuld is estimated to store
approximately 11.12 acre-feet of stormwater and would include the installation of 24-inch inlet
and outlet pipes and an emergency overflow structure. The 102,840-square-foot underground
detention basin would require 38,089 cubic yards of excavation, along with softball field-specific
surface improvements. Overall, this alternative would reduce peak flow during a 50-year, 3-hour
storm event by 70 cfs.

Ability to Meet the Project Objectives

Alternative 3 would reduce downstream flooding and provide flood protection in Lower Belmont
Creek watershed, reduce downstream sedimentation and dredging, improve water quality through
pollutant capture and removal, minimize disruption to public and private landowners, and
improve water quality through pollutant capture and removal. Hewever; Alternative 3 weuldnet
maximize flood protection-beecause-it would enly store approximately 11.12 acre feet of
stormwater, which is about 58 123 percent of what the Project could store. Additienally However
given that this alternative is located upstream of the Project, it would not reduce flooding
downstream in Lower Belmont Creek as much as the Project would. Under Alternative 3, most of
the project objectives would be met, but it would not maximize flood protection in Lower
Belmont Creek.

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the Alternative 4
Description, Ability to Meet the Project Objectives, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Biological Resources, and Noise discussions in Section 5.3.4 on Draft EIR pages 5-17 through 5-20 as
follows:

Description

Notre Dame de Namur University College is a private Catholic university located at 1500 Ralston
Ave. The Koret soccer field is located on the southern corner of the University campus. The
Alternative 4 area is approximately 1.7 acres and contains an existing soccer field, bleachers, and
fencing. The detention basin wewld is estimated to store approximately 8.77 acre feet of
stormwater and would involve the installation of 24-inch inlet and outlet pipes and an emergency
overflow structure. The 72,000-square-foot underground detention basin would require 26,667
cubic yards of excavation, along with soccer field—specific surface improvements. Overall, this
alternative would reduce peak flow during a 50-year, 3-hour storm event by 68 cfs.
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Ability to Meet the Project Objectives

Alternative 4 would reduce downstream flooding and provide flood protection in Lower Belmont
Creek watershed, reduce downstream sedimentation and dredging, improve water quality through
pollutant capture and removal, minimize disruption to public and private landowners, and
improve water quality through pollutant capture and removal. Hewever; Alternative 4 would net
maximize-flood protection-because-it- would-enly store approximately 8.77 acre feet of
stormwater, which is about 40 97 percent of what the Project could store. Additienally However,
given that this alternative is located upstream of the Project, it would not reduce flooding
downstream in Lower Belmont Creek as much as the Project would. Under Alternative 4, most of
the project objectives would be met, but it would not maximize flood protection in Lower
Belmont Creek.

Evaluation
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 4 would involve the use of construction equipment and vehicles that would result in
temporary construction emissions. Construction of this alternative could result in exposure of
nearby residents on Ralston Ave. and students, faculty, and staff on the Notre Dame de Namur
University campus to toxic air contaminants in excess of thresholds set by the BAAQMD.
Alternative 4 would have a slightly smaller larger construction footprint than the Project (see
Table 5-1), which would entail mere less excavation and would have a shorter, but similar, lenger
construction duration. Fhis-weuld-inerease-overall-airquality-and GHG-emisstons: Significant
emissions would likely be generated and, under Alternative 4, implementation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-1, BAAQMD Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, and Mitigation
Measure AIR-2: Require Tier 4 Engines on Construction Equipment would be required to
reduce air quality emissions and GHG emissions impacts to less-than-significant levels, similar to

those of the Project.

Biological Resources

Alternative 4 would have the same types of construction impacts on biological resources as the
Project, largely because the nature of the work (construct an underground stormwater storage
facility, diversion weir, sediment chamber, bank stabilization measures, in-stream check
structure, and outlet pipe) would be similar and thus use of the same or similar construction
approaches and environmental protection measures would be warranted. The magnitude of
impacts to aquatic and riparian habitat and associated special-status species, to jurisdictional
wetlands and other waters of the U.S., and to nesting birds would be less than or similar to the
Project greater-because the footprint would be slightly smaller larger than that of the Project. ;and
Alternative 4 would require vegetation removal and work in the streambank to build an
inlet/outlet structure for the detention basin. The long-term operational impacts to aquatic habitats
and habitats in Belmont Creek would not be expected to be substantially different than they
would be for the Project. The same types of standard stream maintenance program activities
would be performed as take place currently, and as they would under the Project.
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Noise

Based on the size of the construction footprint for Alternative 4, which is smaller than but similar
to the Project, the construction duration during which noise would be generated is anticipated to

be shorter than or similar to the Project. would-generate-more-noise-from-construction-because-ts
construction-duration-would-belonger-than-the Projeet: There would be use of heavy construction

equipment (such as excavators, loaders, and cranes) and construction activities involving
demolition, grading, building, and paving that would generate varying noise levels. There would
also be impacts related to groundborne vibration generated during construction by impact
equipment or earth moving equipment. Under Alterative 4, implementation of Mitigation
Measure NOI-1: Construction Noise Reduction Measures and Mitigation Measure NOI-2:
Vibration Avoidance from Compaction would be required to reduce impacts relating to noise
and groundborne vibration to less than significant, similar to those under the Project.

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the Alternative 5
Description and Ability to Meet the Project Objectives in Section 5.3.5 on Draft EIR page 5-20 as
follows:

Description

Carlmont High School is a public high school managed by the Sequioa Union High School
District, and located at 1400 Alameda de Las Pulgas in Belmont. The softball field is in the
northern portion of campus, adjacent to a surface parking lot and the performing arts center. The
detention basin wewld is estimated to store approximately 13.08 acre feet of stormwater and
would require the installation of a 36-inch inlet pipe, a 24-inch outlet pipe, and an emergency
overflow structure. The 131,574-square-foot underground detention basin would require 38,985
cubic yards of excavation, along with softball field—specific surface improvements. Overall, this
alternative would reduce peak flow during a 50-year, 3-hour storm event by 16 cfs.

Ability to Meet the Project Objectives

Alternative 5 would reduce downstream flooding and provide flood protection in Lower Belmont
Creek watershed, reduce downstream sedimentation and dredging, improve water quality through
pollutant capture and removal, minimize disruption to public and private landowners, and
improve water quality through pollutant capture and removal. Hewewver-Alternative 5 would ret
maximize-flood protection-because-it- wonld-enly store approximately 13.08 acre feet of
stormwater, which is about 68 145 percent of what the Project could store. Additienall-However,
given that this alternative is located on a tributary upstream of the Project, it would not reduce
flooding downstream in Lower Belmont Creek as much as the Project could. Under Alternative 5,
most of the project objectives would be met, but it would not maximize flood protection in Lower
Belmont Creek.

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise the second and
fifth paragraphs in Section 5.4.2 on Draft EIR pages 5-23 and 5-24 as follows:

The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the
Project. If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior
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alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the
other project alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[¢]).

Compared to the Project, the No Project Alternative could result in significant unavoidable
impacts on tribal cultural resources, and significant but mitigatable impacts on biological
resources, cultural resources, and air quality and GHG emissions given more frequent and larger
flooding events. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not be considered the
environmentally superior alternative. Because Alternatives 2 through 5 would meet most of the
Project objectives to some degree, but the extent of construction impacts would vary, Alternative
2 would have least ground disturbance and would be considered the environmentally superior
alternative. Alternative 2 would continue to have significant unavoidable impacts on tribal
cultural resources, similar to the Project, but would not maximize stormwater storage capacity
since this alternative could sequester approximately-20 46 percent of the stormwater as the
Project could during storm events. This would limit the amount of downstream flooding that
Alternative 2 would be able to prevent.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would require acquiring private property leading to substantial delays in
realizing project benefits of flood reduction. Those sites’ existing uses would be diminished by
requiring continued maintenance access to the site and reconfiguring the playing fields to
accommodate large maintenance vehicles. Alternative 5 would require coordination with the
school district for a joint use agreement with the City. The current uses of the fields would be
disrupted and altered as access roads would need to be installed for maintenance. In contrast, the
Project site is owned by the City and would require no acquisition or use agreements.

Maintenance of the detention basin would require vacuum truck and small earth moving
equipment to be at the site on a consistent basis. Alternative 2 would require regular disruptions
to the nearby neighborhood for maintenance access as it is accessed through an existing
residential cul-de-sac. Alternatives 3 through 5 would alter the surface and subsurface soils to
ensure sufficient strength to support heavy vehicle loads which can alter the existing use of the
fields. Project maintenance would access through the existing parking lot on Twin Pines Lane,
minimizing impacts to residents and maintaining the current uses of the park areas.

Overall, the proposed Project would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would
likely detain the-mest more stormwater since it would be located furthest down the watershed and
would capture water from various tributaries, the Water Dog Lake subwatershed and Belmont

Creek itself. No other alternative would eapture-and-retain-as-much-waterand meet the Project

objectives to the same degree.

In response to the Planning Commission comment PC-1, changes were made to revise Table 5-2, in
Section 5.4 on Draft EIR page 5-25 and 5-26 as follows:
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TABLE 5-2

COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Project:
Twin Pines Park

1. No Project

2. Hidden Canyon Park

3. Notre Dame Belmont High School
Softball Field

4. Notre Dame de Namur Soccer Field

5. Carlmont High School Softball Field

Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Significant Increased Decreased Increased Similar/Decreased-lncreased Increased
applicable air quality plan. Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont Smaller construction footprint would entail | Larger construction footprint would entail Larger-construction Larger construction footprint would entail
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of Creek could require clean up and repair. less excavation and a shorter construction | more excavation and a longer footprint would entail a_similar amount of more excavation and a longer
any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is These activities would result in recurring duration. Emissions of criteria pollutants construction duration. Emissions of criteria | mere excavation and atenger construction duration. Emissions of
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state but temporary increases of criteria would be decreased compared to the pollutants would be increased compared construction duration. Emissions of criteria | criteria pollutants would be increased
ambient air quality standard. pollutants emissions, and exposure of Project. to the Project. pollutants would be similar to or compared to the Project.
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants. dg_QLQasg_d inereased compared to the
concentrations. Project.
Biological Resources
Have a substantial adverse effect on any species Significant Increased Similar Increased/Similar Inereased/Similar/Decreased Increased/Similar
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont Although construction footprint would be Construction impacts would be greater Construction impacts would be less than Construction impacts would be greater
specles. Creek could cause permanent effects on smaller than the Project, construction than those of the Project because the or similar to greaterthan-te the Project than to the Project because the
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian biological resources. It could be a larger impacts would be similar to the Project construction footprint is larger; however, because the construction footprint is construction footprint is larger; however,
habitat or other sensitive natural community on state area than Lower Belmont Creek, possibly because the nature of the work would be the nature of the work would be the same i larger; however, the nature | the nature of the work would be the same
or federally protected wetlands through direct impacting more special-status species the same and vegetation removal and and vegetation removal and work in the of the work would be the same and and vegetation removal and work in the
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other and their habitats compared with the work in the streambank to build an streambank to build an inlet/outlet vegetation removal and work in the streambank to build an inlet/outlet
means. Project. inlet/outlet structure for the detention structure for the detention basin would be streambank to build an inlet/outlet structure for the detention basin would be
Have a substantial adverse effect on state or pasin would be r‘e.quired. ‘Operatio.nal requi‘red. Opgrational impacts on sensitive struc_ture for the _deten_tion basin would_ pe requi_red. Op(_arational impacts on sensitive
federally protected wetlands including, but not limited impacts on sensitive species, habitats, species, habltats: and wetland§ would be reqwlred. Opgratlonal impacts on sensitive species, habltats,. and wetland§ would be
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc. and wetlands would be similar to the similar to the Project because it would species, habitats, and wetlands would be similar to the Project because it would
) ) . . Project because it would entail similar entail similar stream maintenance similar to the Project because it would entail similar stream maintenance
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances stream maintenance activities. activities. entail similar stream maintenance activities.
protecting biological resources, such as a tree activities
preservation policy or ordinance. '
Cultural Resources
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Significant Increased Similar/Decreased Similar/Decreased Similar/Decreased Increased/Decreased
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont Similar to the Project, there would be no Similar to the Project, there would be no Similar to the Project, there would be no This site contains potential historic
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Creek could cause permanent effects on impacts on historic resources on this impacts on historic resources on this impacts on historic resources on this resources and would have a greater
Disturb human remains, including those interred historic resources, archaeological alternative site. This alternative area is alternative site. This alternative area is alternative site. This alternative area is impact on those than the Project. This
outside of dedicated cemeteries. resources, or human remains. The area less archaeologically sensitive than the less archaeologically sensitive than the less archaeologically sensitive than the alternative area is less archaeologically
could be larger than Lower Belmont Project area because it is not adjacent to Project area because it is not adjacent to Project area because it is not adjacent to sensitive than the Project area because it
Creek, possibly impacting more cultural a perennial freshwater body. The impacts a perennial freshwater body. The impacts a perennial freshwater body. The impacts is not adjacent to a perennial freshwater
resources as compared with the Project. on archaeological resources would be on archaeological resources would be on archaeological resources would be body. The impacts on archaeological
reduced compared to the Project. reduced compared to the Project. reduced compared to the Project. resources would be reduced compared to
the Project.
Geology and Soils
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological | Significant Increased Similar Similar Similar Similar
resource or site or unique geologic feature. Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont Ground-disturbing activities could impact Ground-disturbing activities could impact Ground-disturbing activities could impact Ground-disturbing activities could impact
Creek could cause permanent effects on paleontological resources, similar to the paleontological resources, similar to the paleontological resources, similar to the paleontological resources, similar to the
paleontological resources. The area could | Project. Project. Project. Project.
be larger area than Lower Belmont Creek,
possibly impacting more paleontological
resources compared with the Project.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Violate any water quality standards or waste Significant Increased Similar Similar Similar Similar

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality.

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan.

Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont
Creek would continue and could expose
people and property to flooding and other
water-related hazards.

This alternative would require the same
construction techniques as the Project,
and would reduce downstream flooding
and sedimentation in Belmont Creek.

This alternative would require the same
construction techniques as the Project,
and would reduce downstream flooding
and sedimentation in Belmont Creek.

This alternative would require the same
construction techniques as the Project,
and would reduce downstream flooding
and sedimentation in Belmont Creek.

This alternative would require the same
construction techniques as the Project,
and would reduce downstream flooding
and sedimentation in Belmont Creek.
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Project: 3. Notre Dame Belmont High School

Impact Twin Pines Park 1. No Project 2. Hidden Canyon Park Softball Field 4. Notre Dame de Namur Soccer Field 5. Carlmont High School Softball Field
Noise
Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent Significant Similar Decreased Increased Similar/Decreased-lncreased Increased
increase in ambient noise levels in excess of Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont Temporary increases in noise levels Temporary increases in noise levels Temporary increases in noise levels Temporary increases in noise levels
standards. Creek could require clean up and repair. would be decreased compared to the would be increased compared to the would be decreased or similar to would be increased compared to the
Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or Construction activities associated with the | Project because construction duration Project because construction duration inereased-compared-to the Project Project because construction duration
groundborne noise levels. cleanup of the flooded areas would result would be shorter. would be longer. because construction duration would be would be longer.

in temporary noise effects on sensitive similar lorger.

receptors. Construction equipment, would

be used to repair areas damaged during

flooding and would result in similar noise

and vibration effects during construction

as for the Project.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Cause a substantial adverse change in the Significant Increased Similar Similar Similar Similar

significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in

PRC Section 21074.

Periodic flooding within Lower Belmont
Creek could cause permanent effects on
tribal cultural resources. The area could
be larger than Lower Belmont Creek,
possibly impacting more tribal cultural
resources compared with the Project.

No consultation with Tribes has been
conducted for this site. Unknown
indigenous archaeological resources
could be identified and found to qualify as
a tribal cultural resource, and impacts
would be similar to the Project.

No consultation with Tribes has been
conducted for this site. Unknown
indigenous archaeological resources
could be identified and found to qualify as
a tribal cultural resource, and impacts
would be similar to the Project.

No consultation with Tribes has been
conducted for this site. Unknown
indigenous archaeological resources
could be identified and found to qualify as
a tribal cultural resource, and impacts
would be similar to the Project.

No consultation with Tribes has been
conducted for this site. Unknown
indigenous archaeological resources
could be identified and found to qualify as
a tribal cultural resource, and impacts
would be similar to the Project.
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3.2.13 Chapter 6, Report Preparers

No revisions were made to this chapter.
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