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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Response to Comments Document

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Revised
Environmental Impact Report (Draft Revised EIR) prepared for the proposed Flood County Park
Landscape Plan (project). The Draft Revised EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences
associated with development of the project, and recommends mitigation measures to reduce
potentially significant impacts. This Response to Comments (RTC) Document provides a response to
comments on the Draft Revised EIR and makes revisions to the Draft Revised EIR, as necessary, in
response to those comments or to make clarifications to material in the Draft Revised EIR. This
document, together with the Draft Revised EIR, constitutes the Final Revised EIR for the proposed
project. The Final Revised EIR will also include the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
which is technically a separate document that accompanies the project for mitigation measure
implementation tracking during the construction phases.

1.2 Environmental Review Process

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to consult
with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft Revised EIR.

The County of San Mateo Parks Department circulated a Draft EIR and published a Final EIR for the
Flood County Park Landscape Plan (proposed project) on the County’s Reimagine Flood Park website
in May 2018. Key concerns raised by neighbors on the Draft and Final EIR related to 1) projected
growth in park visitation and use resulting from improvements accommodated under the Landscape
Plan, including traffic impacts and parking demand, and 2) noise generated on-site from concurrent
park events. County staff believed that these concerns warrant further analysis of the proposed
project. Therefore, the County revised and recirculated a limited portion of the May 2018 EIR that
relied on more conservative assumptions with regard to park visitation. Accordingly, the
recirculated portion of the May 2018 EIR included changes to the Executive Summary, Introduction
and Environmental Setting, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, Traffic, and Alternatives
chapters, and new Wildfire and Energy chapters. All other issues were adequately addressed in the
October 2017 Draft EIR and May 2018 Final EIR. The Original Draft EIR is hereby incorporated by
reference to the Revised Final EIR to disclose the potential environmental effects of the project not
included in the Revised Draft EIR. The May 2018 Final EIR with responses to comments received
during the public review period from October to November 2017 is attached as Appendix A to the
Revised Final EIR.

On August 8, 2019, the County circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Revised Draft EIR to
help identify the types of impacts that could result from the project, as well as potential areas of
controversy. The NOP was mailed to public agencies (including the State Clearinghouse),
organizations, and individuals considered likely to be interested in the project and its potential
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impacts. Comments received by the County on the NOP were taken into account during the
preparation of the Revised Draft EIR.

The Draft Revised EIR was made available for public review on August 9, 2019, and was distributed
to relevant regional and State agencies. Copies of the Notice of Availability of the Draft Revised EIR
were mailed to a list of interested parties, groups and public agencies, as well as property owners
and neighbors near the project site. The Notice of Availability was also posted on and adjacent to
the project site. The Draft Revised EIR and an announcement of its availability were posted
electronically on the County’s website, and a paper copy was available for public review at the
County of San Mateo Parks Department.

The 45-day CEQA public comment period began on August 9, 2019, and ended on September 23,
2019. The County of San Mateo Parks presented on the Draft Revised EIR’s findings at the Fair Oaks
Community Center in Redwood City on September 17, 2019. The County received 16 comment
letters on the Draft Revised EIR (not including comments received during the public meeting).
Copies of all written comments received during the comment period and summaries of the oral
comments received at the Fair Oaks Community Center meeting are included in Chapters 3 and 4 of
this document.

1.3 Document Organization

This RTC Document consists of the following chapters:

= Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC
Document and the Final Revised EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the
project.

= Chapter 2: List of Commenters. This chapter contains a list of the agencies, individuals, and
organizations that submitted written comments, and the public hearings that were held, during
the public review period on the Draft EIR.

= Chapter 3: Comments and Responses — Letters and Emails. This chapter contains reproductions
of comment letters received on the Draft Revised EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related
comment received during the public review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the
corresponding comment.

= Chapter 4: Comments and Responses — Public Meeting Summary. This chapter contains
summaries of oral comments from the public meeting held on the Draft Revised EIR by the
County of San Mateo Parks Department on September 17, 2019 in Redwood City. A written
response to CEQA-related comments received at the meeting is provided. Each response is
keyed to the corresponding comment.

=  Chapter 5: Draft EIR Text Revisions. Corrections and additions to the Draft Revised EIR that are
necessary in light of the comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or
clarify material in the Draft Revised EIR, are contained in this chapter. Underlined text
represents language that has been added to the Draft EIR; text with strikeeut formatting has
been deleted from the Draft EIR.
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2 List of Commenters

This chapter presents a list of comment letters received during the public review period and
describes the organization of the letters and comments that are provided in Chapters 3 and 4 of this
document.

2.1 Organization of Comment Letfters and Responses

The 16 letters are presented in chronological order, by date received. Each comment letter has been
numbered sequentially and each separate issue raised by the commenter has been assigned a
number. The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then
the number assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the
first issue raised in comment Letter 1).

2.2  Public and Agency Comments Received

The following comment letters were submitted to the County during the public review period from
August 9 to September 23, 2019. Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “the lead agency
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and
may respond to late comments.”

Table 1 List of Letter Numbers and Commenters

1. Meredith Ozbil 18
2. Rudy Colin 20
3. Ronald Friedman 22
4. Janet Benson 24
5.  Nancy McMahon 26
6. Dan McMahon 28
7. Roy Meltzer 30
8. Alice Newton 32
9. Nettie Wijsman 38
10. Daniel Meehan 56
11. Matt Siegel 60
12. Carolyn Ordonez 62
13. James Steven McCarthy 65
14. Mark Leong, District Branch Chief, Local Development — Intergovernmental Review, Caltrans 67
15. Justin Murphy, Deputy City Manager, City of Menlo Park 72
16. Bill Lamkin 74

Response to Comments



County of San Mateo Parks Department
Flood County Park Landscape Plan

In addition to soliciting written public and agency comments on the Draft Revised EIR pursuant to
CEQA, during the public review period verbal comments were taken on the Draft Revised EIR at a
public meeting held by the County of San Mateo Parks Department on September 17, 2019.
Responses to environmental issues raised in this meeting are included in Chapter 4 following the
written comments and responses.
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3 Comments and Responses

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft Revised EIR, as well as topical
responses for recurring comments, are provided in this chapter. All letters received during the
public review period on the Draft Revised EIR are provided in their entirety.

Please note that text within individual letters that has not been numbered does not specifically raise
environmental issues nor relate directly to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the
Draft Revised EIR, and therefore no comment is enumerated or response required, per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15132.

Revisions to the Draft Revised EIR necessary in light of the comments received and responses
provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the Draft Revised EIR, are included in the
responses. Underlined text represents language that has been added to the Draft Revised EIR; text
with strikeeut has been deleted from the Draft Revised EIR. All revisions are then compiled in the
order in which they would appear in the Draft Revised EIR (by page number) in Chapter 5, Draft
Revised EIR Text Revisions, of this document.

3.1 Topical Responses

This subsection includes topical responses, responses to recurring written and verbal comments
relating to the environmental analysis and conclusions in the Draft Revised EIR. These will be
referred to in the individual responses in Section 3.2 and Chapter 4.

As a general introduction, it should be noted that the Final Revised EIR’s conclusions on the
character and significance level of environmental impacts are supported by substantial evidence,
which is presented in the Draft Revised EIR and further clarified in this Response to Comments
document. The County acknowledges that some commenters disagree with some conclusions in the
EIR. Consistent with the intent of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines for its implementation, this Final
Revised EIR also includes the differing opinions presented by the commenters. As stated in the CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15151), disagreement among commenters, including experts, does not make an
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts;
this is done in this Response to Comments document.

Topical Response A: Noise Impacts
Recurring comments on this topic are summarized below, with responses following each.

= The Draft EIR’s estimates of noise generated by activities at the proposed soccer/ lacrosse field
are inaccurate.

To verify the location of the proposed soccer/lacrosse field, the County has reviewed the
amount of space needed for the reconstructed ballfield, existing hatches to the SFPUC’s water
pipelines, new asphalt paths, and the soccer/lacrosse field. Based on this review, the County has
determined that the park has sufficient room to accommodate these features while siting the
soccer/lacrosse field at least 100 feet from residential properties on Del Norte Avenue. Although
precise construction plans have not been drafted at this stage of the Landscape Plan, the County
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would locate the soccer/lacrosse field at least 100 feet away from the edge of residential
backyards. The exact distance of the soccer/lacrosse field from residential properties on Del
Norte Avenue would be determined during the design phase. Draft EIR Section 4.8, Noise,
estimates the exposure of residents to noise generated by soccer and lacrosse events based on
this distance. Neighbors would usually be exposed to athletic noise within their residences,
which are generally set back approximately 25 feet from the eastern boundary of Flood County
Park. The noise analysis is based on a conservative assumption that residents would be sensitive
to noise in their backyards directly adjacent to the park. Therefore, the Draft EIR relies on
appropriate distances in estimating noise levels from the soccer/lacrosse field.

= The Draft EIR’s mitigation for noise from events at Flood County Park would be inadequate to
protect nearby residents, permitting the use of air horns and sound amplification, while ignoring
the option of installing a sound wall.

As discussed under Impact N-3 in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Noise, events at the proposed athletic
fields and gathering meadow would generate noise audible to nearby residents. Specific sources
of high noise levels during events could include whistles, air horns, and sound amplification
equipment that broadcasts commentary or music. However, sound amplification is typically not
allowed in County Parks, even with procurement of a special event permit. Page 94 of the Draft
Revised EIR states, “Sources of impulse noise may include shouting, whistles, and air horns.
Whistles could be especially intrusive because of their shrill pitch. Spectators could use portable
air horns that produce loud blasts of sound. Sound amplification equipment also could
broadcast commentary or music at high volume. However, Section 3.68.130(b) of the County’s
noise ordinance prohibits the use of sound amplification equipment in any County Park, except
if allowed under a special event permit issued by the County of San Mateo Parks Department to
regulate park events. The Parks Department generally does not allow the use of sound
amplification equipment even with procurement of a special event permit. This restriction
would limit the exposure of residents to noise from sound amplification. The County also would
restrict the use of sound amplification equipment by athletic teams through individual
agreements with teams that use the new fields per Mitigation Measure N-3(b). However, the
use of whistles, air horns, and sound amplification equipment could result in an audible, albeit
temporary, increase in ambient noise levels in the area. Furthermore, without explicit allowable
hours for athletic events, early-morning and late-evening events could disturb the peace and
quiet of neighbors.”

The Draft Revised EIR determines that the noise impact from air horns and sound amplification
equipment at park events would be potentially significant and requires two mitigation measures
to reduce this impact to less than significant. Mitigation Measure N-3(a) in the Draft Revised EIR
would restrict the use of equipment that generates especially loud impulse noise during
organized athletic events and performances without approval of a special event permit. This
measure would substantially reduce the use of equipment that could generate high noise levels
during large events. Mitigation Measure N-3(b) would restrict athletic practices and games to
the hours of 9 a.m. to 8 p.m., preventing athletic activity that generates noise during early
morning hours when the park is otherwise open to public use.

With implementation of the Mitigation Measure N-3(a), the County would prohibit the use of air
horns and follow the Parks Department’s review process for permitting of sound amplification
during special events. Furthermore, this measure would require periodic enforcement of these
equipment restrictions during events.
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Although residents would still be exposed to noise from events at athletic events and the
gathering meadow even with mitigation, this exposure would be typical of areas where local
parks with active recreational use are surrounded by residential neighborhoods. Section
4.88.360(c) of the San Mateo County Code of Ordinances exempts such noise from parks owned
and operated by a public entity. Therefore, noise from events at Flood County Park would not
be subject to quantitative standards in the County’s noise ordinance. After mitigation, noise
from park activities also would not substantially disturb the peace and quiet of people of normal
sensitivity in the area, as required by Section 4.88.350 of the County Code of Ordinances.
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant after mitigation. Further mitigation, such as
installation of a sound wall adjacent to residential properties, would not be required to reduce
noise levels to a greater extent.

Topical Response B: Transportation Impacts

Recurring comments on this topic are summarized below, with responses following each.

The Draft EIR’s analysis of parking demand generated by the Landscape Plan is inadequate
because it relies on inappropriate data and does not account for peak use of the park.

A second parking count was completed at Flood Park on October 2, 2019 to confirm the number
of parking spaces at Flood Park. The revised count identified a total of 320 existing parking
spaces at Flood Park. As discussed on page 120 of the Draft Revised EIR the anticipated
maximum parking demand during peak summer days under the Landscape Plan is 344 parking
spaces. Therefore, there would be a deficient of 24 parking spaces. To account for the deficient
in parking spaces the Landscape Plan has been revised to include additional 49 parking spaces at
Flood Park. With the additional 49 parking spaces there would be a total of 369 parking spaces
at Flood Park, which would exceed the peak parking demand by 25 parking spaces. The Final
Revised EIR has been updated to include the following:

Page 31 of the Final Revised EIR is amended as follows:

2.4.2 Site Access

The Landscape Plan would not involve changes to parking and access, except for a new
drop-off area on-site and stripping for an addition of 49 parking spaces on already paved
and gravel surfaces. Flood County Park’s existing vehicular access from Bay Road, via the
entrance gate at the southwest corner of the park, would be retained, as would the existing
asphalt parking lot on the western edge of the site. Pedestrians also would retain access to
the park through entrances gaps in a chain-link fence along Bay Road and at the eastern
gate from Iris Lane. An additional 26 parking spaces and a turnaround area would be added
to the site of the existing pétangue court, as shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5, Proposed
Parking Map. New parking stall locations have been identified throughout the site in existing
paved areas and include the following: one parking stall near the existing pay station; two
parking stalls in the island near the eastward turn near the ballfield; one stall in the island
behind the ranger residence; one stall in the island on the south side of the eastward turn;
seven stalls in the approximately 60 foot space and four stalls in the approximately 36 foot
space before the pétanque court; and seven stalls by converting ADA van parking stalls to
ADA car parking stalls . Therefore, an additional 23 stalls stripped outside of the pétanque
court and 26 stalls stripped within the pétanque court would add a total of 49 new parking
spaces at Flood Park. Please see Figure 5 for a layout of all 369 parking spaces.
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Page 28 of the Final Revised EIR is amended as follows:
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Figure 1 Proposed Landscape Plan
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Figure 5 Proposed Parking Map
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Page 120 and 121 of the Final Revised EIR are amended as follows:

Phases |, Il, and Il

During a count on October 2, 2019 FheFraffictnpactStudy-prepared-forthe-Revised-EIR
identifies 320375 existing parklng spaces were identified at Flood County Park—based—en—aﬂ

Maximum parking demand during peak summer days under the Landscape Plan was
estimated using the maximum anticipated visitor projections provided by Gates + Associates
in April 2019. The user capacity of the park and the assumed vehicle occupancy by amenity
was used to derive the maximum parking demand for each recreational element of the
Landscape Plan. The assumption is that all activities would be utilized at the same time,
resulting in the maximum parking demand on the weekend.

Based on this data, the anticipated typical peak parking demand for the proposed project is
344 parking spaces. For a conservative analysis, no deductions to parking demand were
taken for motorists that would drop off and pick up visitors rather than park in the on-site
lot. In practice, pick-up and drop-off activity may occur on a daily basis for athletic events in
the summer. Additionally, no deductions were taken for alternative modes, although the
site is generally accessible by walking and bicycling. The estimated peak demand of 344
parking spaces would ret exceed the on-site parking supply of 320atleast375 spaces.
However, the project would add an additional 49 parking spaces at the park. A total of 23
stalls would be added in already paved areas where there is space for additional parking and
26 stalls and a turnaround would be added at the site of the existing pétanque court.
Following the proposed parking improvements Flood Park would have a total of 369 parking
spaces. Therefore, it is anticipated that the existing parking supply would be adequate to
accommodate peak parking demand under the Landscape Plan. However, it should be noted
the parking demand could still potentially exceed the capacity during very large scheduled
events.

Maximum parking demand during peak summer days was estimated using the maximum
anticipated visitor projections provided by Gates + Associates in April 2019. The user capacity of
the park and the assumed vehicle occupancy by amenity was used to derive the maximum
parking demand for each recreational element of the Landscape Plan. The assumption is that all
park facilities would be utilized at the same time, resulting in the maximum parking demand on
the weekend.

Other data sources cited by commenters, such as historical visitor data recorded in the 1983
Master Plan and on-site parking counts, could alternatively be used as a basis for estimating
parking demand. However, visitor statistics in the 1983 Master Plan are approximately 35 years
old and outdated for the purpose of establishing baseline environmental conditions in the EIR.
Parking counts of occupied spaces within Flood County Park were not taken for the Landscape

Response to Comments
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Plan. However, during an October 2019 count it was determined that there is a total of 320
parking spaces at Flood County Park. As discussed above, user capacity is appropriate to
determine parking demand for the proposed project.

The anticipated typical peak parking demand for the proposed project is 344 parking spaces.
The project would add an additional 49 parking spaces at the park for a total of 369 parking
spaces. Available parking would exceed the projected demand of 344 parking spaces by 25
parking spaces. Therefore, the on-site parking lot would have sufficient capacity to
accommodate parking demand except on rare occasions, such as very large scheduled events. In
addition, Mitigation Measure T-6 would inform park visitors of on-street parking restrictions,
require the County to coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to reduce parking in adjacent
neighborhoods, and encourage targeted enforcement of on-street parking.

The Landscape Plan would result in increased parking violations on residential streets near Flood
County Park and pick-up and drop-off activity at the Iris Lane gate, as visitors seek to avoid
paying a parking fee at the gatehouse.

As discussed under Impact T-6 in the Draft Revised EIR Section 3.5, Transportation and
Circulation, new vehicle trips generated by the Landscape Plan could increase the number of
park visitors who use on-street parking. Currently, some visitors park on residential streets to
avoid paying an entrance fee to Flood County Park. This behavior could increase as the
proposed recreational improvements attract new visitors to the park. Furthermore, the
proposed soccer/lacrosse field would be located much closer to the park’s Iris Lane gate than to
the main gatehouse on Bay Road, potentially leading motorists to drop-off and pick up athletic
participants on Iris Lane for convenience. However, the County would encourage on-site parking
under the Landscape Plan by allowing participants in programmed active recreational activities
to be dropped off and picked up inside the park without paying an entrance fee. This practice
would minimize pick-up and drop-off activity near the Iris Lane gate to Flood County Park.

Mitigation Measure T-6 would further reduce the incentive to park on residential streets by
requiring the County to educate park visitors about on-street parking restrictions and to
coordinate with the City of Menlo Park to reduce parking in adjacent neighborhoods and
encourage on-street parking enforcement.

In addition, Mitigation Measure T-1 would facilitate parking on-site. This measure would require
implementation of new collection practices for parking fees such as automated fee machines,
paying upon exiting the park, or a combination of both practices. These mitigation measures
would be expected to reduce to less than significant the parking impacts from pick-up and drop-
off behavior near the Iris Lane and parking violations on residential streets. Further measures to
encourage on-site parking, such as general fee waivers, would be unnecessary to avoid
significant parking impacts.

New vehicle trips would exacerbate existing traffic congestion during peak hours, especially due
to simultaneous events at the park

As discussed above, the revised Traffic Impact Study analyzes a conservative scenario of vehicle
trips generated by concurrent use of multiple features at Flood County Park. Based on this
traffic analysis, new vehicle trips associated with active and passive recreational use would
increase traffic congestion at the Bay Road/Ringwood Avenue intersection to unacceptable
levels according to City of Menlo Park criteria. Draft Revised EIR Section 3.5, Transportation and
Circulation, states that the Landscape Plan would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
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traffic conditions at this intersection under the Existing plus Project, Near-Term 2021 plus
Project, and Cumulative 2040 plus Project scenarios, and requires a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. In addition, the Draft Revised EIR projects the Landscape Plan’s effect on traffic
congestion at the Bay Road/Marsh Road and Bay Road/Willow Road intersections. The project
would have a less than significant impact at these other intersections.

Topical Response C: Park Visitor Projections

Recurring comments on this topic are summarized below, with responses following each.

The Draft Revised EIR’s park visitor projections are incorrect because they do not use appropriate
background information and assumptions.

The park visitor assumptions were based on facility capacity, staff observations including
existing use patterns, and observations of similar types of facilities. In estimating the number of
users for an amenity the projections counted visitors who come to the park primarily for that
specific amenity. To avoid double counting visits were only counted toward the primary activity
of park users. As discussed in the Draft Revised EIR the estimates of potential seasonal capacity
were based on existing parks with similar features in the nearby cities of Belmont, Redwood
City, and San Mateo. Background data collected for other existing parks included the type of
athletic events, their seasonal and daily timing, peak use hours, and the number of events per
day. The estimates of total use during each phase of the Landscape Plan are intended to be
conservative, assuming concurrent use of multiple park features.

The daily capacity show in Table 6 on page 29 if the Draft Revised EIR refers to the number of
visitors who would use an amenity over the course of a day. The peak capacity refers to the
maximum number of visitors who would be using an existing facility at the same time and would
not occur every day. Regular daily use over the course of a year would be considerably less than
the estimated total use in Table 6. However, estimated peak use was used for the analysis in the
Draft Revised EIR to provide a conservative analysis of impacts, particularly impacts related to
transportation and noise.

It should be noted that the Draft Revised EIR’s projections for visitor assumptions are supported by
substantial evidence, which is presented in the Draft EIR and further clarified in this Response to
Comments document. The County acknowledges that some commenters disagree with some
assumptions for the park use projections. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151),
disagreement among commenters, including experts, does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts; this is done in this Response
to Comments below.

The Draft Revised EIR’s park visitor assumptions do not account for weekday uses of several
amenities in the park including volleyball and the shade structures.

The park visitor assumptions do not account for use of the shade structures on weekdays
because the analysis assumed events would only occur on weekends. Visitors using the shade
structures during the weekday would not be using the shade structure as their primary amenity
and are therefore accounted for in the visitor numbers for other park amenities.

It was assumed that the volleyball courts would be used weekdays by regular after-work players
and the Red Rock League. Usage assumptions included six players on the two proposed courts
plus 12 spectators for each court for a total of 24 visitors. Peak use assumed potential overlap
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and a 48-visitor total. Table 6 on page 29 of the Draft Revised EIR has been updated accordingly,
as shown below.

The Draft Revised EIR’s park visitor assumptions for the picnic areas do not account for full use of
the picnic tables and underestimate usage.

The number of existing picnic tables at Flood Park would remain following implementation of
the Landscape Plan. The park includes eight small group reservable picnic areas that vary in size
and 20 drop-in sites with bar-b-ques. It was assumed that each small group area would
accommodate 15 people on average and the large group picnic area accommodates 200 people.
Use of the 20 drop-in picnic sites is typically associated with another activity on both weekends
and weekdays. However, based on staff observations some of the use occurs as the primary
activity. Consequently, drop-in picnic use has been added to the potential cumulative total
visitor count. Gate and Associates assumed 25 percent of the drop-in picnic sites may be used as
a primary activity. Therefore, it was assumed there would be 6 people per site in 4 areas for a
potential 24 drop-in picnic visitors. An additional 24 visitors have been added to the weekday
and weekend park visitor projections as shown in Table 6 below.

The additions to park usage assumptions as shown in Table 6 below would constitute an
approximately two percent increase in park usage. A two percent increase is a nominal increase
that would result in insignificant environmental impacts. Although additional vehicle trips from
the weekend volleyball activity, additional tennis court use, and drop-in picnic trips from
increased visitor projections are not accounted for in the project trip generation summary, the
summary provides a highly conservative estimate of park use assuming concurrent use of
multiple park features. Regarding the added volleyball trips on weekdays, weekend trips are
more than double weekday trip estimates and therefore assume the worst-case traffic scenario
at the park. Adding additional volleyball visitors would not significantly alter the traffic
assumptions and projections. The additional drop-in picnic visitors and increased use of tennis
facilities would result in a less than two percent increase in visitors at the Flood Park during
weekends as compared to what was analyzed in the Draft Revised EIR. For picnic use W-trans
assumed that 25 percent of users would arrive or departed during the weekend peak hour. This
would result in an additional 10 persons during the weekend peak hour, or about 3to 4
vehicles. This increase is within the normal variation in traffic, which can be ten percent, which
would be expected on any given day. Therefore, the additions to the Landscape Plan visitor
projections would not significantly impact project traffic patterns and the traffic study has not
been updated with the revised Landscape Plan visitor projections. Further, the park has an
excess of 25 parking stalls, which will accommodate the 3 to 4 vehicles.
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County of San Mateo Parks Department
Flood County Park Landscape Plan

Table 6 Projected Peak Use of Flood County Park under Landscape Plan

N/A

2 cycles/day

4 cycles, 1 parent/2 kids
2 cycles/day

N/A

N/A

20 sites, 25 percent primary use, 6

people per site

2 courts, 8 playing, 8 waiting, 2
cycles/day10-playing10-waitingt
eyelefday

10 playing, 10 waiting, 1 cycle/day
NA

2 courts, 6 players, 6 spectators, 2

cyces/day

N/A

30 players, 30 parents, 1 cycle/day

30 players, 30 parents, 1 cycle/day

N/A

Weekend Summer Weekday Summer
Maximum Maximum
Capacity per Capacity per

Landscape Plan Element DENY Event Daily Event Weekend Assumptions Weekday Assumptions

Shade/market structure 200 75 N/A N/A 1 event/day

Play area universal (2-5) 60 20 30 15 4 cycles/day

Play area universal (5-12) 120 40 60 30 4 cycles, 1 parent/2 kids

Adventure play 70 35 40 20 2 cycles/day

Event/group picnic area 200 200 N/A N/A 1 event

Small group picnic 120 120 N/A N/A 8 areas, 15 people/area, 1
cycle/day

Drop-in picnic area 24 24 24 24 20 sites, 25 percent primary
use, 6 people per site

Tennis courts 6448 16 32 16 2 courts, 8 playing, 8 waiting,
4 cycles/day10-playing10
waiting,3-cycles/day

Basketball 60 20 10 10 10 playing, 10 waiting, 3
cycles/day 2ceurts 6
playingLeyele/day

Sand volleyball 12 12 ASNA ASNIA 2 courts, 6 playing, 1
cycle/dayAneilaryuse

Pump track 60 30 40 20 N/A

Ballfield 225 75 60 60 30 players, 45 spectators, 3
cycles/day

Soccer/lacrosse field 225 75 60 60 30 players, 45 spectators, 3
cycles/day

Demonstration garden 30 15 10 10 N/A

Total 1,47030 75733 414342 313241

Source: Gates + Associates 2019
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3.2 Written Comments

Comments and Responses

Response to Comments
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Samuel Herzberg

To: Meredith Ozbil Jazzercise Menlo Park
Subject: RE: Flood Park

From: Meredith Ozbil Jazzercise Menlo Park [mailto:meredithozbil@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:23 PM

To: Samuel Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Subject: Flood Park

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Hi there

We are neighbors of Flood Park at 12 Iris Lane. Yes, yes yes. We are thrilled with the plans and are
not worried about noise at all, we currently don't hear anything and the park closes at sun down. Even
if it were open later perhaps until 9 we would be ok with it. Use of the park would be better then the
vacant outdated and abandoned eye sore it has become.

| hope updating the tennis courts are also in the plan. Looking forward to the amphitheater, market
and playgrounds!!

We loved the movie in the Park this past month and would live more of the same.

Thanks
Meredith Ozbil
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County of San Mateo Parks Department
Flood County Park Landscape Plan

Letter 1
COMMENTER: Meredith Ozbil
DATE: August 20, 2019

Response 1.1

The commenter states their support of the project plans, including tennis courts, and that they are
not concerned about noise impacts, even with extended hours of operational until 9:00 p.m. This
comment is noted and does not conflict with or challenge the analysis and conclusions of the Draft
Revised EIR.

Response to Comments
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Samuel Herzberg

From: Rudy Colin <rudycolin@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 3:19 PM
To: Samuel Herzberg

Subject: Flood Park suggestions

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Planners,

| have lived about a mile away from Flood Park for 40 years. At this point it looks like there is no stopping the original
plans. Please consider downscaling the bocci courts. It sounds romantic but NOBODY ever plays bocci unless it’s set up
like a clubhouse for older gentlemen from the old country. (See Red Morton Park) PICKLEBALL is the fastest growing
sport in the country and is a great sport for all ages and abilities. Very easy to learn because of the inviting nature of the
pickleball community. | feel three dedicated pickleball courts would fit nicely next to new tennis courts. Think Foster City
pickleball courts but 1/2.

A must is a soccer COURT. Soccer players love playing soccer on tennis courts. This is very rough on the nets and fence.
(See Spinas or Mezes parks).

2.1

2.2

Whoever keeps trying to make the sand vol