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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510, San Francisco, California 94105 tel 415 352 3600 fax 888 348 5190 

State of California I Gavin Newsom- Governor I info@bcdc.ca.gov I www.bcdc.ca.qov 

November 22, 2024 

City of Belmont 
1 Twin Pines Ln, Suite 310 
Belmont, CA 94002 
ATTN: Carlos de Melo, Community Development Director 
Via E-mail: cdemelo@belmont.gov 

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 1301 Shoreway 
Project; BCDC Inquiry File No. SM.BM.2024.01 

Dear Carlos, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR) for 
the 1301 Shoreway Project (Project). 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is providing the 
following comments as a responsible agency with discretionary approval power over aspects of 
the Project, as described below. BCDC will rely on the Final EIR when considering its approvals 
for the Project, and we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the information and 
analyses presented in the DEIR. The Commission itself has not reviewed the DEIR; the following 
comments are based on BCDC staff review of the DEIR, the McAteer-Petris Act (Title 7.2 of the 
California Government Code), and the San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
BCDC is a State planning and regulatory agency with permitting authority over San Francisco 
Bay, the Bay shoreline, and Suisun Marsh, as established in the McAteer-Petris Act and the 
Suisun Marsh Preservation Act. Per the McAteer-Petris Act, BCDC is responsible for granting or 
denying permits for any proposed fill; extraction of materials; or substantial changes in use of 
any water, land, or structure within the Commission's jurisdiction {Government Code Section 
66632). Additionally, BCDC establishes land use policies for the Bay as a resource and for 
development of the Bay and shoreline in the Bay Plan, which provides the basis for the 
Commission's review and actions on proposed projects. 

BCDC Jurisdiction 
The Project site is partially located within the shoreline band area of BCDC's permitting 

jurisdiction, consisting of all territory located between the shoreline of the Bay and 100 feet 

landward of and parallel with the shoreline (Government Code Section 66610[b]). The Project 

team has previously worked with BCDC staff to map the limits of this jurisdictional area. Areas 

in the shoreline band jurisdiction include the shoreline, most of the open space and public 

access amenities, and portions of the surface parking lot located near Belmont Creek. 
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The Bay shoreline for this Project should be determined as Mean Sea Level (MSL) + 5 feet due to 
the presence of tidal marsh. In this area, MSL is located at 3.35 NAVD88, so the Bay shoreline 
would be 8.35 ft NAVD88. It is not clear whether Figure 3-4 (Proposed Site Plan) in the DEIR 
correctly shows the BCDC jurisdiction since the shoreline topography is not shown and it's 
marked as "Not to Scale." Please correct the BCDC jurisdiction map to show the Bay shoreline 
and the 100-foot shoreline band drawn to scale. 

Environmental Analyses 
Below are BCDC staff's remaining questions and comments on the DEIR, organized by 
environmental topic. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

In BCDC's comments to the NOP, we requested that "In defining the study area for the 
biological resources analysis in the DEIR, please include any areas of the Bay that may be 
affected by site preparation and construction activities and the ongoing operation of the 
Project, including those that might be affected by light, sound, debris, runoff, etc. Additionally, 
please provide a detailed analysis of any potential impacts in and along Belmont Creek." Upon 
our review of the additional analysis provided in the DEIR, we have determined that issues 
remain with the DIER's assessment of impacts on biological resources. 

Please also not that section 7.4.3 incorrectly incorporates the McAteer-Petris act under Local 
Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards, and it should instead be categorized as at the 
State level. It may also be useful to cite that the McAteer-Petris Act is Title 7.2 of the California 
Government Code. Additionally, please make the following corrections to that paragraph: 

The McAteer-Petris Act, enacted on September 17, 1965, serves as a legal provision 
under California State law to preserve San Francisco Bay from indiscriminate filling. The 
Act initially established the BCDC as a temporary State agency charged with preparing a 
plan for the long-term use of the San Francisco Bay. In August 1969, the McAteer-Petris 
Act was amended to make BCDC a permanent regulatory agency and to incorporate the 
policies of the Bay Plan. BCDC jurisdiction includes the San Francisco Bay and a 100-
foot:wide band along the Bay shoreline ef u~e §an Franeisee 8a'f, as well as other areas 
not relevant to this particular project. The Bay shoreline is defined as all areas that are 
subject to tidal action from the south end of the San Francisco Bay to the Golden Gate 
(Point Bonita-Point Lobos), and to the Sacramento River line (a line between Stake Point 
and Simmons Point, extended northeasterly to the mouth of Marshall Cut), including'P" 
Tl:le 8CDC will daim all sloughs, and {specifically the marshlands lying between mean 
high tide and 4:ffH& 5 feet above mean sea level wt:iere marsl:l •;egetatien is present}; 
tidelands (lands 1Yi.n.g between mean high tide and mean low tide); and submerged 
lands (land lying below mean low tide) in this region. The McAteer-Petris Act also 
provides that within the 100-foot shoreline band, the BCDC may deny an application 
for a permit on the grounds that the project fails to provide maximum feasible public 
access, consistent with the proposed project, to the Bay and its shoreline. reqwires 
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tl:iat "R1aMiR1WR1 ieasiele pwelie aeeess, eoRsisteRt ·.•.iitl:i a projeet ee iRelwded as part ei T 
eael:i prejed to be appro¥ed B'f the BCDC." • I 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

In BCDC's comments on the NOP, we requested that the DIER "consider the potential for 
groundwater rise to mobilize below-ground contaminants .... please include a discussion of 
whether groundwater rise could potentially mobilize below-ground contaminants at the Project 
site." Please reference the following comments (Hydrology and Water Quality, 2) on 
stormwater management as they relate to groundwater rise and the mobilization of toxic 
contaminants. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

In BCDC's comments on the NOP, we noted that the DEIR should incorporate Bay Plan policies 
on Water Quality and Climate Change and include analysis of relevant sea level rise scenarios in 
accordance with the best available science (currently considered to be the Ocean Protection 
Council's 2024 Sea Level Rise Guidance). Upon our review of the additional analysis provided in 
the DEIR, we have determined that issues remain with the DEIR's assessment of impacts from 
Sea Level Rise as the management of stormwater. 

1. Sea-level rise and flood resilience. Section 13.3.2 considers the SLR resilience of the site 
by looking at MHHW plus 2 feet of sea level rise, since the City requires development to 
be at least 2 feet above the FEMA base flood elevation, which here is 10 feet NAVD88. 
However, The Ocean Protection Council's 2024 State of California Sea Level Rise 
Guidance 1 predicts 2 feet of sea level rise for about the year 2070. Per San Francisco 
Bay Plan Climate Change policies, the DEIR should include analysis of sea level rise 
impacts to the end of the Project's life (or otherwise end-of-century), which is assumed 
to be 2100, when sea level rise is predicted to be about 5 feet. 

Please note that the Project is not consistent with OneShoreline's Planning Policy 
Guidance, 2 which should be incorporated into the local regulatory setting ( 13.4.3). 
Additionally, please also note that BCDC policies require that future work maintain sea 
level rise resilience to the end ofthe Project life, including public access within BCDC 
jurisdiction. The DEIR analysis of flood projections for this site should consider both sea 
level rise and creek outflows, using future projections for rainfall in the Belmont Creek 
watershed. 

1 opc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/0S/California-Sea-Level-Rise-Guidance-2024-508.pdf 
2 ht tps://oneshoreline.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/OneShoreline-Planning-Policy-Guidance-Final-June-21-
2023-For-Print.pdf 
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2. Storm-water. BCDC previously requested that the DEIR conduct an analysis of the 

impacts of groundwater rise. Based on the analysis provided, BCDC is concerned that the 
proposed stormwater management system could result in Project impacts that are not 
currently accounted for in the DEIR. Groundwater is shallow onsite (about 3 feet below 
the current grade, or 10 feet NAVD88}, and appears the grades are being raised by 
about 2 feet. This will locate groundwater about 5 feet below grade. Per section 13.5.4, 
the Project drainage will rely on stormwater infiltration of permeable areas and 
detention basins to meet requirements. However, since storm drain piping is likely to be 
installed to depths of about 5 feet below ground, it will quickly fill with groundwater due 

to leaks in the system and lose capacity. Since groundwater levels will rise with sea level 
rise, groundwater will be within 3 feet of the ground surface (2 foot rise) by 2070 after 
which time stormwater infiltration w ill cease to be effective3

• 

The EIR Project Description should include a description of work needed to maintain the 
function of the storm drain system over the life of the Project, and the analysis should 
take into account the effects of future groundwater rise. 

3. Drainage patterns. For Impact Analysis HYD-3, please include a discussion that explains I 
how raising the elevation of the site would not increase the rate and volumes of flow off 
of the site into adjacent areas. 

4. Flood hazards. For Impact Analysis HYD-4, please incorporate potential flooding from 
groundwater rise over the life of the Project into the analysis of whether a flooding 
event could risk the release of pollutants. Additionally, please include a brief 
characterization of what the analysis considers to be a pollutant (and note that the 
contents of sewer lines, et c. should also be considered pollutants in this context). 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

As BCDC previously noted in our comments on the NOP, "The McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay 
Plan are a State law and a land use plan, respectively, adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect and should be included in the regulatory settings for this 
section as well as considered in the impact analysis." However, the DEIR does not reference the 
Bay plan or McAteer-Petris Act in Section 14.4 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) or 
the accompanying analysis. 

3https:ljwww.sfei.org/sites/default/fi1es/biblio files/Shallow%20Groundwater Sea%20Level%20Rise Pathways 
SFEI 2022 v2 2.pdf 
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Thank you for including the adjacent Belmont Creek Trail segments and connected planned and 
existing recreation areas in the study area. However, in BCDC's comments on the NOP, we 
requested that, for the recreation analysis, the DEIR also "identify the service area and service 
population for these facilities, assess whether the recreational faci lities provided are 
commensurate with the need generated by the Project, and consider whether the Project has 
the potential to result in the physical deterioration of these facilities." 

BCDC also previously requested that the DEIR analysis "should demonstrate that public access 
and recreational facilities are resilient to projected sea level rise at mid-century, with a 
comprehensive plan for adaptation through the end of the century. This plan should include 
strategies for maintaining accessibility, functionality, and safety of recreational and visitor­
serving amenities under various sea level rise scenarios. The DEIR should state whether the 
adaptation or replacement of the proposed public access would require further construction or 
expansion of recreational faci lit ies and assess whether that may have an adverse effect on the 
environment." 

Conclusion 
We appreciate your attention to the topics discussed above and for the opportunity to make 
the above comments on the DEIR. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (415)-352-3626 or by email at 
alyssa.plese@bcdc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

(-::1:>ocus.-111: 

~,, .. Pk,, 
AL vsgx~Pt°ese· .. 
Coastal Program Analyst 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510 
San Francisco, California 94105 
Tel: 415-352-3600 
Fax: 888 348 5190 
Email: info@bcdc.ca.gov 
Website: www.bcdc.ca.gov 

cc: State Clearinghouse (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov) 

AP/mm 
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Chris Dacumos, Senior Planner 
City of Belmont 
One Twin Pines Lane, Suite 310 
San Mateo, CA 94002 
CDacumos@goodcityco.com 

GA VIN NEWSOM, Governor 
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Subject: 1301 Shoreway Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
SCH No. 2024060880, City of Belmont, San Mateo County 

Dear Chris Dacumos: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from the City of Belmont (City) for the 
1301 Shoreway Project (Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines. 1 CDFW previously submitted comments in response to 
the Notice of Preparation of the draft EIR. 

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

CDFW ROLE 

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. (Id., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW 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.) CDFWexpects that it may 
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As 

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 Ca[ifornia 's Wi[a[ife Since 18 70 
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proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFWs Lake and Streambed 
Alteration (LSA) regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code,§ 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the 
extent implementation of the Project as propose.d may result in "take" as defined by 
State law of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the Project proponent may seek related take 
authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Proponent: City of Belmont 

Objective: The objective of the Project is to demolish an existing office building at 
1301 Shoreway Road and to construct a Class-A building for office, technology, and/or 
R&D, including life sciences, as well as an associated parking structure. 

Primary Project activities include demolition of all existing on-site uses and construction 
of an 8-story 270,446 square-foot building, a seven-story 271 ,589 square-foot building, 
and a 441 ,280 square-foot parking garage with 9 levels above grade. The total building 
footprint on the Project site would be 983,315 gross square feet. The parking garage 
and surface parking lots would provide approximately 1,626 parking stalls. 

Location: 1301 Shoreway Road, Belmont, CA 94002, 37.524390, -122.266028. The 
approximately 6.9-acre Project site is bounded by Shoreway Road and Highway 101 to 
the southwest, commercial development to the northwest, a Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) substation to the southeast, and a tidal section of Belmont Creek and 
narrow strip of ruderal grassland to the northeast. 

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. 

I. Mitigation Measures and Impacts 

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)? 

COMMENT #1 - California Ridgway's Rail and California Black Rail 

Section 7 .3.4 Special-Status Species and Sensitive Habitats 
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Issue: The draft EIR describes the Project occurring upstream of northern coastal 
salt marsh habitat that supports populations of California Ridgway's rail (Ra/lus 
obsoletus obso/etus, formerly California clapper rail, hereafter CRRA), a state and 
federally endangered and state fully protected species, and California black rail 
(Lateral/us jamaicensis coturniculus, BLRA), a state threatened and state fully 
protected species (California Natural Diversity Database [CNDDB] 2024). Further, 
the draft EIR describes how the Project site is directly adjacent to tidal marsh habitat 
and exposed mudflats of Belmont Creek, which may serve as a wildlife movement 
corridor for special-status species that occur nearby. 

Specific impact: Direct mortality of CRRA or BLRA could occur through nest 
abandonment, loss of potential foraging habitat resulting in reduced reproductive 
success (loss or reduced health or vigor of eggs or young), inadvertent entrapment 
or entrainment, or impingement. 

Why impact would occur: The Project will include impacts such as noise, 
groundwork, and operation and movement of equipment and workers that would 
have the potential to disturb foraging, roosting, and nesting. 

Evidence impact would be significant: CRRA and BLRA are fully protected 
species under California Fish and Game Code(§ 3511 or§ 4700) and are either 
listed under the federal Endangered Species Act, CESA, or both. These species are 
at great conservation risk and may be experiencing serious population declines or 
range retractions. 

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure 1: Rail surveys 

A CDFW and USFWS-approved biologist should conduct protocol-level surveys of 
CRRA and BLRA in all suitable habitats adjacent to the Project using the 2017 
California Clapper Rail Survey Protocol to determine where CRRA or BLRA are 
present in each year of construction (Wood et al. 2017). CDFW staff are available to 
collaborate to incorporate calls of BLRA into the protocol to ensure that both species 
are sufficiently surveyed. 

Mitigation Measure 2: Rail Buffers 

If CRRA or BLRA are found in suitable habitat near the Project site, appropriate 
buffers should be incorporated to avoid and minimize impacts to CRRA and BLRA. A 
700-foot no-work buffer should be implemented between construction activities and 
any current-year breeding CRRA and BLRA detections if construction cannot be 
avoided during the rail breeding season (January 15- August 31 for CRRA, 
February 1-August 31 for BLRA). If establishing a 700-foot buffer around breeding 
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rail detections is not feasible, noise reducing modifications to equipment as well as 
portable acoustic barriers/blankets placed near noise sources may be appropriate to 
reduce auditory and visual impacts to breeding ra ils. Note that these noise reduction 
features may be appropriate regardless of time of year to minimize impacts to 
foraging rails as well. CDFW recommends that a qualified avian biologist advise and 
support buffer establishment in consultation with CDFW. 

Mitigation Measure 3: Rail Take Avoidance 

Fully protected species such as CRRA and BLRA may not be taken or possessed at 
any time. In the event a fully protected species is found within or adjacent to the 
Project site, CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist implement an appropriate 
no-disturbance buffer (see Mitigation Measure 2) and allow the individual to leave 
the Project site of its own volition. The qualified biologist should also be on-site 
during all Project activities to ensure that fully protected species are not being 
disturbed by Project activities 

ENVIRONMENTAL DA TA 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and 
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys to the CNDDB. The CNDDB field survey 
form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported 
to CNDDB can be found at the following link: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 

The Project, as proposed, would 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 the cost of 
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is 
required 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 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR to assist the City in 
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. 
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Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to 
Shannon Husband, Environmental Scientist, at (707) 337-1364 or 
Shannon.Husband@Wildlife.ca.gov; or Wesley Stokes, Senior Environmental Scientist 
(Supervisory) at (707) 339-6066 or Wesley.Stokes@Wildlife.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 
~ OocuSltMd by: 

~~-« 
E .S77~211EF48&.ll rm Gnappe 
Regional Manager 
Bay Delta Region 

ec: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2024060880) 

REFERENCES 

CNDDB. 2024. RareFind 5. California Department of Fish and Wildlife Government 
Version 5.3.0 dated September 29, 2024. 

Wood, J.K., Nur, N., Salas, L. and O.M.W. Richmond. 2016. Site-specific Protocol for 
Monitoring Marsh Birds: Don Edwards San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay 
National Wildlife Refuges. Prepared for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific 
Southwest Region Refuge Inventory and Monitoring Initiative. Point Blue 
Conservation Science. Petaluma, CA. 
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Carlos de Melo, Community Development Director 
City of Belmont 
One Twin Pines Lane, Suite 310 
Belmont, CA 94002 

Re: 1301 Shoreway Project – Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)  

Dear Carlos de Melo: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the 1301 Shoreway Project. The Local Development 
Review (LDR) Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with 
our mission and state planning priorities. The following comments are based on our 
review of the October 2024 DEIR.  

Please note this correspondence does not indicate an official position by Caltrans on 
this project and is for informational purposes only. 

Project Understanding 
The proposed project would result in the demolition of the existing 148,949 square feet 
(sq. ft.) medical office building and surface parking lot to develop 542,035 sq. ft. of 
employment uses through the construction of two buildings to serve as a general 
office and/or research and technology campus. An associated 9-story, 442,690 sq. ft. 
parking garage would also be constructed. The development also proposes a series of 
public outdoor amenities that would be accessible from the slough and adjacent trail 
along Belmont Creek. The 6.9-acre project site is located adjacent to northbound U.S. 
Route 101 (U.S. 101). 

Travel Demand Analysis 
The project vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis and significance determination are 
undertaken in a manner consistent with the City of Belmont’s adopted Resolution 
2021-021 – VMT Policy, which includes recommendations regarding VMT methodology 
and thresholds of significance. Per the DEIR, this project is found to have a less than 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.” 

3-1

3-2

CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM. GOVERNOR 

California Department of Transportation Et;· 
liz/trans• 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.” 

significant VMT impact with the implementation of a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) plan focused on reducing employee VMT. The project also 
proposes reestablishing a local shuttle service to connect the office development to 
the San Carlos Caltrain Station and the Redwood Shores community. The proposed 
mitigation measures identified in the TDM plan should be documented with annual 
monitoring reports to demonstrate effectiveness. 

Please note that the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County’s 
(C/CAG) VMT/Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Model Mitigation Program was awarded 
through Caltrans’ Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant Program to assist project 
sponsors and developers to identify feasible options for mitigating VMT and GHG 
emission impacts of land use and VMT-inducting transportation projects in the County. 
The City is encouraged to collaborate with Caltrans and C/CAG to explore more VMT 
mitigation program options when needed.  

Hydrology 
Following review of the October 2024 DEIR, there would be no significant adverse 
drainage condition expected on U.S. 101 from the proposed project. 

Water Quality 
In Section 13.4 Applicable Regulation, Plans, and Standards of the DEIR, the current 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 2022 Construction Stormwater 
General Permit should be referenced unless it is clearly substantiated and justified to 
use the older versions of the permit for this proposed project. 

Construction-Related Impacts 
A reminder that the following two Caltrans projects are within the vicinity of the project 
site and may pose a potential construction conflict. For future project coordination, 
please contact Rommel Pardo, Senior Project Manager of Program Project 
Management for San Mateo County at Rommel.Pardo@dot.ca.gov.  

• Project 04-0Q070 – modify and enhance the metering system and guardrails for
various U.S. 101 on-ramps, including the on-ramps at Whipple Ave and Hillsdale
Blvd.

• Project 04-2J73A – pavement rehabilitation and upgrade guardrails along U.S.
101 near Cordilleras Creek Bridge.

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should 
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Luana Chen, 
Transportation Planner, via LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.  

3-3
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment.” 

For future early coordination opportunities or project referrals, please visit Caltrans LDR 
website (link) or contact LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

YUNSHENG LUO 
Branch Chief, Local Development Review 
Office of Regional and Community Planning 

c:  State Clearinghouse 
 Chris Dacumos, Senior Planner for City of Belmont 
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Advocates for the Environment 
A non-profit public-interest law firm 

and environmental advocacy organization 

October 28, 2024 
 
 
Carlos de Melo 
Community Development Director 
City of Belmont 
1 Twin Pines Lane, Suite 310 
Belmont, CA 94002 
 
Via U.S. Mail and email to cdemelo@belmont.gov  
 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 1301 Shoreway Project, 
SCH No. 2024060880 

 
Dear Mr. Melo:  

Advocates for the Environment submits the comments in this letter regarding the 
proposed 1301 Shoreway Project (Project), located at 1301 Shoreway Road at the northeast 
intersection of Shoreway Road and Sem Lane in the City of Belmont (City). This Project 
proposes to demolish an existing office building and construct a 542,000 square-foot office and 
laboratory space, along with a 442,690 square-foot parking garage, on the 6.9-acre Project site. 

We are a non-profit public-interest law firm that uses environmental law to fight to 
improve the environment in California. We have reviewed the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) prepared in October 2024, and submit comments regarding the sufficiency of the EIR’s 
Greenhouse-Gas (GHG) analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The City Should Require the Project to be Net-Zero 

Given the current regulatory context and technological advancements, a net-zero 
significance threshold is feasible and extensively supportable. GHG emissions from buildings, 
including indirect emissions from offsite generation of electricity, direct emissions produced 
onsite, and from construction with cement and steel, amounted to 21% of global GHG 
emissions in 2019. (IPCC Sixth Assessment Report, Climate Change 2022, WGIII, Mitigation 
of Climate Change, p. 9-4.) This is a considerable portion of global GHG emissions.  

It is much more affordable to construct new building projects to be net-zero than to 
obtain the same level of GHG reductions by expensively retrofitting older buildings to comply 
with climate change regulations. Climate damages will keep increasing until we reach net zero 
GHG emissions, and there is a California state policy requiring the state to be net-zero by 2045. 
It therefore is economically unsound to construct new buildings that are not net-zero. 

Environmental groups have achieved tremendous outcomes by litigation under CEQA. 
Two of the largest mixed-use development projects in the history of California, Newhall Ranch 
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(now FivePoint Valencia), and Centennial (part of Tejon Ranch) decided to move forward as 
net-zero communities after losing CEQA lawsuits to environmental groups. The ability for 
these large projects to become net-zero indicates that it is achievable, even for large-scale 
developments. The Applicant for this Project should do the same.  

We urge the City to adopt net-zero as the GHG significance threshold for this Project. 
This threshold is well-supported by plans for the reduction of GHG emissions in California, 
and particularly the CARB Climate Change Scoping Plans. The CARB 2017 Scoping Plan 
states that “achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution 
to GHG impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development.” (CARB 2017 
Scoping Plan, p. 101.) Additionally, the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan reaffirms the necessity of a 
net zero target by expressing: “it is clear that California must transition away from fossil fuels to 
zero-emission technologies with all possible speed … in order to meet our GHG and air quality 
targets.” (CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, p. 184.) CARB further encourages a net-zero threshold in 
its strategies for local actions in Appendix D to the 2022 Scoping Plan. (CARB 2022 Scoping 
Plan, Appendix D p. 24-26.) 

Moving this Project forward as a net-zero project would not only be the right thing for 
the City to do, but also would help protect the City and the Applicant from CEQA GHG 
litigation. 

CEQA GHG Significance Analysis 

The EIR derived its GHG significance thresholds from the CEQA Appendix G 
Guidelines: whether the Project would generate GHG emissions that may have a significant 
impact, and whether the Project would be consistent with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation for the reduction of GHG emissions. (EIR, p. 11-14.) The City used CalEEMod to 
quantify the net Project’s annual emissions, which were reported to be 4,079 metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year. (EIR, p. 11-18.) The EIR concluded that the 
Project’s GHG emissions would be less than significant after mitigation. (EIR, p. 11-24.) 

Chosen Threshold Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence 

As the basis for its significance determination under the first significance threshold, the 
City chose BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices (BMPs), the implementation of a 
Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM), and the City of Belmont Climate 
Action Plan (CAP). (EIR, p. 11-14 –11-19.) However, the City did not provide substantial 
evidence in the record that complying with these programs is a valid significance threshold to 
demonstrate a less-than-significant impact.  
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Insufficient Evidence for 15% VMT Reduction from TDM Program  

The EIR lacks sufficient evidence to demonstrate the TDM program's effectiveness at 
achieving a 15% reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The Project’s reliance on the TDM 
program to ensure compliance with BAAQMD and the City’s CAP is therefore misplaced and 
unsupported by substantial evidence.  

The EIR acknowledges that a vast majority of the Project's emissions —nearly 80%—
come from mobile sources. (EIR, p. 11-19.) For this reason, reducing VMT would substantially 
reduce the Project’s overall GHG impact. To address this, the EIR proposes to implement a 
TDM program described under Transportation Mitigation Measure 1 (MM TRA-1). 
According to this measure, before occupancy, the City shall prepare and implement a final 
TDM program to reduce the Project’s VMT to below the significance threshold. This would 
include encouraging employees to use alternative modes of transportation to single-occupant 
vehicles. The City of Belmont TDM policy requires this Project to achieve 18 points. 
Compliance with the city’s TDM policy would reduce the Project’s vehicle trips and the VMT 
by an estimated 15 percent or more, which would be more than the required 7.4 percent 
reduction needed if using the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
(C/CAG) VMT estimation tool, and the 6.0 percent reduction needed if using the C/CAG 
travel demand model. (EIR, p. 1-24.) While this plan claims that compliance with the TDM 
policy will lead to a 15% VMT reduction, it fails to provide sufficient evidence for several 
reasons. 

First, this measure lacks performance standards to ensure the TDM program is effective. 
The measure itself does not list any concrete strategies to bring about the reduction of single-
occupant employee vehicles, rather it defers the creation of specific strategies to a future date. 
Additionally, the term “encouraging” (EIR, p. 1-24) is inherently vague and lacks enforceability 
as it does not guarantee the implementation of these measures. MM TRA-1 should be aimed at 
reducing single-occupant vehicles, not simply encouraging alternative transportation. There are 
many factors that influence an employee’s choice of transportation method, including 
convenience, time, and money. Merely encouraging alternative mechanisms without providing 
structural changes to make such options more convenient would not lead to measurable 
reductions in VMT or GHG emissions.  

Moreover, the absence of specific strategies and enforceable commitments is insufficient 
to achieve quantifiable reductions in greenhouse gases, rendering the plan incomplete. Although 
the City references Belmont's TDM Program Report and Guideline, which requires the Project 
to reach 18 points to achieve a 15% reduction in VMT, the EIR fails to provide the TDM 
Program Proposed Project Measures form. This form would detail which specific measures the 
Project plans to implement and show how the required 18 points are being met. Without these 
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specific commitments, there is no assurance that the Project will achieve the anticipated VMT 
reductions under the TDM. 

Second, even if the City committed to specific measures in the TDM, the EIR fails to 
present empirical evidence on why the TDM program will successfully reduce VMT by 15% for 
a project of this size. The TDM Program Report and Guidebook for the City of Belmont varies 
the number of points required based on land use and project size, up to 50,000 square feet. Any 
project over 50,000 square feet must meet 18 points (Report and Guidebook, p. 4.) Because this 
is the maximum amount of points, this Project would be held to the same 18-point requirement 
as a project that is more than ten times smaller, but still expected to reach the same 15% 
reduction. In other words, the City of Belmont’s TDM policy applies a one-size-fits-all point 
system for projects over 50,000 square feet without providing evidence that a 15% reduction can 
be achieved for all projects. This threshold might not account for the complexity or scale of a 
significantly larger project, such as this 542,000-square-foot development. The policy and EIR 
assume that a 15% reduction can be achieved through the same measures applied to much 
smaller projects. This assumption is not supported by substantial evidence.  

The EIR also does not provide the necessary evidence and detailed commitments to 
ensure effective implementation of the proposed TDM program. As a result, it fails to establish 
a reliable path to achieving the claimed 15% reduction in VMT, undermining support for the 
Project's chosen threshold.  

Inadequate Commitment to BAAQMD Best Management Practices  

The EIR references implementing BAAQMD BMPs to reduce short-term construction-
related GHG emissions but fails to sufficiently specify or enforce commitments regarding these 
practices. The EIR states that the BMP requirements shall be documented on final construction 
drawings and must be verified as a condition of project approval. (EIR, p. 11-17.) However, this 
language lacks specific enforceable commitments and does not outline how the BMPs will be 
integrated into the construction process. Furthermore, it withholds critical information from 
the general public by deferring these details to final construction drawings, leaving the public 
without a clear understanding of how GHG reductions will be achieved. 

The BMPs include: (1) Us[ing] alternative-fuel (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction 
vehicles/equipment (at least 15 percent of the Project’s construction fleet); (2) Us[ing] local 
(within 200 miles) building materials (at least 10 percent); and (3) Recycl[ing] at least 50 
percent of construction waste or demolition materials. (EIR, p. 11-17.) The first BMP presents 
multiple alternative fuel options, each of which has different levels of emissions it will emit. The 
EIR does not clarify which alternative fuels will be prioritized or how the Project intends to 
select between them. Additionally, all three BMPs include the language “at least X percentage,” 
The Project fails to specify whether it will exceed these minimum thresholds and, if so, by how 
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much, or just meet the minimum requirement. Relying on vague BMP commitments as part of 
the Project's GHG significance determination is a deferral of the City’s responsibility to 
determine the extent of the Project’s potential GHG impact.    

Consistency with Identified Applicable Plans 

The EIR included a discussion of the CAP, AB 32, SB 32, and Plan Bay Area/SB 375 to 
support its conclusion that the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation for GHG emissions reductions. However, consistency with AB 32 is irrelevant 
because this is an expired plan. Furthermore, the EIR failed to acknowledge and analyze all 
applicable plans for the reduction of GHGs. This Project is inconsistent with several applicable 
plans that were excluded. As a result, this significance analysis violates CEQA by being deficient 
and misleading in several areas. 

AB 32 Is Not Applicable Because It is Outdated 

AB 32 analysis under Threshold (b) is not applicable because AB 32 set a goal that has 
already been accomplished and therefore is not an applicable policy for this Project. The EIR 
states that AB 32 included provisions to reduce GHG emission levels to 1990 levels by 2020. 
(EIR, p. 11-32.) This goal was successfully reached in 2016, four years earlier than mandated. 
To date, about 8 years have passed since that goal was reached, and 4 have passed since the 
2020 deadline. This plan has since been superseded by more current plans that have set new 
goals with higher standards to reach. As a result, demonstrating consistency with AB 32 does 
not meet Threshold (b) because this plan is no longer applicable. 

The EIR Should Have Analyzed All Applicable Plans 

The City chose, as its second GHG threshold, whether the Project would “conflict with a 
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.” (EIR, 
p. 11-19.) This language requires that the EIR analyze the Project’s consistency with all other 
applicable plans, not just the plans that the City prefers to analyze. 

An agency must consider a project’s GHG impact over time to reasonably evaluate the 
full extent of environmental impact as CEQA requires. The City did not estimate or account for 
the GHG impact across the Project’s lifespan. However, the reasonable lifespan of a commercial 
building averages 50 to 60 years.1 Therefore, the Project must show consistency with long-term 
State GHG goals, including Executive Order B-55-18 (EO B- 55-18), the 2022 CARB 
Scoping Plan, the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan, and the Belmont City Code. 

 
1 https://bciconstruction.us/which-factors-determine-the-lifespan-of-a-
building/#:~:text=Use%20of%20the%20Building,-
Finally%2C%20the%20use&text=A%20warehouse%20used%20to%20produce,for%20major%20repairs%20or%2
0renovations. 
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EO B-55-18 requires the State of California to achieve carbon neutrality—net zero GHG 
emissions—by 2045. The Project is inconsistent with EO B-55-18 because it does not prohibit 
the use of gasoline, diesel, and natural gas. In fact, the Project would use diesel-powered 
equipment during construction, require five emergency diesel generators during operations, and 
emit diesel exhaust from the heavy-duty truck traffic that the Project would create. (EIR, p. 6-
19; p. 6-25; p. 6-25.) Burning non-renewable fuels, such as diesel, results in substantial GHG 
emissions, preventing the Project from ever achieving carbon neutrality, unless it enters into 
agreements with the applicant and/or future tenant to ensure that fossil fuel use is on track to 
be eliminated by 2045. Thus, the Project would conflict with EO B-55-18. As stated by the 
City’s chosen threshold, conflict with any applicable policy would be a significant GHG impact.  

The 2022 Scoping Plan sets a goal for 50% of all industrial energy demand to be 
electrified by 2045 (2022 CARB Scoping Plan, p. 77).2 The EIR makes no showing that the 
Project is consistent with this goal. The 2022 CARB Scoping Plan also places particular 
emphasis on decarbonizing industrial facilities by “displacing fossil fuel use with a mix of 
electrification, solar thermal heat, biomethane, low- or zero-carbon hydrogen, and other low-
carbon fuels to provide energy for heat and reduce combustion emissions” (2022 CARB 
Scoping Plan, p. 208). Again, the Project does not appear to be consistent with this goal, based 
on the analysis provided in the EIR. The Project creates a conflict with the 2022 Scoping Plan 
by its reliance on diesel fuel in its operations. (See EIR, p. 9-12 [noting diesel gas-powered 
equipment.]) 

Additionally, Chapter 7 Article IV, Division 10 of the Belmont City Code requires that 
all newly constructed buildings must be all-electric buildings. It also applies reach code 
standards that prohibit the use of natural gas and require electric vehicle (EV) parking and 
charging capabilities for new development within the city. (EIR, p. 11-14.) The Project directly 
violates the code by using approximately 13,646,800 thousand British Thermal Units (kBTU) 
of natural gas per year. (EIR, p. 9-15.) The EIR also does not address the EV parking and 
charging stations. 

Consequently, because the Project is inconsistent with applicable plans for the reduction 
of GHGs, it is significant under the second threshold. 

Conclusion 

The conclusion of less-than-significant GHG impact violates CEQA because the 
Project’s chosen significance threshold is not supported by substantial evidence, the Project 
should have found a significant GHG impact. Further, the Project would not be consistent with 
the applicable plans, policies, and regulations for the reduction of GHGs. 

 
2 2022 Scoping Plan located at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/2022-sp.pdf 
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Please put Advocates for the Environment on the list of interested parties to receive 
updates about the progress of this potential project approval. We make this request under 
Public Resources Code, section 21092.2. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Dean Wallraff, Attorney at Law 
Executive Director, Advocates for the Environment 
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 November 4, 2024  
 
 
Via Email and U.S. Mail
Planning Commission 
City of Belmont 
City Council Chambers  
City Hall  
1 Twin Pines Lane 
Belmont, California  
Email: PlanningComm@belmont.gov 
 
 

Chris Dacumos, Contract Planner 
Carlos de Melo, Director 
Community Development Dept. 
City of Belmont 
1 Twin Pines Lane, #310 
Belmont, CA 94002 
Email: cdacumos@goodcityco.com; 
cdev@belmont.gov  
 

 Re:   Agenda Item 7.C: Preliminary Comments on Draft  
Environmental Impact Report for 1301 Shoreway Project  
(SCH 2024060880) 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners, Mr. Dacumos and Mr. de Melo: 
 
 These comments are submitted on behalf of San Mateo Residents for 
Responsible Development (“San Mateo Residents”) regarding the City of Belmont’s 
(“City”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the 1301 Shoreway Project 
(SCH 2024060880) (“Project”) proposed by Four Corners Properties (“Applicant”).  
The Project appears as Agenda Item Number 7.C. The Planning Commission will 
receive public comments on the DEIR but will not take action on the Project.1  
 

The Project includes the proposed construction of an office and life 
science/research campus and an associated parking structure.2 The proposed 
development includes 542,035 square feet of employment uses (e.g., office and 
laboratory space), a 442,690-square foot parking garage, and landscape 
improvements including a central courtyard. The Project would include two 
buildings: Building 1 would be 8 stories, and Building 2 would be 7 stories. Parking 

 
1 We reserve the right to supplement these comments at later hearings and proceedings on the 
Project.  Gov. Code § 65009(b); PRC § 21177(a); Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield 
(2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 
Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.     
2 DEIR, p. 1-1. 
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for both buildings would be provided through a 9-level parking garage and surface 
parking for a total of 1,626 spaces. The 6.9-acre Project site is located at 1301 
Shoreway Road at the northeast intersection of Shoreway Road and Sem Lane 
(APN 040-371-110).3   

 
The DEIR states that the life science may be occupied with laboratories with 

a biosafety level (“BSL”) of up to BSL-3.4  BSL-3 laboratories handle microbes that 
can cause serious or potentially lethal disease through respiratory transmission,5 
and require specialized facilities with associated precautions, laboratory practices, 
safety equipment and specific facility construction such as decontamination 
equipment, specific exhaust and airflow requirements and two sets of self-closing 
and locking doors.6  In addition to seeking development planning entitlements from 
the City, the Project requires C/CAG Review for Airport Land Use Plan 
Compatibility and Bay Conservation and Development Commission (“BCDC”) 
Clearance.7  The Applicant also proposes to enter into a Development Agreement 
with the City.8 

 
San Mateo Residents urges the City to comply with California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”)9 throughout the Project’s environmental review and 
entitlement process. Residents also urges the City to engage in a broad, community-
inclusive public process as part of the Development Agreement negotiation process 
which builds a community consensus on the community benefits the Applicant must 
be required to provide to the City and its residents in exchange for the land use 
concessions that may be provided by the City. 
 

I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST 
 

San Mateo Residents is an unincorporated association of individuals and 
labor organizations that may be adversely affected by the potential public health 
and environmental impacts of the Project. The association includes the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 617, Plumbers & 
Steamfitters Local 467, Sheet Metal Workers Local 104, Sprinkler Fitters Local 483, 

 
3 DEIR, p. 1-1. 
4 DEIR, pp. 1-1, 2-1.  
5 See Center for Disease Control, Recognizing the Biosafety Levels, BSL-3, available at 
https://www.cdc.gov/training/quicklearns/biosafety/ (last visited 11/3/24); Eureka, What is a BSL-3 
(Biological Safety Levels) Lab?, available at https://www.criver.com/eureka/what-bsl-3-lab (last 
visited 11/3/24). 
6 DEIR, p. 2-1. 
7 DEIR, p. 3-21. 
8 DEIR, p. 3-21. 
9 Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq. 
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their members and families, and other individuals that live and/or work in the City 
of Belmont and San Mateo County.  San Mateo Residents has a strong interest in 
enforcing the State’s environmental laws that encourage sustainable development 
and ensure a safe working environment for its members. 
 

Individual members of Residents live, work, recreate, and raise their families 
in the City of Belmont, in San Mateo County, and in the surrounding communities. 
Accordingly, they would be directly affected by the Project’s environmental and 
health and safety impacts. Individual members may work on the Project itself. They 
will be first in line to be exposed to any health and safety hazards that exist on site. 

 
In addition, Residents has an interest in enforcing environmental laws that 

encourage sustainable development and ensure a safe working environment for its 
members. Environmentally detrimental projects can jeopardize future jobs by 
making it more difficult and more expensive for businesses and industries to 
expand in the region, and by making the area less desirable for new businesses and 
new residents. Continued environmental degradation can also result in construction 
moratoriums and other restrictions on growth that, in turn, reduce future 
employment opportunities. 

 
II. THE CITY MUST COMPLY WITH CEQA 

 
 San Mateo Residents respectfully urges the City to fully comply with CEQA 
in all aspects of the Project, including but not limited to consideration of  all 
comments submitted by responsible agencies, members of the public, or others on 
the DEIR and the Project, preparation of the FEIR and the City’s consideration of 
any and all applications for licenses, permits, or any other entitlements sought for 
the Project. 
 

San Mateo Residents requests that the City carefully comply with CEQA’s 
requirement to identify and mitigate the Project’s potentially significant impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible.10 The DEIR identifies several potentially significant 
environmental impacts, including, but not limited to: exposure of sensitive receptors 
to toxic air contaminants,11, harm to several special status species who breed or 
forage near the Project site12, and potential exposure of workers to hazardous soils 
and/or groundwater13. San Mateo Residents stands to be directly affected by the 
Project’s impacts.  In particular, they request that the City carefully analyze and 

 
10 Pub. Res. Code § 21001; CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a). 
11 DEIR, p. 6-28–6-33. 
12 DEIR, p. 7-16–7-18. 
13 DEIR, p. 12-15–12-16. 
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mitigate the Project’s potentially significant impacts from construction and 
operational air emissions, health risk, hazardous materials, and noise.  The Project 
cannot be approved until the City fully complies with CEQA. 

 
III. THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT SHOULD BE DEVELOPED 

BASED ON COMMUNITY INPUT AND MUST INCLUDE 
SUBSTANTIAL COMMUNITY BENEFITS 

 
The Applicant proposes to enter into a Development Agreement with the City 

for the Project.14 A development agreement is a contract between an agency and a 
developer establishing certain development rights with any person having a legal or 
equitable interest in the property at issue. Development agreements extend the life 
of the entitlements in exchange for the provision of public benefits and to reduce the 
economic risk of development.15 While a development agreement must advance an 
agency’s local planning policies, it may also contain provisions that vary from 
otherwise applicable zoning standards and land use requirements as long as the 
project is consistent with the general plan and applicable specific plans.16 For this 
reason, it is critical that the terms of a proposed development agreement be 
disclosed to the public and analyzed during the Project’s CEQA process in order to 
determine whether the development agreement may have potentially significant 
impacts that are not otherwise inherent in the project. Therefore, any development 
agreement for the Project must be described in the EIR and considered by the City’s 
decision makers at the same time as the rest of the Project approvals.  The Project’s 
proposed Development Agreement is not described or attached to the DEIR.  

 
Because a Development Agreement would provide the Project with land use 

concessions in a binding contract that sets the terms, rules, conditions, regulations, 
entitlements, responsibilities, and other provisions relating to the development of 
the Project property, the City must also negotiate developer concessions, which 
generally include community benefits or contributions that the City could not 
otherwise obtain from a developer through normal exactions or conditions of 
approval.17 The City has broad discretion to approve or deny a Development 
Agreement depending on its assessment of the value of such an agreement to the 
City and its residents. Given the large size and scope of this Project, the City should 
require the Applicant to provide meaningful and substantial community benefits as 

 
14 DEIR, p. 3-21. 
15 Gov. Code §§ 65864-65869.5. 
16 Id.  
17 Hermosa Beach Stop Oil Coalition v City of Hermosa Beach (2001) 86 Cal. App. 4th 534 
(Development Agreements are not subject to Mitigation Fee Act [Govt Code. §§66000-66025] or 
takings law); Leroy Land Dev. Corp. v Tahoe Reg'l Planning Agency (9th Cir 1991) 939 F.2d 696, 697.  
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part of the Development Agreement negotiation before the City can consider 
approving the Project. For example, the Development Agreement should provide 
workforce benefits to support local employment or local workforce training through 
apprenticeship programs, and ensure that the Project will maximize local 
employment opportunities.  
 
 Further, the City should closely include the community in formulation of the 
Development Agreement. Preparation of the Development Agreement should be an 
inclusive process that engages all community stakeholders to ensure that the 
Development Agreement provides well-tailored community benefits. Accordingly, 
the City should solicit public comment on a draft Development Agreement and work 
collaboratively with the community throughout the formulation of the final 
Development Agreement.  
 

IV. CONCLUSION 
 

Residents urges the City to comply with its duties under CEQA and other 
State and local laws to ensure that the Project fully complies with CEQA and all 
applicable land use laws. Residents also urges the City to engage in an inclusive 
and transparent Development Agreement negotiations process which incorporates 
community input to ensure the Applicant provides meaningful community benefits 
to the City and its residents.  San Mateo Residents expressly reserve the right to 
submit additional comments on the Project with the Draft EIR and Final EIR for 
the Project or any other future actions taken with regard to the Project.  
 
 Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact 
us should you have any questions. Please place this letter in the record of 
proceedings for this Project. 
 
      Sincerely, 

 
      Alaura McGuire 
      Christina Caro 
 
ARM:acp 
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Nov 22, 2024 

Dear Belmont Community Development Department, 

We are writing to express grave concerns regarding the proposed biolabs campus development at 
1301 Shoreway Road. This project poses significant environmental and safety risks due to its 
proximity to critical waterways and its high susceptibility to flooding, both current and projected. 

 

Site Vulnerability and Current Conditions: 

The proposed site is adjacent to the Belmont Slough and estuary, which connects directly to the 
San Francisco Bay and interfaces with approximately one-third of the total site area. The Belmont 
Creek, serving Belmont, San Carlos, and parts of San Mateo, flows into this estuary. Currently, the 
site's sump pumps discharge runoff directly into the estuary at coordinates 37°31'32.5"N 
122°15'56.2"W, with the outflow pipe positioned low on the bay side of the existing levee - an area 
already subject to inundation during extreme high tides. 

Historical data shows that during extreme high tides, occurring multiple times annually, bay waters 
inundate the slough, estuary and creek, extending upstream into Belmont. Stage gauge markers on 
the box culvert beneath Industrial Boulevard, over a quarter-mile upstream, have recorded tidal 
waters reaching within one foot of the channel bottom. 
 
 

Watershed Capacity and Flood Risks: 

The Belmont Creek Watershed Management Plan (August 2019) indicates: 

• The watershed serves approximately 1,900 acres 

• It has a capacity of about 630 cubic feet per second (cfs), with a 10% annual chance of 
occurrence 

• A 50-year, 3-hour storm (2% annual chance) would generate approximately 857 cfs 

6-1
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You don't often get email from steven.goodale@gmail.com. learn why this is imponant 

Hello Mr. de Melo, 

Please see this forwarded email (below) submitted to cdev@belmont.gov regarding the flood risks associated 
w ith the proposed 1301 Shoreway development. 

We welcome further discussion on this matter. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Steven Goodale <steven.goodale@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri , Nov 22, 2024 at 11 :59 PM 
Subject : 1301 Shoreway Proposal 
To: <cdev@belmont.gov>, Steve & Nina Goodale <steveninagoodale@comcast.net> 



• Conservative estimates for a 100-year, 3-hour storm range from 942.7 to 1285.5 cfs 

 

Projected Sea Level Rise and Its Implications: 

According to NOAA data and projections: 

1. The creek near the site is currently at Mean Higher High Water level. 

2. With 1 foot of sea-level rise (SLR), the creek will approach the tops of its banks. 

3. At 2 feet of SLR, it will reach the bank tops and can cause flooding across Highway 101. 

4. At 3 feet of SLR, the proposed site will be flooded - notably, it is the only building along that 
stretch of Shoreline to experience such inundation at this level. 

 

The Ocean Protection Council's 2024 report projects: 

- Sea-level rise between 0.5 – 1.2 feet by 2050 

- 1.0 – 6.6 feet by 2100 

- 1.3 – 11.9 feet by 2150 

- A statewide average of 0.8 feet rise is most likely by 2050 

The report also predicts a rapid increase in storms, high tides, and El Niño events starting in the 
2030s, potentially resulting in significant storm events. 

 

Critical Concerns: 

The proposed development fails to adequately address these severe flooding hazards. 

1. During extreme high tides, water from the site cannot be pumped into the estuary. 

2. Waters from the watershed's terminal point will inevitably collide and rise with bay waters. 

3. The project lacks comprehensive flood mitigation strategies for both current and future 
scenarios. 

4. Regardless of SLR, the perfect storm of an extreme high tide combined with a significant 
atmospheric river event could cause heavy flooding of the site in the near future.    

 

Conclusion and Request: 

The absence of proper flood preparedness in this development proposal is deeply troubling. We 
strongly urge the city to: 

6-4

6-5

6-6

6-7



1. Re-evaluate this project's feasibility, given its proximity to the Belmont Creek and estuary. 

2. Consider the long-term environmental and safety implications of proceeding with 
development 1000's of feet of biolabs in this flood-prone area. 

3. Require comprehensive flood mitigation strategies that address both current risks and 
future projections. 

The safety of our community and the integrity of our local ecosystem depend on careful 
consideration of these factors. We look forward to your thorough review and response to these 
critical concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 

Steven and Nina Goodale 

Local Residents 
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