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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Relationship Between the Draft EIR and Final EIR 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed Focused General Plan 
Update project has been prepared by the City of Redwood City (City), the Lead Agency, in 
keeping with State environmental documentation requirements set forth in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City has prepared the Final EIR pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines, including but not limited to sections 15086 (Consultation Concerning Draft EIR), 
15088 (Evaluation of and Responses to Comments), and 15132 (Contents of Final 
Environmental Impact Report). In conformance with these guidelines, the Final EIR consists of 
the following two volumes: 

(1) the Draft EIR, which was circulated for a 45-day State agency and public review and 
comment period from November 23, 2022, through January 6, 2023; and 

(2) this Final EIR document, which includes a list of all commenters on the Draft EIR during 
the Draft EIR public review period; verbatim versions of all written communications received 
during the Draft EIR review period; the responses of the EIR authors to all environmental points 
raised; and revisions to the Draft EIR. A Planning Commission meeting on the Draft EIR was 
held on December 13, 2022; no public comment was received. 

A few minor revisions have been made to the Draft EIR to clarify project description details, 
regulatory information, and environmental justice language; however, these revisions do not 
constitute significant new information regarding the project description or environmental and 
regulatory setting and do not provide significant new information that would require recirculation 
of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of the revisions to the 
Draft EIR based on comments received would result in changes of any of the document’s 
findings or conclusions. Likewise, none of the revisions results in a substantial increase in the 
severity of an identified significant impact or the identification of a new significant impact, 
mitigation, or alternative considerably different from those already considered in preparing the 
Draft EIR. 

Both volumes of the Final EIR are available for public review at Redwood City City Hall, 1017 
Middlefield Road, Redwood City, between the hours of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM, Monday through 
Friday. Both volumes also are available at the Redwood City Downtown Library, 1044 
Middlefield Road, Redwood City, during business hours, which are: Monday through Thursday, 
10:00 AM to 9:00 PM; Friday and Saturday, 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM; and Sunday, 12:00 PM to 
5:00 PM.  

The Final EIR, Draft EIR (including appendices), Housing, Public Safety, Built Environment, 
Building Community, and Natural Resources elements are posted on the City of Redwood City 
website at: 

www.welcomehomerwc.org 

about:blank


1.0 – Introduction 

1-2  Redwood City General Plan Update Final EIR 
 January 2023 

The responses to comments included in this document are correlated to the written comments 
by code numbers. Code numbers for written comments are posted in the left-hand margin of 
each comment letter or email. 

Certification of this Final EIR by the City Council of Redwood City must occur prior to approval 
of the Focused General Plan Update project. 

1.2 Project Description Summary  

This project description summary should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the 

details of the Focused General Plan Update project, its individual impacts, and related 

mitigation needs. Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 3 for a complete description of the project, 

and Draft EIR Chapters 4.1 through 4.20 for a complete description of identified environmental 

impacts and associated mitigation measures. 

Every city and county in California is required to have a general plan that functions as a 
comprehensive, long-range policy document. For cities, the general plan guides the physical 
development of the incorporated city (i.e., city limits) and any land outside city boundaries (i.e., 
unincorporated sphere of influence area - SOI) that has a relationship to the city’s future growth 
and development. Together, the incorporated city plus the SOI are called the Planning Area. 
The City of Redwood City’s General Plan was last updated in 2010, and the City is proposing to 
amend the five Elements listed below: 

• Housing  

• Built Environment (Land Use) 

• Public Safety 

• Building Community 

• Natural Resources 

The City is proposing to incorporate Environmental Justice policies throughout various General 
Plan Elements, in response to recent State General Plan Law (California Government Code 
(CGC) § 65302(h)). In addition to the Focused General Plan Update, the City is proposing 
various amendments to the Zoning Code and Municipal Code in compliance with CGC Section 
65300 et seq. and to make the codes consistent with the Focused General Plan Update and to 
support administration of the affordable housing ordinance. Therefore, the proposed “Project” 
evaluated in this EIR is adoption of both the Focused General Plan Update and Focused Zoning 
and Municipal Code Amendments (collectively, the Project). 

The Project includes goals, policies, and programs that will provide City staff and discretionary 
bodies with a foundation for decisions for long-range planning related to physical development 
and public services. The Project is intended to achieve the planning goals set forth in the 
Housing, Public Safety, Built Environment (Land Use), Building Community, and Natural 
Resources Elements over the Project’s planning horizon. These amendments establish the 
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development potential for various land uses and serve as a policy guide for determining the 
future physical development and community services in the Planning Area. 

All cities and counties in California are required to meet their fair share of the State’s housing 
needs. The planning process for accomplishing this is typically implemented every eight years 
through an update of the Housing Element of each jurisdiction’s General Plan, which is a long-
range policy document mandated by the State and further required to be reviewed and certified 
by the State of California’s Housing and Community Development Department (HCD).  

California State law requires that each city and county have land zoned to accommodate its fair 
share of regional housing needs over the course of the Housing Element planning period. The 
Housing Element must identify adequate sites for housing, including rental housing, factory-built 
housing, mobile homes, and emergency shelters, and must make adequate provision for the 
existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the community. The RHNA for the 
ABAG region is divided into four income categories: very low, low, moderate, and above 
moderate. Redwood City’s RHNA for the 2023-2031 planning period is 4,588 housing units, with 
the units distributed among the four income categories. Through the Housing Element process, 
Redwood City will ensure that it has sufficient capacity under existing land use policy to meet its 
2023-2031 RHNA obligations. 

State law requires the City to plan for 100% of RHNA goals. However, targeting 150% of RHNA 
helps make Redwood City eligible for a “pro-housing” designation, which would allow the City to 
be more competitive for certain State grants. Planning for more housing than the RHNA 
minimum would also allow for flexibility in future development and create additional 
opportunities to address the jobs/housing imbalance. It would also increase opportunities for 
affordable housing to be constructed, benefitting low-income households. For these reasons, 
the City is targeting at least 150% of the required RHNA, or approximately 7,000 homes. 

1.3 Required Approvals  

Required City of Redwood City Approvals 

The Focused General Plan Update project would require the following City approvals before any 
construction can begin: 

• Certification of the Project’s Program Final EIR 

• Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

• Adoption of the proposed General Plan Amendments, including map and text 
amendments 

• Adoption of proposed Zoning Code and Municipal Code text changes, and 
Zoning Map changes  
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Other Required Approvals 

The project would require approvals from the following agencies for those environmental issues 
under their purview: 

• Determination of consistency with the County Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan (ALUCP) for San Carlos Airport  

1.4 Adequacy of Final EIR  

Under CEQA, the responses to comments on a Draft EIR must include good faith, well-
reasoned responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR that raise significant 
environmental issues related to the project under review. If a comment does not relate to the 
Draft EIR or does not raise a significant environmental issue related to the project, there is no 
need for a response under CEQA. 

In responding to comments, CEQA does not require the EIR authors to conduct every test or 
perform all research or study suggested by commenters. Rather, the EIR authors need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and need not provide all the information requested 
by the reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15088, 15132, and 15204). 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
After completion of the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency (the City of Redwood City) is required under 
CEQA Guidelines sections 15086 (Consultation Concerning Draft EIR) and 15088 (Evaluation of 
and Response to Comments) to consult with and obtain comments from other public agencies 
having jurisdiction by law with respect to the project, and to provide the general public with an 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines section 15088, the Lead 
Agency is also required to respond in writing to substantive environmental points raised in the 
Draft EIR review and consultation process. 

Comments on the Draft EIR were submitted in the form of six (6) letters/emails that were received 
by the City during the Draft EIR review period. No comments pertaining to the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR were received at a Planning Commission hearing held on December 13, 2022, 
for the purpose of receiving public comment. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15132 (Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report), subsection 
(b), requires that the Final EIR include the full set of "comments and recommendations received 
on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary"; section 15132, subsection (c), requires that the 
Final EIR include "a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft 
EIR"; and section 15132, subsection (d), requires that the Final EIR include "the responses of the 
Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process." 
In keeping with these guidelines, this Responses to Comments chapter includes the following 
sections: 

• A list of Draft EIR commenters (section 2.1), which lists each individual who commented 
during the Planning Commission hearing and each individual, organization, and agency 
that submitted written comments to the City during the Draft EIR public review period; 

• Responses to written comments received during the Draft EIR public review period 
(section 2.2), which includes copies of all written communications received during the Draft 
EIR public review period, followed by a summary of, and the response of the EIR authors 
to, each comment pertaining to Draft EIR content or adequacy. 

 

2.1 List of Draft EIR Commenters 

Each organization, agency, or individual who commented in written form during the Draft EIR 
public review period are listed below, and each written comment received is also identified in 
parenthesis by a code number - e.g., letter L1, L2. 

Individuals and Organizations   

Ali Sapirman, Housing Action Coalition (L1) 

Manoj Bhatnagar (L2) 

Harvey McKeon, Nor Cal Carpenters Union (L3) 
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Gail Raabe, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (L6) 

Responsible and Interested Agencies 

Jared Peri, California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (L4) 

Susy Kalkin, City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (L5) 
 

2.2 Responses to Written Comments Received During the Draft EIR 
Public Review Period 

The following section includes copies of all written communications received during the Draft EIR 
public review period, followed by a written response to each comment on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or on a substantive environmental point. The comments and responses are 
correlated by code numbers added to the left margin of each written comment.  Also, each 
comment is identified by which Draft EIR chapter discusses the issue. 

Master Response 1 – Comments on the Merits of the Project (Content of the Focused 
General Plan Update and not on the Adequacy of the EIR) 

A number of comments were received that focused on specific aspects of either the Housing 
Element Update, the Safety Element Update, or associated aspects of the Focused General Plan 
Update. These comments did not address the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIR. 

As stated in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute, “The purpose of an 
environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, 
to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects 
can be mitigated or avoided.” [CEQA Section 21002.1(a)]. Following public review of an EIR, lead 
agencies are directed to “evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and prepare a written response to comments raising significant 
environmental issues . . .” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a)]. Several of the comments that 
were received on the Draft EIR did not address specific environmental issues associated with the 
Project. These comments also did not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. Rather, these comments asserted the opinions of the commenters on the merits of the 
Focused General Plan Update. Under CEQA, no additional analysis or response is required for 
these types of comments. Inclusion of these comments in this Final EIR provide the commentor's 
views to the City of Redwood City Planning Commission, City Council, and other public officials 
who will make decisions about the proposed Project. 

  



From: Ali Sapirman
To: CD-Apollo Rojas; MGR-Melissa Stevenson Diaz; Council-Elmer MartinezSaballos; diana.94062@gmail.com;

Council-Giselle Hale
Cc: McDougall, Paul@HCD; Housing Elements@HCD
Subject: Redwood City’s Housing Element
Date: Friday, December 9, 2022 9:43:18 AM
Attachments: HAC_ Redwood City Draft HE Comment Letter.pdf

You don't often get email from ali@housingactioncoalition.org. Learn why this is important

Dear Redwood City Council and staff,

Thank you for all the hard work you have been putting in to certify a great housing element. I am 
writing on behalf of the Housing Action Coalition, with a few comments on the draft housing 
element, that I hope you take into consideration. 

Please see the attached comment letter on Redwood City's draft housing element. 

In solidarity, 

-- 

Ali Sapirman | Pronouns: They/Them

South Bay Organizer | Housing Action Coalition
50 Otis St, San Francisco, CA 94103
 Cell: (407) 739-8818 | Email: ali@housingactioncoalition.org

To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".

Letter L1

mailto:ali@housingactioncoalition.org
mailto:arojas@redwoodcity.org
mailto:mdiaz@redwoodcity.org
mailto:emartinezsaballos@redwoodcity.org
mailto:diana.94062@gmail.com
mailto:ghale@redwoodcity.org
mailto:Paul.McDougall@hcd.ca.gov
mailto:housingelements@hcd.ca.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
mailto:ali@housingactioncoalition.org



Dear Redwood City Council and staff,


Redwood City’s most recent draft housing element submission demonstrates the city’s
commitment to affordable housing in many ways. We agree with the policies described in a
Letter of Support sent to the city by the Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County.


However, Redwood City’s housing element does not adequately analyze or address several
important constraints to housing. Until RWC’s housing element includes programs that
adequately consider and respond to these constraints, HCD may be unwilling to certify the city’s
housing element.


FEES


On pages 122-125, the housing element claims "Due to escalating real estate pricing for new
homes throughout the State and particularly in coastal areas, development fees make up less
than five percent of a home purchase price. The City of Redwood City fees are typical for most
communities in the State and are comparable to those of surrounding communities' ' (p. 124). In
fact, RWC's fees typically amount to 8% of the development costs of large multi-family projects,
and they are far higher than surrounding communities, as illustrated in the table below provided
to Redwood City by the 21 Elements housing element consortium.


Total Fees (includes entitlement, building permits, and impact fees) per Unit


Single Family Small Multi-Unit Large Multi-Unit


Atherton $15,941 No Data No Data


Brisbane $24,940 $11,678 No Data


Burlingame $69,425 $30,345 $23,229


Colma $6,760 $167,210 $16,795


Daly City $24,202 $32,558 $12,271


East Palo Alto $104,241 No Data $28,699


Foster City $67,886 $47,179 $11,288


Half Moon Bay $52,569 $16,974 No Data


Hillsborough $71,092 No Data No Data


Millbrae $97,756 $6,824 $55,186


Pacifica $33,725 $40,151 No Data



https://www.welcomehomerwc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/00_RWC_HCD_Submittal_HousingElement.pdf





Portola Valley $52,923 No Data No Data


Redwood City $20,795 $18,537 $62,696


San Bruno $58,209 $72,148 $39,412


San Mateo $99,003 $133,658 $44,907


South San Francisco $81,366 $76,156 $32,471


Unincorporated San
Mateo $36,429 $27,978 $10,012


Woodside $70,957 $82,764 No Data


Total Fees as a Percentage of Total Development Costs


Single family Small Multi-Family Large Multi-Family


Atherton 0% No Data No Data


Brisbane 1% 1% No Data


Burlingame 3% 4% 3%


Colma 0% 17% 2%


Daly City 1% 4% 2%


East Palo Alto 4% No Data 4%


Foster City 3% 6% 2%


Half Moon Bay 2% 2% No Data


Hillsborough 3% No Data No Data


Millbrae 2% 8% 7%


Pacifica 1% 5% No Data







Portola Valley 1% No Data No Data


Redwood City 1% 2% 8%


San Bruno 2% 8% 5%


San Mateo 4% 14% 6%


South San Francisco 3% 9% 4%


Unincorporated San
Mateo 1% 3% 1%


Woodside


2% 9%


No Data


Program H4.-1, "Site Improvements and Fees," describes some marginal improvements to
RWC's fees that might satisfy HCD, but it doesn't address the fact that RWC charges the
highest fees for large multi-family projects in San Mateo County by a big margin (pp 43-44). The
city’s housing element should include a program to reduce fees on large multi-family
housing in a broader range of circumstances.


Entitlements


Pages 125-129 of RWC’s second draft housing element describe permit processing procedures.
All buildings in RWC are subject to design review, which considers such subjective measures as
"The existence of sufficient variety in the design of the structure and grounds to avoid monotony
in the external appearance" and "the structure is in proportion to its building site and that it has a
balance and unity among its external features so as to present a harmonious appearance" (p.
127). The Planning Commission reviews all applications for "projects over 35 feet in height,"
requiring a conditional use permit, which can be appealed (p. 128).


Program H4-6, "Permit Processing," makes lukewarm commitments to "evaluate and improve
the streamlined processing system," without acknowledging that RWC's system is not very
streamlined. The program also commits to give 100% affordable housing "a priority staff-level
planning entitlement process," an unclear commitment without clear metrics for expediting
affordable homes. The city should provide clear metrics to improve permit processing for all
types of housing, affordable housing in particular.







Affordable Housing Ordinance and Programmatic Commitments


In order to legitimize the city’s projections for affordable housing development, it is absolutely
critical that RWC commits to update its Affordable Housing Ordinance by June of 2023. Right
now, the housing element commits to update its AHO by 2023, without specifying June. Staff
have publicly indicated their commitment to move the update forward on a faster timeline, but
that commitment should be written into the housing element. Currently, RWC's AHO has a
number of provisions that make it impossible for affordable projects to get tax credit financing,
including a local preference for affordable homes. The city should commit to formally
implementing revisions to its AHO in response to recommendations made by MidPen housing
by June 2023 at the very latest


Some of RWC's most significant programs (like its rezonings described on p. 26 or its parking
minimum reductions described on p. 45) promise to "Bring amendments to City Council for
hearing" by a certain date, but not to implement the described changes. The council should
revise the city’s housing element to make firm commitments with clear deadlines for
implementation or HCD may not accept the city’s most recent draft.


In solidarity,


Ali Sapirman
South Bay & Peninsula Organizer / Affordable Housing
Advocate Housing Action Coalition







Dear Redwood City Council and staff,

Redwood City’s most recent draft housing element submission demonstrates the city’s
commitment to affordable housing in many ways. We agree with the policies described in a
Letter of Support sent to the city by the Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County.

However, Redwood City’s housing element does not adequately analyze or address several
important constraints to housing. Until RWC’s housing element includes programs that
adequately consider and respond to these constraints, HCD may be unwilling to certify the city’s
housing element.

FEES

On pages 122-125, the housing element claims "Due to escalating real estate pricing for new
homes throughout the State and particularly in coastal areas, development fees make up less
than five percent of a home purchase price. The City of Redwood City fees are typical for most
communities in the State and are comparable to those of surrounding communities' ' (p. 124). In
fact, RWC's fees typically amount to 8% of the development costs of large multi-family projects,
and they are far higher than surrounding communities, as illustrated in the table below provided
to Redwood City by the 21 Elements housing element consortium.

Total Fees (includes entitlement, building permits, and impact fees) per Unit

Single Family Small Multi-Unit Large Multi-Unit

Atherton $15,941 No Data No Data

Brisbane $24,940 $11,678 No Data

Burlingame $69,425 $30,345 $23,229

Colma $6,760 $167,210 $16,795

Daly City $24,202 $32,558 $12,271

East Palo Alto $104,241 No Data $28,699

Foster City $67,886 $47,179 $11,288

Half Moon Bay $52,569 $16,974 No Data

Hillsborough $71,092 No Data No Data

Millbrae $97,756 $6,824 $55,186

Pacifica $33,725 $40,151 No Data

https://www.welcomehomerwc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/00_RWC_HCD_Submittal_HousingElement.pdf


Portola Valley $52,923 No Data No Data

Redwood City $20,795 $18,537 $62,696

San Bruno $58,209 $72,148 $39,412

San Mateo $99,003 $133,658 $44,907

South San Francisco $81,366 $76,156 $32,471

Unincorporated San
Mateo $36,429 $27,978 $10,012

Woodside $70,957 $82,764 No Data

Total Fees as a Percentage of Total Development Costs

Single family Small Multi-Family Large Multi-Family

Atherton 0% No Data No Data

Brisbane 1% 1% No Data

Burlingame 3% 4% 3%

Colma 0% 17% 2%

Daly City 1% 4% 2%

East Palo Alto 4% No Data 4%

Foster City 3% 6% 2%

Half Moon Bay 2% 2% No Data

Hillsborough 3% No Data No Data

Millbrae 2% 8% 7%

Pacifica 1% 5% No Data



Portola Valley 1% No Data No Data

Redwood City 1% 2% 8%

San Bruno 2% 8% 5%

San Mateo 4% 14% 6%

South San Francisco 3% 9% 4%

Unincorporated San
Mateo 1% 3% 1%

Woodside

2% 9%

No Data

Program H4.-1, "Site Improvements and Fees," describes some marginal improvements to
RWC's fees that might satisfy HCD, but it doesn't address the fact that RWC charges the
highest fees for large multi-family projects in San Mateo County by a big margin (pp 43-44). The
city’s housing element should include a program to reduce fees on large multi-family
housing in a broader range of circumstances.

Entitlements

Pages 125-129 of RWC’s second draft housing element describe permit processing procedures.
All buildings in RWC are subject to design review, which considers such subjective measures as
"The existence of sufficient variety in the design of the structure and grounds to avoid monotony
in the external appearance" and "the structure is in proportion to its building site and that it has a
balance and unity among its external features so as to present a harmonious appearance" (p.
127). The Planning Commission reviews all applications for "projects over 35 feet in height,"
requiring a conditional use permit, which can be appealed (p. 128).

Program H4-6, "Permit Processing," makes lukewarm commitments to "evaluate and improve
the streamlined processing system," without acknowledging that RWC's system is not very
streamlined. The program also commits to give 100% affordable housing "a priority staff-level
planning entitlement process," an unclear commitment without clear metrics for expediting
affordable homes. The city should provide clear metrics to improve permit processing for all
types of housing, affordable housing in particular.



Affordable Housing Ordinance and Programmatic Commitments

In order to legitimize the city’s projections for affordable housing development, it is absolutely
critical that RWC commits to update its Affordable Housing Ordinance by June of 2023. Right
now, the housing element commits to update its AHO by 2023, without specifying June. Staff
have publicly indicated their commitment to move the update forward on a faster timeline, but
that commitment should be written into the housing element. Currently, RWC's AHO has a
number of provisions that make it impossible for affordable projects to get tax credit financing,
including a local preference for affordable homes. The city should commit to formally
implementing revisions to its AHO in response to recommendations made by MidPen housing
by June 2023 at the very latest

Some of RWC's most significant programs (like its rezonings described on p. 26 or its parking
minimum reductions described on p. 45) promise to "Bring amendments to City Council for
hearing" by a certain date, but not to implement the described changes. The council should
revise the city’s housing element to make firm commitments with clear deadlines for
implementation or HCD may not accept the city’s most recent draft.

In solidarity,

Ali Sapirman
South Bay & Peninsula Organizer / Affordable Housing
Advocate Housing Action Coalition
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L1: Ali Sapirman, Housing Action Coalition; December 9, 2022 

These comments do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This letter provides 
comments on the Housing Element’s references to development impact fees, the entitlement and 
permitting process, and the City’s affordable housing ordinance.  These comments will be 
forwarded to the decisionmakers.  Please see Master Response 1. 

  



From: Manoj B
To: CD-Apollo Rojas
Subject: Public comments on housing element
Date: Wednesday, December 21, 2022 9:26:17 AM
Attachments: plan comments.pdf

Hello Mr. Rojas,

You may recall, we spoke at the start of 2022 regarding potential zoning changes that are
planned as part of Housing element and general plan initiatives.  I reviewed the latest drafts,
and see that there are no proposed changes to zoning at the north end of Redwood City along
El Camino Real.  I am new to this process, and am not sure how to go about requesting
changes to the plan.  I have attached a set of proposed wording changes.  Would you review
and let me know if I have submitted these comments correctly?   Do I need to print and post
these comments to have them considered for inclusion in the new plan?

Thank you.

Manoj Bhatnagar.

Letter L2

mailto:manoj@bhatnagar.net
mailto:arojas@redwoodcity.org



Manoj Bhatnagar
37 Avondale Avenue
Redwood City, CA 94062
Dec 19, 2022


Apollo Rojas
Senior Planner
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA 94063
arojas@redwoodcity.org
(650) 780-7365


Dear Mr. Rojas,


Please accept this letter as part of the public comments record for Redwood City General Plan
Update Draft EIR November 2022 (Housing Element Draft EIR) and HCD Review Draft - v2
October 2022.


1. Page H-9, H-11, H-19 of HCD Review Draft mentions SB 9, but not SB 10.  It would
benefit the goals of RWC if a policy for use of SB 10 could be added.


2. Page H-16, H-18 : under section “Increase the capacity of new housing throughout the
city by”, Please consider adding a bullet with text “Utilize SB 10 to encourage
development of high density housing along major transportation corridors”.


3. Page H-27: Please consider adding a new program H1-11, which up-zones properties
adjacent to transportation corridors (such as El Camino Real), to support creation of
additional high density housing.


4. Page H-32: Section Program H2-6 Rezone Commercial Office.  Please consider adding
a second objective with wording “Rezone residential parcels adjacent to commercial and
mixed use parcels to higher density.”


The Redwood City General Plan Update Draft EIR includes these goals and policies:
GOAL BE-11: Create memorable and engaging retail, residential, and mixed use
destinations and paths along the corridors.
• Policy BE 11.3: Plan for and accommodate mixed use projects along corridors,
where a site or sites are developed in an integrated, compatible, and
comprehensively planned manner involving two or more land uses. Combine
residential and office uses with commercial development to reduce automobile
trips and encourage walking, and facilitate compact, sustainable development.
• Policy BE 11.4: Promote mixed use developments that include higher density
residential units that transition sensitively with adjacent lower density residential
uses.



mailto:arojas@redwoodcity.org





My residence is currently an R-1 parcel that shares a property line with an R-4 parcel.
The current zoning is not consistent with policy BE 11.4.   As shown in figure below,
there is no transition zone.  I would prefer that my parcel is up-zoned to R-4 so I can
redevelop it to provide higher density housing for the city.


5. Page H-35: Consider adding another objective bullet item:  Amend the zoning ordinance
to increase density of housing for residential parcels that are walkable to restaurants,
shopping, and transportation.


6. Page H-38: POLICY H-4-3: Consider adding a program for SB 10 to streamline
approvals of projects that meet Redwood City policy objectives.


7. Page H-59: Add a program that utilizes SB10 to promote high density housing.
8. Page H2-4: Add comments highlighting programs that increase residential density along


transportation corridors.
9. Page H2-7: Table H2-2.  In the cell under column RH R-1, row three family dwelling,


please consider adding  p5 ,  with footnote 5 indicating “Triplex permitted in RH and R-1
zones consistent with SB 10 policies”







10. Page H2-11: Parking requirements should be removed for residential parcels near
corridors with high frequency public transportation.


As indicated in the figure below, my home in redwood city is in an R1 zoned parcel, but that
designation is inconsistent with the rest of the city, adjacent parcels, and higher residential
density goals along transportation corridors.  Please consider updating the zoning plan so that
the zone designation for the area around Avondale Avenue Redwood City is consistent with
goals of the general plan.


Sincerely,
Manoj Bhatnagar







Manoj Bhatnagar
37 Avondale Avenue
Redwood City, CA 94062
Dec 19, 2022

Apollo Rojas
Senior Planner
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA 94063
arojas@redwoodcity.org
(650) 780-7365

Dear Mr. Rojas,

Please accept this letter as part of the public comments record for Redwood City General Plan
Update Draft EIR November 2022 (Housing Element Draft EIR) and HCD Review Draft - v2
October 2022.

1. Page H-9, H-11, H-19 of HCD Review Draft mentions SB 9, but not SB 10.  It would
benefit the goals of RWC if a policy for use of SB 10 could be added.

2. Page H-16, H-18 : under section “Increase the capacity of new housing throughout the
city by”, Please consider adding a bullet with text “Utilize SB 10 to encourage
development of high density housing along major transportation corridors”.

3. Page H-27: Please consider adding a new program H1-11, which up-zones properties
adjacent to transportation corridors (such as El Camino Real), to support creation of
additional high density housing.

4. Page H-32: Section Program H2-6 Rezone Commercial Office.  Please consider adding
a second objective with wording “Rezone residential parcels adjacent to commercial and
mixed use parcels to higher density.”

The Redwood City General Plan Update Draft EIR includes these goals and policies:
GOAL BE-11: Create memorable and engaging retail, residential, and mixed use
destinations and paths along the corridors.
• Policy BE 11.3: Plan for and accommodate mixed use projects along corridors,
where a site or sites are developed in an integrated, compatible, and
comprehensively planned manner involving two or more land uses. Combine
residential and office uses with commercial development to reduce automobile
trips and encourage walking, and facilitate compact, sustainable development.
• Policy BE 11.4: Promote mixed use developments that include higher density
residential units that transition sensitively with adjacent lower density residential
uses.

mailto:arojas@redwoodcity.org


My residence is currently an R-1 parcel that shares a property line with an R-4 parcel.
The current zoning is not consistent with policy BE 11.4.   As shown in figure below,
there is no transition zone.  I would prefer that my parcel is up-zoned to R-4 so I can
redevelop it to provide higher density housing for the city.

5. Page H-35: Consider adding another objective bullet item:  Amend the zoning ordinance
to increase density of housing for residential parcels that are walkable to restaurants,
shopping, and transportation.

6. Page H-38: POLICY H-4-3: Consider adding a program for SB 10 to streamline
approvals of projects that meet Redwood City policy objectives.

7. Page H-59: Add a program that utilizes SB10 to promote high density housing.
8. Page H2-4: Add comments highlighting programs that increase residential density along

transportation corridors.
9. Page H2-7: Table H2-2.  In the cell under column RH R-1, row three family dwelling,

please consider adding  p5 ,  with footnote 5 indicating “Triplex permitted in RH and R-1
zones consistent with SB 10 policies”



10. Page H2-11: Parking requirements should be removed for residential parcels near
corridors with high frequency public transportation.

As indicated in the figure below, my home in redwood city is in an R1 zoned parcel, but that
designation is inconsistent with the rest of the city, adjacent parcels, and higher residential
density goals along transportation corridors.  Please consider updating the zoning plan so that
the zone designation for the area around Avondale Avenue Redwood City is consistent with
goals of the general plan.

Sincerely,
Manoj Bhatnagar
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L2: Manoj Bhatnagar; December 21, 2022 

These comments do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This email and letter 
provide general comments on the Housing Element’s programs, including rezoning programs, 
and requests that the commentor’s parcel be rezoned to allow for higher density.  These 
comments will be forwarded to the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1. 

  



From: Harvey McKeon
To: CD-Apollo Rojas
Cc: GRP-Planning Commissioners; BCC-Rick Hunter; Housing Update; CLK-Pamela Aguilar
Subject: Housing element labor language approval
Date: Thursday, January 5, 2023 9:48:41 AM
Importance: High

Happy new year Apollo,

Following up on our previous discussion regarding the potential inclusion of some labor language in
the Redwood City housing element.

To recap, we foresaw language that addressed the labor shortage issue in residential construction,
and which makes no qualitative judgement on labor standards, but simply acknowledges
policymaking will be needed in this area in the future in order to ensure the labor supply necessary
to meet RHNA goals. That language would look something like the below:

The issue of availability of an adequate construction workforce has been found in a
ABAG survey of member jurisdictions to be a top-tier constraint for building
additional housing. As such, the City supports labor standards conducive to ensuring
the reliable supply of quality construction labor necessary to complete the growing
number of residential projects foreseen by this Cycle’s RHNA in a timely manner,
without labor disputes or costly delays, thereby supporting the City’s housing goals
and objectives.

We have spoken to HCD staff, including reviewers for individual cities, and they have no legal issue
with this language. In fact, to the contrary, this language actually seeks to meaningfully engage with
a key impediment to housing production (labor shortages). HCD staff can reaffirm this to you
directly.

Please let me know if Redwood City can still include this language in their housing element
constraints analysis. Please of course reach out if you would like to discuss this further over the
phone.

Thank you,
Harvey

Harvey McKeon
Field Representative
Research
Nor Cal Carpenters Union
265 Hegenberger Rd. Ste 200
Oakland, CA 94621
(M) 510 414-5371

Letter L3
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L3: Harvey McKeon, Field Representative, Nor Cal Carpenters Union; January 5, 2023 
 
These comments do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. This email suggests 
language to be included in the Housing Element pertaining to City Council support of certain labor 
standards. These comments will be forwarded to the decisionmakers. Please see Master 
Response 1. 
  



From: Peri, Jared@CalOES
To: CD-Apollo Rojas
Subject: Safety Element Update Comments- City of Redwood
Date: Thursday, December 29, 2022 3:56:05 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Cal OES has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  Our office has
a couple of comments. 

The Safety Element addresses or will address the following hazards: 

Climate Change
Dam Failure
Earthquake and Liquefaction
Flooding
Landslide
Liquefaction
Seiches
Subsidence
Tsunami
Wildfire

When reviewing your FEMA adopted Local Hazard Mitigation Plan we find that
the identified medium and high risk hazards are as follows:

Climate Change
Dam Failure
Earthquake
Flooding
Landslide
Seal Level Rise
Severe Weather
Wildfire

Below Is the link to the California Office of Planning and Research Safety
Element Guidelines

General Plan Guidelines, Chapter 4: Required Elements (ca.gov)

Required Contents the safety element must, consistent with Government
Code Section 65302(g), provide for the protection of the community from any
unreasonable risks associated with the effects of:
• Seismically induced surface rupture, ground shaking, ground failure
• Tsunami, seiche, and dam failure
• Slope instability leading to mudslides and landslides
• Subsidence
• Liquefaction
• Other seismic hazards identified pursuant to Chapter 7.8 (commencing with

Letter L4
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Section 2690) of Division 2 of the Public Resources Code, and other geologic
hazards known to the legislative body
• Flooding
• Wildland and urban fires
• Climate change
 
 
As an additional note while you are making changes to your Safety Element,
we wanted to point out some of the steps that are required to become
AB2140 complaint. The jurisdiction must update the Safety Element of their
general plan to include language referring to the LHMP, and direct the reader
to the location of the LHMP. The direction component can be done by
inserting a weblink to the current HMP, or by including directions to where it
can be found. As long as the date or year of the current HMP isn’t referenced,
the jurisdiction will only have to make this change to the Safety Element once.
If the Safety Element has the year of the expired HMP, or the HMP is inserted
into the Safety Element, it will have to be revised.

 
a. Sample language to add to the Safety Element includes: “The Local

Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) for the City of XYZ planning area was
developed in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000
(DMA 2000) and followed FEMA’s 2011 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
guidance. The LHMP incorporates a process where hazards are
identified and profiled, the people and facilities at risk are analyzed,
and mitigation actions are developed to reduce or eliminate
hazard risk. The implementation of these mitigation actions, which
include both short-term and long-term strategies, involve planning,
policy changes, programs, projects, and other activities. The Local
Hazard Mitigation Plan can be found at this location (Insert web link,
or the actual LHMP, or guidance to where the LHMP can be
located).”

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. 
 
 
 
Jared Peri, Senior Emergency Services Coordinator
Hazard Mitigation Planning Division
California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services

Mobile: (916) 524-3470
Email: Jared.Peri@caloes.ca.gov
Program Email: mitigationplanning@caloes.ca.gov
 

mailto:Jared.Peri@caloes.ca.gov
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L4: Jared Peri, Senior Emergency Services Coordinator, California Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services; December 29, 2022 
 
These comments do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. These comments 
set forth various state law requirements for the Safety Element and Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
These comments have been forwarded to the decisionmakers. Please see Master Response 1. 
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CD-John Francis

From: Susy Kalkin <kkalkin@smcgov.org>
Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 1:48 PM
To: CD-Apollo Rojas
Cc: CD-Sue Exline; Sean Charpentier (C/CAG)
Subject: DEIR Comments - Redwood City Housing Element
Attachments: DEIR - RWC Housing Element - CCAG ALUC comments.pdf

Hi Apollo,

Attached are comments from C/CAG ALUC staff on the DEIR. Please let me know if you have any comments.

Thanks,

Susy

Susy Kalkin, Transportation Systems Coordinator/ALUC Staff
C/CAG City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
555 County Center, 5th Floor
Redwood City, California 94063
(650) 599 1467
kkalkin@smcgov.org



C/CAG
CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

OF SAN MATEO COUNTY

Atherton • Belmont • Brisbane • Burlingame • Colma • Daly City • East Palo Alto • Foster City • Half Moon Bay • Hillsborough • Menlo Park • Millbrae • 
Pacifica • Portola Valley • Redwood City • San Bruno • San Carlos • San Mateo • San Mateo County •South San Francisco • Woodside

555 County Center, 5th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063     PHONE: 650.599.1406
www.ccag.ca.gov

January 6, 2023 Via email: arojas@redwoodcity.org 

Apollo Rojas, Senior Planner 
Redwood City Planning Department 
1017 Middlefield Rd. 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

RE: C/CAG Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Staff Comments – DEIR Housing Element & 
Related General Plan Element Updates 

Dear Mr. Rojas, 

Thank you for including C/CAG Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)in the environmental 
review process for the above referenced project.  We have reviewed the DEIR and provide the 
following comments: 

1. Hazard Section, Impact HAZMAT-5 Discussion.

a. P. 4.9-23.  This section discusses the types of development that would be subject
to an ALUC consistency review.  The section should be revised to reflect the
provisions outlined in the Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for
the Environs of San Carlos Airport (San Carlos ALUCP) Policy GP-10.  Importantly,
until Redwood City makes its general plan, zoning ordinance and any specific plans
either consistent with the ALUCP or overrides the ALUCP as provided by law, they
must submit all proposed development and land use policy actions that affect
property within the project referral area, Area B of the AIA, to the ALUC for a
determination of consistency with the ALUCP prior to issuing a permit for the
proposed development.

b. P. 4.9-24, last paragraph.  The discussion references a city review process that
enables the required referrals to the ALUC as a condition of project approval,
subsequent to local action.  The ALUC notes that this is contrary to the
requirements of the San Carlos ALUCP and State law (PUC Section 21676), which
require the consistency determination to occur prior to local agency approval.

2. Noise Section 4.13.2, Environmental Setting (p. 4.13-6) states that the Planning Area is
not located in any noise contour zone associated with the San Carlos Airport.  The Section
should be revised to recognize that the Redwood Shores area is impacted by the CNEL 60
& 65 dB airport noise contours, as depicted in the San Carlos ALUCP, Exhibit 4-2, and that
accordingly various land uses must be reviewed for compatibility pursuant to Table 4-3 of
the ALUCP.

L5-1

L5-2



(The San Carlos ALUCP can be accessed on the C/CAG website - 
https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/airport-land-use/  ) 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this environmental document.  Please feel 
free to contact me at kkalkin@smcgov.org. with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Susy Kalkin 
ALUC Staff 



2.0 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
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 January 2023 

L5: Susy Kalkin, Transportation Systems Coordinator, City/County Association of 
Governments of San Mateo County; January 6, 2023 

L5-1 The commenter clarifies information in the Draft EIR regarding the ALUCP consistency 
determination process required of proposed development anticipated by the Project 
prior to development approval. 

 Response: Thank you for the information. The Draft EIR has been revised accordingly 
on pages 4.9-23 and 4.9-24, as included in Final EIR Chapter 3 (Revisions to the Draft 
EIR).  

L5-2 The commenter clarifies information in the Draft EIR regarding portions of the Planning 
Area that are located within San Carlos Airport noise contours. 

 Response: Thank you for the information. The Draft EIR has been revised accordingly 
on page 4.13-6, as included in Final EIR Chapter 3 (Revisions to the Draft EIR).  
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CD-John Francis

From: Gail Raabe <glraabe@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 3:36 PM
To: CD-Apollo Rojas
Subject: CCCR Comments on DEIR for Focused General Plan Update
Attachments: CCCR Comments on DEIR for RWC Focused General Plan Update 1.6.2023.pdf

Apollo Rojas, Senior Planner 

Good afternoon Apollo, 

Attached please find comments from Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge on the 
November 2022 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Redwood City Focused 
General Plan Update. 

An email response confirming receipt of our comment letter would be appreciated. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Best regards, 

Gail Raabe, Co-Chair 
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 

Letter L6



January 6, 2023 

Apollo Rojas, Senior Planner 

1017 Middlefield Road 

Redwood City, CA 95153 

Via email: arojas@redwoodcity.org 

RE: Comments on the Redwood City Focused General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Rojas, 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 

November 2022 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Housing, Built Environment, Public 

Safety, Building Community, Natural Resources & Environmental Justice Elements Update to the 

Redwood City General Plan (Focused General Plan Update).   

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (Citizens Committee) has an ongoing interest in wetlands 

protection, restoration and acquisition.  Our efforts have led to the establishment and expansion of the 

Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge), including the addition of 1600 

acres at Bair Island in Redwood City.  We have taken an active interest in Clean Water Act, Endangered 

Species Act and California Environmental Quality Act regulations, policies and implementation at the 

local, state and national levels, demonstrating our ongoing commitment to wetland issues and protection 

of Bay wildlife and habitats. 

Project Purpose:  

The purpose of the Focused General Plan Update is outlined in the excerpt below from the DEIR 

Introduction:  

“The purpose of this Focused General Plan Update is to facilitate new housing growth in Redwood City 

and comply with State law obligating the City to meet certain housing requirements via the Housing 

Element; address evolving natural and man-made hazard risks to the community via the Public Safety 

Element; and identify and address “disadvantaged communities” which are disproportionately affected 

by environmental pollution and other hazards through Environmental Justice goals, policies, and 

implementation programs via the Housing, Built Environment, Public Safety, Building Community, and 

Natural Resources Elements. The Building Community and Natural Resources elements are being 

updated only to be consistent with and support the updated Housing Element and Public Safety Element 

and to incorporate Environmental Justice goals, policies, and implementation programs. In addition, the 

City is proposing specific amendments to the Redwood City Municipal Code and Zoning Code and 

amendments to the Redwood City Zoning Map to retain consistency between the General Plan and 

zoning regulations (collectively, the “Focused Zoning Amendments”). Collectively, the Focused 

 P.O. Box 23957, San Jose, CA 95153   Tel: 650-493-5540      Email: cccrrefuge@gmail.com    www.bayrefuge.org 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 
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General Plan Update and Focused Zoning Amendments are the “Project” evaluated in this EIR. The 

Planning Area referenced throughout this EIR includes all properties within the corporate City limits, 

together with properties, incorporated and unincorporated areas, within Redwood City’s sphere of 

influence (SOI).” (DEIR Page 1-1) 

CEQA First Tier Level of Analysis:  

On pages 1-3 and 1-4 of the Introduction, the DEIR includes a discussion on why the document is to be 

considered a Program EIR, including the excerpt below: 

Although the Project will allow for an overall increase in development potential for the entire Planning Area, the 

Project would not, by itself, authorize any specific development project or other form of land use approval or any 

kind of public facilities or capital facilities expenditures or improvements. As such, a Program EIR is the 

appropriate type of document to identify the geographic extent of sensitive resources and hazards, along with 

existing and planned services and infrastructure support systems that occur in the Planning Area. Further, the 

Program EIR is described in Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines as the appropriate analytical framework to 

assess the cumulative environmental effects of the full plan, in a first-tier level of analysis, to identify broad 

concerns and sets of impacts, and to define/develop regulatory standards and programmatic procedures that 

reduce impacts and help achieve environmental goals and objectives. 

Later activities proposed within the scope of the Project will be reviewed considering this EIR and may focus on 

those site-specific and localized environmental issues that could not be examined in sufficient detail as part of this 

EIR. (Emphasis added) 

Use of this programmatic DEIR as a foundation and reference for subsequent project level CEQA 

review and analysis makes it essential that the document includes accurate maps, figures and 

descriptions of existing conditions with respect to natural resources and sensitive habitats within the city 

limits.  Our comments will focus on specific content in the DEIR that is inaccurate, and on key 

information that should be included in the DEIR in order to provide a complete picture of natural 

resources that must be protected as the Focused General Plan Update is implemented. 

Errors in the DEIR Current and Proposed General Plan Land Use Maps 

DEIR Figure 3-3: Current General Plan Land Use Map (Page 3-8) does not accurately depict the 

General Plan Land Use map currently posted in the Planning GIS section of the City’s website. Bayland 

areas that are designated as Open Space-Preservation in the City’s General Plan Land Use map are 

erroneously designated as Open Space-Urban Reserve in Figure 3-3 in the DEIR.  These areas of 

ecologically important lands and sensitive bay habitats include perimeter tidal marsh on the Redwood 

Shores Peninsula, lands in the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National wildlife Refuge (The Preserve 

at Redwood Shores, Bird Island, Bair Island and Greco Island), most of the Cargill salt ponds, and  

CWA jurisdictional wetlands in the Inner Harbor area on the Ferrari property.  Additionally, DEIR 

Figure 3-4: Proposed General Plan Land Use Map (Page 3-9) has the same incorrect designations for 

these Bayland areas as Figure 3-3. 

L6-2
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  2015 Redwood City General Plan Land Use map from Redwood City website. 
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Figure 3-3: Current General Plan Land Use Map. 

It is imperative that all figures and graphics in the FEIR for the City’s Focused General Plan 

Update accurately depict current and proposed land use designations to ensure that residents, 

government agencies and other interested parties using this document for planning or permitting 

purposes are not misled or confused by erroneous information.   

L6-2
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Errors and Omissions in DEIR Biological Resources: Environmental Setting 

The DEIR states, “The majority of the native habitat within the Planning Area occurs along the 

Bayshore, and consists primarily of open baylands including Bair Island, Bird Island, Greco Island, the 

Redwood Shores Lagoon, and the salt crystallization ponds on the Cargill Property.” (Page 4.4-1) It is 

important that the maps depicting these habitats along the Bayshore are accurate.  

199 Seaport Boulevard (APN 052-392-350 and 052-392-360), known as the “Ferrari property”: 

1) Figure 4.4-1: Natural Communities, Habitats, and Landcover Types must be corrected to show that the

west and south boundaries of this site are “Pickleweed Mat”, not “California Annual & Perennial

Grassland Mapping Unit” as incorrectly shown in the excerpt from Figure 4.4-1 below.

    Excerpt from Figure 4.4-1, red star locating Ferrari property and north arrow added. 

As stated in the Inner Harbor Specific Plan and Harbor View Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Report Prepared for City of Redwood City October 2015 (ESA): 

 “The former diked Baylands along the southern boundary of the Ferrari property in the Plan Area 

supports a pickleweed- and ice plant-dominated habitat which could support special status species 

including the endangered salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris)”. (Page 4.3-4) 

(Emphasis added). 

Additionally, LSA, an environmental consulting firm, produced the Laguna Sequoia Apartment Project 

Biological Assessment for a proposed development on this site. Their map below clearly shows that this 

site is bounded primarily by salt marsh to the west and south, not “California Annual & Perennial 

Grassland Mapping Unit”:    

L6-3
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     Excerpt from LSA Laguna Sequoia Apartment Project Biological Assessment March, 2022 Figure 4. 

Photo documentation of the site shows extensive pickleweed salt marsh vegetation along the west side 

of the site with intertidal mudflat on the interior: 

    Ferrari property, March 20, 2021. Photo: Matt Leddy 

2) Figure 4.4-2: Streams and Water Bodies incorrectly shows this site as dry which is inconsistent with

Figure 4.4-1 showing that this pond does have water:

    Excerpts from Figure 4.4-2 (left) and Figure 4.4-1 (right), red star locating Ferrari property and north arrow added. 
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Photo documentation shows that this site fills with bay water at high tide; therefore, Figure 4.4-2 must 

be corrected to accurately reflect the existing conditions of the site: 

Ferrari property during rising tide, March 20, 2021. Photo: Matt Leddy 

Tidal channel along the east and south sides of Pacific Shores Center: 

1) Figure 4.4-1: Natural Communities, Habitats, and Landcover Types must be corrected to show that this

tidal channel contains “Pickleweed Mat” and is not “California Annual & Perennial Grassland Mapping

Unit”. This channel is perennially filled with water from San Francisco Bay that flows in and out with

the tides, and has a narrow fringe of pickleweed habitat.

Figure 4.4-1 incorrectly labels the tidal channel as “California Annual & Perennial Grassland Mapping 

Unit”: 

     Excerpt from Figure 4.4-1 (locations labels and north arrow added). 

Regarding this site, the channel between Pacific Shores Center parking lot and Westpoint Marina to the 

east is jurisdictional wetlands (Public Notice, Westpoint Marina, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, File  
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Number 22454S, May 17, 2002) as shown below. 

 ” Sheet 6 of 15” from Public Notice, Westpoint Marina, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, File Number 

 22454S, May 17, 2002. 

Additionally, the 557 East Bayshore Road Biological Resources Report (April 15, 2020) included in the 

August 2022 Draft Environmental Impact Report 557 E. Bayshore Road Project certified by Redwood 

City, indicates that the channel along the east side of Pacific Shores Center is classified as “Northern 

Coastal Salt Marsh”, a California Department of Fish and Wildlife-designated sensitive natural 

community, not “California Annual & Perennial Grassland Mapping Unit”: 

L6-3
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Excerpt from Appendix C, Figure 4, CNDDB-Mapped Records of  

    Special-Status Plants, East Bayshore Road Biological Resources Report,  

    DEIR 557 E. Bayshore Road Project (Pacific Shores Center label and north arrow added). 

Photo documentation of the site clearly shows tidal water with pickleweed fringe along both the east and 

south sides of Pacific Shores Center: 

View of pickleweed in tidal channel along 

south side of Pacific Shores Center (left) 

viewed from Seaport Boulevard. January 6, 

2023. Photo: Matt Leddy 

View of pickleweed in tidal channel along 

east side of Pacific Shores Center (right). 

February 13, 2021. Photo: Matt Leddy 
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2) Figure 4.4-2: Streams and Water Bodies fails to depict this same tidal channel along the east and

south sides of Pacific Shores Center as “Tidal Water”:

 Excerpt from Figure 4.4-2, dashed line indicates 

  approximately where tidal water is present. 

See discussion for Figure 4.4-1 regarding Section 404, Clean Water Act and photo documentation 

above. This channel is perennially filled with tidal water from San Francisco Bay and this figure should 

be revised to reflect this existing condition. 

Salt marsh in the channel on the east side of Seaport Boulevard: 

1) Figure 4.4-1: Natural Communities, Habitats, and Landcover Types must be corrected to show that this

tidal channel contains “Pickleweed Mat” and is not “California Annual & Perennial Grassland Mapping

Unit”.

As shown below, Figure 4.4-1 incorrectly labels this channel as “California Annual & Perennial 

Grassland Mapping Unit”, and fails to identify the pickleweed that is present.  

     Excerpt from Figure 4.4-1 showing the incorrect designation 

  of California Annual and Perennial Grassland. Seaport 

  Boulevard label, north arrow and red location circle added. 

L6-3
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Regarding this channel, the June 2011Draft Redwood City Saltworks Biological Resources Technical 

Report Existing Conditions, Redwood City, San Mateo County California (WRA Environmental 

Consultants) states, “The Seaport Channel and Levee Area consists of the levees and a detention basin 

adjacent to Seaport Boulevard within land owned by Cargill. The detention basin within the Seaport 

Channel and Levee Area receives stormwater flows from portions of Seaport Boulevard and also 

receives muted tidal input via a tide gate within Redwood Creek to the west. The tidal marsh vegetation 

fringe surrounding the muted tidal basin and the vegetated seasonal depression meet the Corps’ 

federal definition of a wetland and are considered sensitive vegetation communities.” (Pages 97-98) 

(Emphasis added). 

Photo documentation of the channel shows that it contains water and pickleweed, and is used by a 

variety of waterbirds: 

Salt marsh with pickleweed fringe along the east side of Seaport Boulevard. 

   July 27, 2012. Photo: Matt Leddy 
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     Northern Shovelers and Canada Geese in tidal channel along east side of Seaport Boulevard. 

     December 19, 2021. Photo: Matt Leddy 

   Foraging Least Sandpipers in tidal channel along east side of Seaport Boulevard, November 23, 

 2022. Photo; Matt Leddy 
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 Dowitchers foraging in tidal channel along east side of Seaport Boulevard, May 5, 2016. Photo: Matt Leddy 

2) Figure 4.4-2: Streams and Water Bodies must be revised to show that this site contains “Tidal Water”

as per the June 2011Draft Redwood City Saltworks Biological Resources Technical Report Existing

Conditions, Redwood City, San Mateo County California (WRA Environmental Consultants) as well as

photo documentation presented above. 

Figure 4.4-3: Sensitive Natural Communities: 

One of the CDFW-designated sensitive natural communities is Northern Coastal Salt Marsh.  Figure 

4.4-3 Sensitive Natural Communities fails to accurately depict current conditions as it does not reflect 

the restoration activities that have been ongoing for over a decade on Refuge lands in Redwood City. 

Specifically, the map incorrectly shows no tidal marsh on Inner Bair Island, and tidal marsh only 

outboard of the perimeter levees on Middle and Outer Bair Islands. 

To restore these diked islands back to tidal marsh, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service breached the 

levees surrounding Middle and Outer Bair Islands a number of years ago, and the perimeter levee on 

Inner Bair Island was breached in December 2015. With the reestablishment of tidal flow, pickleweed 

has become established throughout the marsh plain on all three islands, and cordgrass, Grindelia, alkali-

heath and sea lavender are now present on Inner Bair Island. 

As shown below, Figure 4.4-3: Sensitive Natural Communities is inconsistent with Figure 4.4-1: 

Natural Communities, Habitats, and Landcover Types and needs to be corrected.  

L6-3
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Excerpts from Figures 4.4-3 (left) and 4.4-1 (right) showing inconsistency regarding Northern Coastal Salt Marsh 

distribution on Bair Island. Pickleweed is the most characteristic plant in Northern Coastal Salt Marsh habitats. 

 Photo of an area on Inner Bair Island showing extensive pickleweed and other tidal 

  marsh vegetation. (June 2021, M. Leddy) 
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Redwood City’s Baylands are a local and regional treasure for Bay Area residents that include bay 

habitats that are critical for the ecological health of San Francisco Bay and its wildlife, and also provide 

crucial climate change resilience benefits such as flood protection and carbon sequestration. The Final 

EIR for the Redwood City Focused General Plan Update should reflect Redwood City’s values for 

protection of these important natural resources by ensuring there is an accurate documentation of 

existing habitats and conditions. 

Sincerely, 

Gail Raabe, Co-Chair 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge 

Cc:  Carin High, CCCR Co-Chair 
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L6: Gail Raabe, Co-Chair, Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR); January 6, 
2023 

L6-1 Comment L6-1 summarizes the project purpose and includes an excerpt of the 
purpose from the introduction of the DEIR. The section also quotes the language in 
the EIR that describes the level of analysis as programmatic. The commentor states 
that it is important that the EIR include accurate maps, figures, and descriptions of 
existing conditions related to the natural resources and sensitive habitats in the 
program area. No changes to the DEIR are requested in the comment. These 
comments do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the DEIR. No further response 
related to comment L6-1 is necessary. These comments will be forwarded to the 
decisionmakers.  Please see Master Response 1. 

L6-2 The commenter states that Draft EIR Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 do not accurately show 
the areas designated by the General Plan Land Use map as Open Space-
Preservation. The commenter states these Draft EIR figures should accurately depict 
the City’s current and proposed land use designations.   

 Response: Regarding the current and proposed General Plan designations for the 
Bayland areas shown on the Draft EIR maps, the commenter is correct. The land use 
designation errors on Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 have been corrected. The areas have 
been corrected to show that there are Preservation lands on the perimeter tidal marsh 
on the Redwood Shores peninsula, Bird Island, Inner Bair Island, west side of the 
proposed Ferry Terminal at the intersection of Redwood Creek and Westpoint Slough, 
and the potentially CWA jurisdictional wetlands on the Ferrari property. The figures 
have also been corrected to show that there is Urban Reserve at the Cargill Salt Pond 
east of Seaport Boulevard. The commentor mentioned that Greco Island was also a 
preserve. However, no land use revisions were made for Greco Island because it was 
correctly identified as Preservation on Figures 3-3 and 3-4. The map revisions do not 
change the DEIR impact conclusions or mitigation needs because no development is 
proposed under the Project in these areas.  

L6-3   The commenter requests changes to Draft EIR Figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, and 4.4-3. 
According to the commenter: 

• Figure 4.4-1 does not accurately depict the pickleweed habitat in the Planning 
Area.  

• Figure 4.4-2 should show a tidal channel in the Planning Area as “Tidal 
Water” where the figure does not currently contain this label.  

• Figure 4.4-3 incorrectly shows no tidal marsh on Inner Bair Island and tidal 
marsh only outboard of the perimeter levees on Middle and Outer Bair 
Islands. 

 Response: The commentor states that there are “errors and omissions” in the Draft 
EIR Biological Resources Environmental Setting, pointing to specific figures in the 
Biological Resources Chapter (Figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, and 4.4-3) and figures/mapping 
in various background documents (ESA’s 2015 Inner Harbor Specific Plan and Harbor 



2.0 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

2-40  Redwood City General Plan Update Final EIR 
 January 2023 

View Project DEIR, North Bayshore Road 2015 DEIR, and WRA’s 2011 Redwood City 
Saltworks Draft Biological Resources Technical Report Existing Conditions).  

 The biological analysis that was conducted for the Project was provided at a 
programmatic level consistent with the level of detail of the proposed Project. Due to 
the program-level analysis that was conducted for the Project, field surveys and field 
verification of sites were not conducted for the biological analysis for the Draft EIR. 
Such surveys and verification were beyond the scope of this program-level analysis. 
Instead, a desktop analysis was conducted using a variety of publicly available 
databases and mapping resources including the California Natural Diversity Database, 
and CNPS Inventory of Rare Plants, among others. Data used for Figure 4.1-1 (Natural 
Communities, Habitats, and Landcover Types) was obtained from the San Mateo 
County Fine Scale Vegetation Map (GGNPC 2022). Data for Figure 4.4-2 (Streams 
and Water Bodies) was obtained from the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI 2022). 
Data for Figure 4.4-3 (Sensitive Natural Communities) was obtained from the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2022). These data were then evaluated 
using aerial imagery (Google Earth 2022) and the preparers general knowledge of the 
Program Area. Based on the information that the commenter provided, it is 
acknowledged that there are errors in the natural communities, habitats, landcover, 
aquatic resources, and sensitive vegetation in Figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, and 4.4-3. The 
specific errors and how these errors were corrected are as follows:  

 Figure 4.4-1: Areas of pickleweed are incorrectly labeled as California Annual and 
Perennial Grassland Mapping Unit. The areas where pickleweed is incorrectly labeled 
are the west and south boundaries of the Ferrari property, a strip of pickleweed along 
the east side of Seaport Boulevard, and the area on the east and south sides of the 
Pacific Shores Center. The designation of California Annual and Perennial Grassland 
Mapping Unit in these areas has been changed to show that the areas are pickleweed 
mat. 

 Figure 4.4-2: Areas subject to tidal water were incorrectly labeled as developed in this 
figure. These areas are the Ferrari property, the channel on the east and south sides 
of the Pacific Shores Center, and the channel on the east side of Seaport Boulevard. 
The commentor did not call out the channel on the east side of Seaport Boulevard; 
nonetheless, this has been updated to be consistent with the other revisions for this 
figure. 

 Figure 4.4-3. Areas of northern coastal salt marsh incorrectly show no tidal marsh on 
Inner Bair Island, and tidal marsh only outboard of the perimeter levees on Middle and 
Outer Bair Islands. This figure has been revised to show that all of Bair Island and the 
areas east and south of Pacific Shores supports northern coastal salt marsh. 

 These map revisions do not change the impact conclusions or mitigation needs of the 
DEIR because no development is proposed under the Project in these areas.  
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3.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
The following section includes all revisions to the Draft EIR subsequent to public release of the 
document in November 2022. A few minor revisions have been made to the Draft EIR to clarify 
project description details, regulatory information, and environmental justice language; however, 
these revisions do not constitute significant new information regarding the project description or 
environmental and regulatory setting and do not provide significant new information that would 
require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of 
the revisions to the Draft EIR based on comments received would result in changes of any of 
the document’s findings or conclusions. Likewise, none of the revisions results in a substantial 
increase in the severity of an identified significant impact or the identification of a new significant 
impact, mitigation, or alternative considerably different from those already considered in 
preparing the Draft EIR.  

Text removed from the EIR is marked with strike-out. New text is indicated by underline. All the 
revised text supersedes the corresponding text in the November 2022 Draft EIR. None of the 
criteria listed in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification) 
indicating the need for recirculation of the November 2022 Draft EIR has been met as a result of 
the revisions. In particular: 

• no new significant environmental impact due to the project or due to a new 
mitigation measure has been identified; 

• no substantial increase in the severity of a significant environmental impact has 
been identified; and 

• no additional feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others analyzed in the Draft EIR has been identified that would 
clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project. 
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Chapter 2 Project Description, Section 2.2, Page 2-2 

As of January 1, 2018, cities and counties are required to either adopt an Environmental Justice 
Element in their General Plan or integrate environmental justice policies and goals into the 
elements of the General Plan “upon the adoption or next revision of two or more elements 
concurrently” (Government Code Section 65302[h][2]). With the Project proposing to update 
multiple elements, an Environmental Justice Element or environmental justice policies 
integrated into the General Plan would be required. In Redwood City, these policies may be 
integrated into the Built Environment Element, Building Community Element, Public Safety 
Element, and Natural Resources Element, as oftentimes environmental justice issues cross 
topics.   
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Chapter 3 Project Description, Section 3.5.1, Pages 3-13 – 3-14 

3.5.1 Summary of Proposed General Plan Amendments 

A high-level summary of the key proposed General Plan text and map amendments that would 
occur as a result of the Project is included below. Other amendments not listed below may be 
required to ensure consistency and up-to-date information in accordance with the updated 
Housing Element. 

General Plan Map Amendments 

• Amend areas identified in the Zoning Map Amendments to Mixed Use Corridor and 
Mixed-Use Neighborhood. 

• Change General Plan to be consistent with Zoning as demonstrated on the map in 
Figure 3-4. 

General Plan Text Changes 

• Adopt a new Housing Element. 

• Amend Land Use Element (Built Environment) to: 
o Remove height limitations from all residential and mixed-use land use categories 
o Convert the measurement of building height from stories to feet 
o Update height limitations in the Mixed-Use Corridor zoning districts 
o Update policies to be consistent with newly adopted Housing Element 
o Update Mixed Use land use designations to increase density by 20 du/acre 

(except for mixed use waterfront) 

• Amend Public Safety Element to address and update the following: 
o Fire risk for land classified as very high fire hazard severity zones 
o Sea level rise 
o Climate adaptation strategies 
o Vulnerability assessment 
o Local hazard mitigation 
o Resiliency strategies 
o Identification of areas that may require additional evacuation routes? 

• Environmental Justice goals, policies and programs. Local jurisdictions are required to 
incorporate Environmental Justice goals, policies, and programs in their general plan if 
they have a disadvantaged community (“Environmental Justice community”) and are 
concurrently adopting or revising two or more elements of their general plan. Redwood 
City has identified three Environmental Justice communities and is proposing to both 
amend existing goals, policies, and programs as well as add new goals, policies, and 
programs to address environmental justice needs in the Natural Resources Element and 
throughout various General Plan Elements as appropriate. 
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Chapter 3 Project Description, Section 3.5.2, Pages 3-15 – 3-16 

Zoning Code Amendments 

• R-2 through R-5 (Missing Middle Amendments) 
o Eliminating minimum lot width standards 
o Reducing minimum lot size standards to be consistent with maximum allowed 

zoning density 
o Reduce required parking, eliminate covered parking requirement and allow 

parking in required setbacks 
o Reduce required open space to 300 sq. ft./unit 
o Other minor associated amendments to increase ability of middle housing to be 

constructed. 
• Uses Allowed in R districts and Mixed Use Districts 

o Allow multi-family dwellings in R-2 by right (no Planned Development Permit will 
be required, but an Architectural Permit will continue to be required) 

o Prohibited stand-alone parking lots and garages in the residential district serving 
adjacent industrial or commercial zones for customer or employee parking where 
previously conditionally permitted. This is not a good use of residential land. 
Existing situations would be legal nonconforming. 

o Eliminated requirement that funeral homes be immediately adjacent to a parcel 
devoted to a public or quasi-public use. 

o Allow Live/Work in the R-5 District (prohibited elsewhere consistent with current 
requirements) 

o Change “Rooming House” to Group Home Residential and allow conditionally in 
R-2 and R-3 in addition to the currently allowed R-4 and R-5. 

o Make clarifying changes to terms and definitions for care facilities and specialty 
housing. 

▪ Change rest homes/nursing homes to Senior Residential Care and 
conditionally permit in R-2 and R-3 in addition to R-4 and R-5. Add new 
definition for General Residential Care (for adults age 59 or less) and 
permit similarly to Senior Residential Care. 

▪ Add new category of Adult Day Programs and allow in R-4 and R-5 
consistent with rest homes/nursing homes. This is a license type by the 
state and may be more common. 

▪ Use the “Skilled Nursing” category described in mixed-use districts and 
permit in R-4 and R-5 with a Use Permit. (it’s like an intense nursing 
home). 

o Break up the Public/Quasi Public land use category into Schools, Hospitals, 
Assembly and Meeting Facilities, Open Space and Public Uses. 

▪ Remove minimum site size requirement of 40,000 sq. ft. 
▪ Clarify that Schools are permitted conditionally in all R districts 
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▪ Hospitals are permitted conditionally in the R-4 and R-5 districts. Too 
intense for the lower-density districts. 

▪ Assembly and Meeting Facilities are permitted conditionally in all R 
districts. 

▪ Clarifying that public uses are permitted by right - Local pre-emption. 
o Zoning Text Amendments to increase density allowed in Mixed Use Districts by 

20 du/acre for the Mixed Use Corridor, Mixed Use Neighborhood, and Mixed Use 
Transitional and increase permitted height by up to 25 ft. 

o Downtown Precise Plan and General Plan Amendments to remove cap on 
residential units in the Downtown Precise Plan. 

o Other miscellaneous amendments for clarity, consistency, and that support 
proposed General Plan programs, including but not limited to: 

▪ Reduced parking for residential uses 
▪ Permitting 100% affordable housing by right or in a streamlined manner 
▪ Streamlining permitting processes for residential and mixed use 

developments (2/3 residential) 

• Municipal Code Amendments 
o Removing requirement for undergrounding overhead utility lines in conjunction 

with residential construction/subdivision 
o Reducing the minimum condominium size project to 2 units from the existing 

minimum of 5 units. 
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Chapter 4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 4.9.5, Pages 4.9-23 – 4.9-24 

The western portion of the Planning Area, as shown in Figure 4.9-1, is located within the Area B 
of the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for San Carlos Airport. According to the C/CAG, until 
Redwood City either makes its General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and any specific plans 
consistent with the ALUCP or overrides the ALUCP as provided by law, all proposed 
development and land use policy actions that affect property within Area B of the AIA, the 
project referral area, must be submitted to the ALUC for a determination of consistency with the 
ALUCP prior to issuing a permit for the proposed development (Email correspondence with 
Susy Kalkin (C/CAG) 2023). Per the ALUCP and that would include one or more of the 
following, would require review for consistency with the ALUCP (C/CAG 2015): 

A. An increase in the proposed residential density. 

B. The addition of a land use that is incompatible under this ALUCP. 

C. The height of a structure is to be increased and would create a hazard or obstruction as 

determined by the FAA. 

D. The addition of a characteristic that would create a hazard to air navigation. 
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Chapter 4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 4.9.5, Page 4.9-24 

Potential airport safety hazards and noise concerns associated with future development 
proposed in the western portion of the Planning Area, within the Area B of the AIA or within the 
area subject to FAA notification requirements, would be addressed through standard City 
development review processes that include conveying applicable development proposals to the 
C/CAG for consistency review with the ALUCP. The Housing Element Update identifies several 
potential housing sites within Area B that would allow housing by right for housing development 
projects in which 20 percent of the units are affordable to lower-income households (see “Sites 
Subject to AB 1397” in Figure H3-2 of the Housing Element Update). While these sites would 
allow housing by right (i.e., no review is required under the California Environmental Quality Act 
[CEQA], unless a subdivision is required, and the project can only be reviewed using 'objective' 
design standards), housing allowed by right would still be subject to referral through the City’s 
building permit and design review processes and, as applicable, would be subject to FAA 
regulations. Typically, referral of applicable development projects to the C/CAG would be 
included in the conditions of approval (COAs) during the City’s development review 
requirements. These COAs would be in accordance with the General Plan Built Environment 
and Public Safety Element policies and in compliance with applicable federal regulations 
regarding airports. As stated previously, any development that may be facilitated as a result of 
the Project must be submitted to the San Carlos Airport ALUC for an ALUCP consistency 
determination prior to local agency approval. With regulatory compliance, the Project would not 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the Project area. 
This impact is considered less than significant. 
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Chapter 4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Section 4.9.6, Page 4.9-27 – 4.9-28 

4.9.6 References 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone Viewer. 2022. Accessed August 22, 2022 at 
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/. 

California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). Cortese List Data Resources Accessed 
August 25, 2022 at https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/. 

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG). 2015. Comprehensive 
Airport Land Use Compatibility for the Environs of San Carlos Airport. October 2015. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). EnviroStor. Accessed August 25, 2022 at 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search?cmd=search&reporttype=CORTESE&s
ite_type=CSITES,FUDS&status=ACT,BKLG,COM&reporttitle=HAZARDOUS+WASTE+A
ND+SUBSTANCES+SITE+LIST+%28CORTESE%29. 

Email correspondence with Susy Kalkin, Transportation Systems Coordinator/ALUC Staff, 
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG), January 6, 
2023. 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). GeoTracker. Accessed August 25, 2022 at 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/search?CMD=search&case_number=&business_
nam 
e=&main_street_name=&city=&zip=&county=&SITE_TYPE=LUFT&oilfield=&STATUS=&
BR ANCH=&MASTER_BASE=&Search=Search. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Superfund Enterprise Management System 
Database. 2020. Accessed August 25, 2022 at Superfund Site Profile | Superfund Site 
Information | US EPA. 
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Chapter 4.13 Noise, Section 4.13.2 Environmental Setting, Page 4.13-6 

The closest airport to the Planning Area is San Carlos Airport. The Planning Area is not located 
in any noise contour zone associated with this airport. The Redwood Shores neighborhood is 
impacted by the San Carlos Airport’s CNEL 60 dB and 65 dB airport noise contours, as depicted 
in the San Carlos ALUCP, Exhibit 4-2. Accordingly, proposed land uses in the portions of 
Redwood Shores that fall within the CNEL 60 dB and 65dB noise contours must be reviewed for 
compatibility pursuant to Table 4-3 of the ALUCP. 
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Chapter 3 Project Description, Figures 3-3 and 3-4 

The following figures have been revised in response to comments made in Letter L6 (Citizens 

Committee to Complete the Refuge). No text revisions have been made.  

  



v

Colors have been switched



Colors have been switched
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Chapter 4.4 Biological Resources, Figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, and 4.4-3 

The following figures have been revised in response to comments made in Letter L6 (Citizens 

Committee to Complete the Refuge). No text revisions have been made.  
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Figure 4.4-3 Sensitive Natural Communities 
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