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Revised Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report  
for the City of Redwood City South Main Mixed-Use Project 

 
Date of Distribution: January 29, 2020 

 
 

Project Title and Applicant 

South Main Mixed-Use Project by Greystar Development  

Project Location 

No change is proposed to the project location described in the July 2019 NOP. The project site is located at the 
periphery of the City’s Downtown core and is composed of five contiguous blocks totaling 8.30 acres (Parcels A 
through E) and one separate block of approximately 0.15 acre (Parcel F), as shown in Figure 1. Parcels A 
through E are bounded by El Camino Real, Maple Street, Elm Street, Main Street, Caltrain right-of-way, 
Chestnut Street, Shasta Street, and Cedar Street. Parcel F is approximately 1,000 feet northwest of Parcels A 
through E at the southwest corner of El Camino Real and Jackson Avenue. Lathrop Street and Main Street run 
through Parcels A through E in a north-south direction and Beech Street and Cedar Street in an east-west 
direction.  

Project Description 

Revisions to the proposed project previously described in the July 9, 2019 NOP are summarized as follows: 

- Addition of 249 residential units 
- Reduction in office space by 19,000 square feet 
- Reduction of off-street parking by 182 spaces (no change to on-street parking)  

The proposed project would include one building each on Parcel A, D and F, developed with primarily 
residential uses; and four additional buildings on Parcels B, C and E, where the primary use would be 
commercial office space. Parcel E contains two buildings. Figure 2 shows the proposed building footprint and 
open space for Parcels A through F.  

The proposed project as revised would develop 540 multifamily residential units, including 252 units on Parcel 
A, 249 units of Parcel D, and 39 units on Parcel F. The project would also include approximately 530,000 square 
feet of office uses, an 8,400-square-foot childcare facility (not including 5,800 square feet of dedicated outdoor 
space), and 29,000 square feet of retail uses, including 19,000 square feet of ground-floor space on Parcel B 
designed to accommodate retail/entertainment uses. The approximately 40,000 square feet of public open 
space proposed throughout the site would include a public creek walk and a park at Shasta Street and 
Chestnut Street. The following general land uses would be constructed at each parcel: 

• Parcel A – multifamily residential uses and retail space, and public and private open space.  

• Parcel B –retail and office space, along with a childcare facility, family-oriented entertainment/retail. 

• Parcel C – office space, and private open space. 

• Parcel D – multifamily residential uses and private open space. 

• Parcel E –office space, retail, and public and private open space. 

• Parcel F – multifamily residential uses and private open space. 

  

http://webgis.redwoodcity.org/community/documents/projects/phed/91/southmain_redwoodcity_nop_07_05_2019.pdf
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Required Approvals 

City of Redwood City Discretionary Approvals. Project implementation would require the following 
discretionary approvals by the City of Redwood City:   

• Use Permits 
• Downtown Planned Community Permit 
• Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
• Abandonment of a segment of a public 

street (Shasta) 
• Abandonment of a segment of a public 

street and conversion to a private street 
(Cedar) 

• Site Development Permit 

• Acquisition of a City-owned parcel (1306 
Main Street) 

• Affordable Housing Plan 
• Architectural Permit 
• Tree Removal Permit 
• Grading Permit 
• State Density Bonus concessions and 

waivers 

 

Approval of the above-listed discretionary approvals will also require certification of the EIR and adoption of a 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP). The project will also require approval of a number of 
ministerial approvals such as demolition, excavation, shoring, grading, encroachment, and building permits  

Other Government Agency Approvals. The project could require review and/or approval from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for a General Construction Storm Water Permit that will require 
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and an encroachment permit from Caltrans for 
construction work within El Camino Real and from Caltrain for work in the railway right-of-way. Proposed 
pedestrian improvements over Redwood Creek may require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
RWQCB, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  

EIR Purpose  

The purpose of an EIR is to inform decision-makers and the general public of the environmental impacts of a 
proposed project that an agency (in this case, the City of Redwood City) may implement or approve. The EIR 
process is intended to: (1) provide information sufficient to evaluate a project and its potential for significant 
impacts on the environment; (2) examine methods (e.g., project-specific mitigations, uniformly applied 
development regulations) for avoiding or reducing significant impacts; and (3) consider alternatives to the 
proposed project.  

In accordance with CEQA, the EIR will include the following: 

• A summary of the project, its potential significant environmental impacts, and mitigations required to 
avoid or reduce those significant impacts; 

• A project description; 
• A description of the existing environmental setting, potential environmental impacts, and mitigations 

for the project; 
• Alternatives to the proposed project; and 
• Other environmental consequences of the project, including: 

- growth-inducing effects 
- significant unavoidable impacts 
- irreversible environmental changes 
- cumulative impacts, and 
- effects found not to be significant. 
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EIR Scope  

The City of Redwood City has determined that the project will require preparation of an EIR pursuant to the 
CEQA. Based on the prior Initial Study, the following environmental topics will be evaluated in the EIR: 

• Aesthetics 
• Air Quality 
• Cultural Resources  

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Transportation  

 

Alternatives 

The EIR will identify and compare a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. Alternatives will 
be chosen based on their ability to avoid or reduce identified significant environmental impacts of the project 
while achieving most of the project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: NOP Issues for 1601 El Camino

 
 

From: Bob Wilson  
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 4:53 PM 
To: planning@redwoodcity.cor; CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Cc: janet@janetborgens.org; Council‐Ian Bain <ibain@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: NOP Issues for 1601 El Camino 

 
I have reviewed the materials for this project and attended the recent information meeting held this week and 
run by the developer. While they captured questions on the white tablet in the room I want to be sure the 
following items are addressed before this project is considered further: 
 

1. Why not defer further consideration until the visioning process adopted by council for the downtown 
area is completed? This is one of the largest potential projects in that footprint and it seems reasonable to 
wait. 

2. A recent Sierra Club letter regarding Sequoia Station showed there is a 20,000 shortage of housing units 
in our city if this and other projects move forward. The 540 unit addition to this project is dwarfed by 
the increased need for housing it will generate. At 530,000 sq feet and sing 150 sq ft per person, this 
project would mean adding 3500 units to our deficit. This is outrageous! The developer said he added 
housing due to changed zoning. Can that be explained further? He said he did not want to ask for a 
modification of zoning to do more housing. I am sure it would be considered favorably. They have only 
done housing in RWC before, so: 

1. Why not require ALL Housing on this project? It's their expertise and they seem open to it. 
2. What is the justification for more offices given our massive regional imbalance? 
3. IF offices are built, there is also a massive deficit in transportation and other infrastructure that 

would further overwhelm our city. Its simply not safe. Simply where is the infrastructure 
investment too support this poorly conceived project? 

4. what is the developer doing to mitigate our unsafe conditions as we have too many people and 
cars using our limited infrastructure already? (see below) 

3. There are no significant improvements to transport infrastructure proposed. Why proceed if this is the 
case? 540 housing units and 0ver 3500 new workers will come into this unsafe and over-burdened area. 
It's again outrageous and needs to be justified or fixed BEFORE considering new offices. 

4. There are no funded plans to improve either Woodside Road, the Woodside Road Interchange or the 
Whipple Caltrain Grade crossing. Again we already have unsafe conditions. These need to get fixed 
BEFORE this project is considered. 

5. This project is walkable from Sequoia Station per the developer. The planner stated new capacity on 
Caltrain would increase by 2020. i question this. The new cars even if added have fewer riders. What is 
the real extra capacity added? Also, the current trains are over crowed and that excess should be 
deducted before adding new capacity in any calculation.  

6. People are being killed at a regular rate at grade crossings? What are the RWC statistics for accidents 
and deaths at grade crossings. Caltrain has a vision for 2040 but how many of the 42 grade crossings 
they need to build are planned, approved and funded? This needs to be accounted for in this project. 

7. What is the impact on our schools for this project? 
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8. When we have the big earthquake, how will we address all these new people who will need responders 
when the area is gridlocked? 

9. What not wait for the Transit Visioning process to complete before doing further work on this effort? 
10. El Camino is gridlocked during commute hours. So is our downtown. I see nothing that this project does 

but make it much worse? How can we even consider this project with this situation in place and again 
NOTHING SIGNIFICANT is being done with this project to fix these problems. It only makes them far 
worse! 

 
I have many more concerns but the deadline is here for comments. Contact me to discuss further. There are 
many others who were  at the meeting and could not attend who also are gravely concerned! 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main Mixed Use, NOP 
Attachments: SouthMain_LDIGR_letter_082019.pdf

 
 

From: Sears, Laurel@DOT [mailto:Laurel.Sears@dot.ca.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2020 11:54 AM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Cc: Leong, Mark@DOT <Mark.Leong@dot.ca.gov> 
Subject: South Main Mixed Use, NOP  
 
Hello Lindy Chan,  
We’ve received the Redwood City’s request for comments on the NOP for the South Main Mixed Use Project. In August, 
our office replied to the first version of this project. I am attaching a copy of that letter. This letter still represents our 
understanding of the project and our review of the project’s possible effect on our state transportation network.  
Thank you for including us on your review and we request to be included in further project developments. If you have 
any questions or concerns, feel free to contact us. 
 
Laurel Sears, MUP/ MS 
Associate Transportation Planner 
Local Development‐ Intergovernmental Review 
Caltrans, District 4  |  510‐286‐5614  |  laurel.sears@dot.ca.gov 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Environmental report elements

 
 
From: c sconzert  
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2020 9:30 AM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Environmental report elements 

 
I attended last week's Planning Commission meeting and have a few questions about the South Main Mixed Use 
Project:  
> I am also interested in the question posed by Commissioner Radcliffe regarding the geographic extent of the 
transportation impact in the upcoming EIR 
> Noting that the Staff Report has listed areas that will not be reviewed because they are "less than significant", 
can you please advise what criteria is used to determine this status?  
******* 
A few areas in particular seem that they should be SOP for ALL proposed developments: 
> the testing for hazardous materials in light of the type of automotive/machining businesses that occupied the 
sites. 
> the impact on utilities ("just yesterday" we asked to reduce water use by 30% and we are now starting 2020 
off with record no/low rain.) 
> the impact on public services, assuming that means Fire and Police safety. Will the Developer underwrite the 
cost of additional staffing for these understaffed agencies? Is there not precedent in neighboring cities that have 
been more aggressive in securing concessions from Developers to contribute to the overall Community Services 
impact?  
 
Thank you,  
Carol Sconzert 
650-291-1023 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Response Re EIR for South Main Mixed Use Project

 
 

From: ceasterbrook58  
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 3:16 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Response Re EIR for South Main Mixed Use Project 

 
February 28, 2020 
 
To: 
Lindy Chan, Acting Planning Manager 
City of Redwood City 
Community Development Department 
1017 Middlefield Road 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
From: 
Cheryl Jennings Easterbrook 
307 Redwood Avenue 
Redwood City, CA 94061 
(650)722-2743 
ceasterbrook58@gmail.com 
 
 
I request that the Environmental Impact Report for the "South Main Mixed Use" Project consider the 
negative health and safety impacts from increased vehicular traffic on Redwood Avenue between El Camino 
Real and Hudson that may be generated by this project and in aggregate with other proposed local area 
developments. I ask that the Environmental Impact Report address the impacts of vehicular cut through and 
diverted traffic including, but not to the exclusion of any other related potential environmental impact 
customarily studied, air quality issues. 
Thank you very much. 
 
Sent from my Galaxy Tab® A 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main Mixed-Use Development Project NOP Comment
Attachments: South Main Mixed-Use Development Project comment 08.08.2019.pdf

 
 

From: Roman, Isabella@DTSC [mailto:Isabella.Roman@dtsc.ca.gov]  
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 1:15 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: South Main Mixed‐Use Development Project NOP Comment 
 
Hi, 
 
I represent the Department of Toxic Substances Control reviewing the Revised Notice of Preparation for the South Main 
Mixed‐Use Project. 
 
I am requesting that Hazards and Hazardous Materials be discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. I 
previously reviewed the Initial Study for this project and had some concerns that weren’t addressed in the text. My 
previous comment is included as an attachment to this email. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section should be 
included and discussed within the DEIR especially considering amount of site mitigation/cleanup activities mentioned 
within the Initial Study (Site Mitigation Plan, Vapor Extraction System etc.).  
 
Please feel free to reach out with any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Isabella Roman 
Environmental Scientist 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
(510)‐540‐3879 
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Roman, Isabella@DTSC

From: Roman, Isabella@DTSC
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 10:19 AM
To: lchan@redwoodcity.org
Subject: South Main Mixed-Use Development Project comment/clarification

Hello, 
 
I represent a responsible agency reviewing the Draft Initial Study (IS) for the South Main Mixed‐Use Development 
Project. 
 
The link to the IS (https://www.redwoodcity.org/city‐hall/current‐projects/development‐projects?id=91) doesn’t include 
the Appendices. I am specifically interested in the HAZ Appendix‐ Site Phase I and/or the Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessments and Screening Level Investigation Reports mentioned on page 88. Would you please provide me with these 
documents? 
 
It’s unclear whether a cleanup plan is currently planned. The text states the following when referring to the elevated 
levels found in the Screening Level Investigation reports: “The report concludes that these areas are generally shallow in 
extent and would likely be excavated during the proposed redevelopment” (page 91). Elsewhere in the text, it is stated 
that the Site Mitigation Plan will implement measures such as excavation to achieve the plan’s cleanup targets. The 
contamination may be removed in this way, however it should be ensured that the Site will have adequate confirmation 
samples to certify the contamination has been removed to appropriate levels. The text discusses post‐excavation 
confirmation soil samples, however this doesn’t discuss the frequency or depth of these samples. It is discussed that 
future Site users will be protected from the soil gas vapors emitted from the regional groundwater plume, with the 
potential of a vapor extraction system being used to prevent exposure. However, the text doesn’t mention any post‐
excavation soil gas confirmation sampling. Due to the nature of the proposed development, including residential and 
childcare uses, the contamination at the Site needs to be adequately addressed for protection of future Site users. 
 
Characterizing the Site prior to starting removal actions would be beneficial to minimize the potential for having to go 
back in and remove any missed contaminated areas or having to implement other removal measures or institutional 
controls. If the contamination is characterized and bounded prior to removal, this may minimize the chance of 
encountering any “leftover” contamination which will need to be addressed by a land use control and/or vapor 
extraction systems. The IS mentions that the railroad was not identified as a potential source of contamination in 
previous reports. Only one sample near the railroad has been taken and it wasn’t analyzed for all constituents associated 
with railroad use. Without being able to review the sampling reports, it’s difficult to know the locations and depths of 
samples that were previously taken. The IS mentions that contamination is present in shallow soils. Were deeper depths 
tested and found to be below screening levels? Or were they not tested and therefore it is only known that shallow 
depths are contaminated? Additionally, soil gas samples don’t appear to have been taken yet. Being fully aware of 
present contamination before removal actions take place (instead of just confirming their absence after the fact) would 
also be helpful in regards to Site/worker safety (e.g. preparing the Health and Safety Plan (establishing action levels, 
contingency measures if contaminated material is encountered etc.)). 
 
Section 4.9.2) d.) (starting on page 95) discusses the Cortese List. The text states that one Cortese List site is located on 
the project site, and five are immediately adjacent. There are no Cortese List sites on or near the project. There are no 
Cortese List sites in all of Redwood City. The full list of Cortese List sites can be found here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search?cmd=search&reporttype=CORTESE&site_type=CSITES,OPEN,FUDS,CL
OSE&status=ACT,BKLG,COM,COLUR&reporttitle=HAZARDOUS+WASTE+AND+SUBSTANCES+SITE+LIST+(CORTESE) 
The 6 sites currently discussed in the IS are Geotracker and Envirostor cleanup sites. These are different than Cortese 
List sites (see the link above for more information on Cortese List sites). For DTSC, Cortese sites are sites where DTSC has 
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issued an order for cleanup. For IX.) d) on page 88, please consider changing it to “No Impact.” Please correct the text 
accordingly to show that there are no Cortese List sites on or adjacent to the Site. The discussion of the 6 overlapping or 
adjacent cleanup sites are helpful to include in the discussion to indicate potential contaminant contributions to the Site; 
however it should be corrected that these aren’t Cortese sites. 
 
Please provide me with the reports mentioned above. Please clarify any of the above issues I pointed out and/or be sure 
to address them in the revised IS. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Isabella Roman 
Environmental Scientist 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
(510)‐540‐3879 
 



State  of California  -  Natural  Resources  Aqency

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE

Bay  Delta  Region

2825  Cordelia  Road,  Suite  100

Fairfield,  CA 94534

(707)  428-2002

www.wildlife.ca.qov

GAVIN  NEWSOM,  Governor

CHARLTON  H. BONHAM,  Director

February  21, 2020

Ms. Lindy  Chan,  Acting  Planning  Manager
City  of Redwood  City
Planning  Services
1017  Middlefield  Road
Redwood  City, CA 94063

Lchan@redwoodcity.orq

Subject:  South  Main Mixed-Use  Project,  Revised  Notice  of Preparation  of a Draft
Environmental  Impact  Report,  SCH #2019070208,  City  of Redwood  City, San Mateo
County

Dear  Ms. Chan:

The California  Department  of Fish and Wildlife  (CDFW)  has reviewed  the Notice  of Preparation
(NOP)  of a draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  by the City  of Redwood  City  for
the proposed  South  Main Mixed-use  Project  (Project)  located  in the City of Redwood  City, San
Mateo  County.  CDFW  is submitting  comments  regarding  potential  impacts  to biological
resources  associated  with  the proposed  Project.

CDFW  is a Trustee  Agency  with  responsibility  under  the California  Environmental  Quality  Act
(CEQA;  Pub. Resources  Code,  § 21000  et seq.)  pursuant  to CEQA  Guidelines  section  15386
for  commenting  on projects  that  could  impact  fish, plant,  and wildlife  resources.  CDFW  is also
considered  a Responsible  Agency  if a project  would  require  discretionary  approval,  such as
permits  issued  under  the California  Endangered  Species  Act  (CESA),  the Native  Plant
Protection  Act, the Lake  and Streambed  Alteration  (LSA)  Program,  and other  provisions  of the
Fish and Game  Code  that  afford  protection  to the State's  fish and wildlife  trust  resources

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  AND  LOCATION

The proposed  Project  area is located  at the edge  of Redwood  City's  Downtown  core and is
comprised  of five contiguous  blocks  and one separate  block.

The revised  proposed  Project  includes  the development  of 570 residential  units,  approximately
530,000  square  feet  of office  space,  an 8,400-square-foot  childcare  facility,  and 29,000  square
feet  of retail space.

The CEQA  Guidelines  (§§15124  and 15378)  require  that  the draff  EIR incorporate  a full Project
description,  including  reasonably  foreseeable  future  phases  of  the Project,  and require  that  it
contain  sufficient  information  to evaluate  and review  the Project's  environmental  impact.  Please
include  complete  descriptions  of all Project  features  and phasing.

Conserv% California's Wi[d[ife Since 1870
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING

The  state  special-status  species  that  have  the  potential  to occur  in or near  the  Project  site,

include:

*  American  Peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrinus  anatum),  State  listed  under  Fish  and  Game.
Code  as fully  protected;

*  White-tailed  kite  (Elanus  leucurus),  State  listed  under  Fish  and Game  Code  as fully

protected;  and

@ Nesting  birds

COMMENTS

Comment  1: State  Fully  Protected  Species

State  fully  protected  species  may  occur  within  the Project  area.  CDFW  has  jurisdiction  over

fully  protected  species  of  birds,  mammals,  amphibians,  reptiles,  and fish pursuant  to Fish

and  Game  Code  §§ 3511,  4700,  5050,  and 5515.  Take,  as defined  by Fish  and Game  Code

§ 86 is to "hunt,  pursue,  catch,  capture,  or kill, or attempt  to hunt,  pursue,  catch,  capture,  or

kill", of any  fully  protected  species  is prohibited  and CDFW  cannot  authorize  their  incidental

take.  Without  appropriate  mitigation  measures,  Project  activities  conducted  within  occupied

territories  have  the potential  to significantly  impact  these  species.

Without  appropriate  avoidance  and  minimization  measures  for  fully  protected  species,

potentially  significant  impacts  associated  with  Project  activities  may  include,  but are not

limited  to inadvertent  entrapment,  reduced  reproductive  success,  reduced  health  and  vigor,

nest  abandonment,  loss  of  nest  trees,  and/or  loss  of  foraging  habitat  that  would  reduce

nesting  success  (loss  or reduced  health  or vigor  of eggs  or young),  and direct  mortality.

To evaluate  potential  impacts  to fully  protected  species,  CDFW  recommends  incorporating

the  following  mitigation  measures  into  the Project's  EIR, and that  these  measures  be made

conditions  of approval  for  the Project.

Recommended  Mitigation  Measure  "l : Fully  Protected  Habitat  Assessment

CDFW  recotnmends  that  a qualified  biologist  conduct  a habitat  assessment,  before  Project

implementation,  to determine  if the Project  site  or its vicinity  contains  suitable  habitat  for  fully

protected  raptors.

Recommended  Mitigation  Measure  2: Fully  Protected  Species  Surveys

To avoid  impacts  to fully  protected  species,  CDFW  recommends  that  a qualified  biologist

conduct  species-specific  surveys  (using  standard  protocol  or methodology,  if available)  of

the Project  site before  Project  implementation.  If Project  activities  will take  place  when  fully

protected  species  are active  or are breeding,  CDFW  recommends  that  additional  pre-activity

surveys  for  active  nests  or individuals  be conducted  by a qualified  biologist  no more  than

seven  (7)  days  prior  to the  start  of Project  activities.
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Recommended  Mitigation  Measure  3: Fully  Protected  Species  Avoidance
In the event  a fully  protected  species  is found  within  or adjacent  to the Project  site, CDFW
recommends  that  a qualified  wildlife  biologist  develops  an appropriate  no-disturbance  buffer
to be implemented.  The qualified  wildlife  biologist  should  also be on-site  during  all Project
activities  to ensure  that  the fully  protect  species  is not being  disturbed  by Project  activities.

Comment  2: Nesting  Birds

CDFW  encourages  that  Project  implementation  occur  during  the non-nesting  season  (late
September  to January);  however,  if ground-disturbing  or vegetation-disturbing  activities
must  occur  during  the breeding  season  (February  through  early-September),  the Project
applicant  is responsible  For ensuring  that  implementation  of the Project  does  not result  in
violation  of the Migratory  Bird Treaty  Act  or relevant  Fish and Game  Code  sections:

To evaluate  Project-related  impacts  on nesting  birds, CDFW  recommends  that  a qualified
wildlife  biologist  conduct  pre-activity  surveys  for  active  nests  no more  than seven  (7) days
prior  to the start  of ground  or vegetation  disturbance  to maximize  the probability  that  nests
that  could  potentially  be impacted  are detected.  CDFW  also recommends  that  surveys  cover
a sufficient  area  around  the Project  site to identify  nests  and determine  their  status.  A
sufficient  area  means  any  area potentially  affected  by the Project.  Prior  to initiation  of
Project  activities,  CDFW  recommends  that  a qualified  biologist  conduct  a survey  to establish
a behavioral  baseline  of all identified  nests.  Once  Project  activities  begins,  CDFW
recommends  having  a qualified  biologist  continuously  monitor  nests  to detect  behavioral
changes  resulting  from the Project.  If behavioral  changes  occur,  CDFW  recommends  halting
the work  causing  that  change  and consulting  with CDFW  for  additional  avoidance  and
minimization  measures.

If continuous  monitoring  or identified  nests  by a qualified  wildlife  biologist  is not feasible,
CDFW  recommends  a minimum  no-disturbance  buffer  of 250 feet  around  active  nests  of
non-listed  bird species  and a 500-foot  no-disturbance  buffer  around  active  nests  of non-
listed  raptors.  These  buffers  are advised  to remain  in place  until the breeding  season  has
ended  or until  a qualified  biologist  has determined  that  the birds have  fledged  and are no
longer  reliant  upon the nest or on-site  parental  care  for  survival.  Variance  from  these  no-
disturbance  buffers  is possible  when  there  is compelling  bioloqical  or ecoloqical  reason  to
do so, such  as when  the Project  site would  be concealed  from a nest  site by topography.
CDFW  recommends  that  a qualified  wildlife  biologist  advise  and support  any  variance  from
these  buffers.

REGULATORY  REQUIREMENTS

California  Endangered  Species  Act

Please  be advised  that  a CESA  Permit  must  be obtained  if the Project  has the potential  to result
in "take"  of plants  or animals  listed  under  CESA,  either  during  construction  or over  the life of the
Project.  Issuance  of a CESA  Permit  is subject  to CEQA  documentation;  the CEQA  document
must  specify  impacts,  mitigation  measures,  and a mitigation  monitoring  and reporting  program.
If the Project  will impact  CESA  listed  species,  early  consultation  is encouraged,  as significant
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modification  to the Project  and mitigation  measures  may  be required  in order  to obtain  a CESA
Permit.

CEQA  requires  a Mandatory  Finding  of Significance  if a project  is likely  to substantially  impact
threatened  or endangered  species  [CEQA  section  21001  (c), 21083,  and CEQA  Guidelines
section  15380,  4 5064, 15065].  Impacts  must  be avoided  or mitigated  to less-than-significant
levels  unless  the CEQA  Lead Agency  makes  and supports  Findings  of Overriding  Consideration
(FOC).  The CEQA  Lead Agency's  FOC  does  not eliminate  the Project  proponent's  obligation  to
comply  with Fish and Game  Code  section  2080.

Lake  and  Streambed  Alteration  Program

Notification  is required,  pursuant  to CDFW's  LSA  Program  (Fish  and Game  Code  section  1600
et. seq.)  for  any  Project-related  activities  that  will substantially  divert  or obstruct  the natural  flow;
change  or use material  from  the bed, channel,  or bank  including  associated  riparian  or wetland
resources;  or deposit  or dispose  of material  where  it may  pass into a river, lake or stream.  Work
within  ephemeral  streams,  washes,  watercourses  with a subsurt'ace  flow, and floodplains  are
subject  to notification  requirements.  CDFW,  as a Responsible  Agency  under  CEQA,  will
consider  the CEQA  document  for  the Project.  CDFW  may  not execute  the final LSA  Agreement
until it has complied  with CEQA  (Public  Resources  Code  section  21000  et seq.)  as the
responsible  agency.

FILING  FEES

CDFW  anticipates  that  the Project  will have  an impact  on fish and/or  wildlife,  and assessment  of
filing  fees  is necessary  (Fish  and Game  Code  section  711.4;  Pub. Resources  Code,  section
21089).  Fees are payable  upon filing  of the Notice  of Determination  by the Lead Agency  and
serve  to help defray  the cost  of environmental  review  by CDFW.

Thank  you for  the opportunity  to comment  on the Project's  NOP. If you have  any questions
regarding  this letter,  please  contact  Ms. Monica  Oey, Environmental  Scientist,  at (707)  428-2088  or

monica.oey@wildlife.ca.qov;  or Ms. Randi  Adair,  Senior  Environmental  Scientist  (Supervisory),  at
(707)  576-2786  or randi.adair@wildlife.ca.qov.

Sincerely,

Gregg  Erickson
Regional  Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc:  StateClearinghouse#20l9070208
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South main mixed use Greystar project 

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Helene Hollander  
Sent: Sunday, February 23, 2020 12:56 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: South main mixed use Greystar project  
 
I live at Franklin st apartments. It 
May seem unimportant but to Franklin st apartments residents  who have lived with Greystar projects please include 
consideration to us residents.(let’s just say after 5 years of living next door to Greystar development I would not have 
commended it for anything positive). 
 
Traffic on Maple and El Camino Real. Please better traffic control and no disruption of Maple st or Main up to Maple. 
And  If possible no disruption to El Camino between Woodside road and Jefferson. Regarding current Greystar projects 
The workmen doing it now are not helpful. Big problem is parking for the construction staff. They take away what 
spaces(and non spaces) we have. No resident or guest parking has been allowed on most of Franklin for 5 years although 
it’s marked as such. 
 Protect everything North west of Main so that the 5 apartment buildings and  over 1200 residents can finally live 
without dust, noise and construction crews (and crime). 
 
The workmen create traffic and noise but no one remembers that.it would be thrilling to receive over 35 or more 
parking spaces we once had. 
 
What project is going on along Maple near ElCamino? When will that be completed. How many projects will be going on 
at the same time? 
 
Thank you  
Helene Hollander 
Sent from iPhone. Helene 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main Mixed Use

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jeremy Smith  
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 3:53 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: South Main Mixed Use 
 
I request the EIR consider the following: 
 
1) impacts to potential future rail work along the Caltrain Joint Powers Authority ROW including expansion to 4 track, 
grade separations, etc.  
 
2) the large amount of parking spaces and their impact to greenhouse gas emissions and VMT 
 
3) the jobs‐housing imbalance and feasibility of mitigation through contributions to RWC housing initiatives 
 
4) impacts to potential future bike lanes and bus rapid transit along El Camino Real  
 
Thank you! 
 
Jeremy Smith 
 
 











































City of Redwood City 2 South Main Mixed-Use Project
July 2019             Notice of Preparation

Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report for the City of Redwood City
South Main Mixed-Use Project

Date of Distribution: July 9, 2019

Project Title and Applicant

South Main Mixed-Use Project by Greystar Development

Project Location
The project site is located at the periphery of the City’s Downtown core and is composed of five contiguous
blocks totaling 8.30 acres (Parcels A through E) and one separate block of approximately 0.15 acre (Parcel F),
as shown in Figure 1.

Parcels A through E are bounded by El Camino Real, Maple Street, Elm Street, Main Street, Caltrain right-of-
way, Chestnut Street, Shasta Street, and Cedar Street. Parcel F is approximately 1,000 feet northwest of
Parcels A through E at the southwest corner of El Camino Real and Jackson Avenue. Lathrop Street and Main
Street run through Parcels A through E in a north-south direction and Beech Street and Cedar Street in an east-
west direction.

Project Description
The proposed project would include one building each on Parcel A and F, developed with primarily residential
uses; and five additional buildings on Parcels B through E, where the primary use would be commercial office
space. Figure 2 shows the proposed building footprint and open space for Parcels A through F.

The proposed project would develop 291 multifamily residential units, including 252 units on Parcel A and 39
units on Parcel F. The project would also include approximately 550,000 square feet of office uses, an 8,500-
square-foot childcare facility (not including 5,800 square feet of dedicated outdoor space), and 28,000 square
feet of retail uses, including 19,000 square feet of ground-floor space on Parcel B designed to accommodate
retail-entertainment uses. The approximately 40,000 square feet of public open space proposed throughout
the site would include a public creek walk and a park at Shasta Street and Chestnut Street. The following
general land uses would be constructed at each parcel:

· Parcel A – multifamily residential uses and retail space, and public and private open space.

· Parcel B –retail and office space, along with a childcare facility, family-oriented entertainment/retail.

· Parcel C – office space, and private open space.

· Parcel D – office space, and private open space.

· Parcel E –office space, retail, and public and private open space.

· Parcel F – multifamily residential uses.
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Required Approvals

City of Redwood City Discretionary Approvals. Project implementation would require the following
discretionary approvals by the City of Redwood City:

· Use Permits
· Downtown Planned Community Permit
· Vesting Tentative Tract Map
· Abandonment of a segment of a public

street (Shasta)
· Abandonment of a segment of a public

street and conversion to a private street
(Cedar)

· Acquisition of a City-owned parcel (1306
Main Street)

· Affordable Housing Plan
· Architectural Permit
· Tree Removal Permit
· Grading Permit
· State Density Bonus concessions and

waivers

Approval of the above-listed discretionary approvals will also require certification of the EIR and adoption of a
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP). The project will also require approval of a number of
ministerial approvals such as demolition, excavation, shoring, grading, encroachment, and building permits

Other Government Agency Approvals. The project could require review and/or approval from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for a General Construction Storm Water Permit that will require
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and an encroachment permit from Caltrans for
construction work with El Camino Real. Proposed pedestrian improvements over Redwood Creek may require
permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, RWQCB, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

EIR Purpose

The purpose of an EIR is to inform decision-makers and the general public of the environmental impacts of a
proposed project that an agency (in this case, the City of Redwood City) may implement or approve. The EIR
process is intended to: (1) provide information sufficient to evaluate a project and its potential for significant
impacts on the environment; (2) examine methods (e.g., project-specific mitigations, uniformly applied
development regulations) for avoiding or reducing significant impacts; and (3) consider alternatives to the
proposed project.

In accordance with CEQA, the EIR will include the following:

· A summary of the project, its potential significant environmental impacts, and mitigations required to
avoid or reduce those significant impacts;

· A project description;
· A description of the existing environmental setting, potential environmental impacts, and mitigations

for the project;
· Alternatives to the proposed project; and
· Other environmental consequences of the project, including:

- growth-inducing effects
- significant unavoidable impacts
- irreversible environmental changes
- cumulative impacts, and
- effects found not to be significant.
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EIR Scope

The City of Redwood City has determined that the project will require preparation of an EIR pursuant to the
CEQA. Based on the attached Initial Study, the following environmental topics will be evaluated in the EIR:

· Aesthetics
· Air Quality
· Cultural Resources

· Greenhouse Gas Emissions
· Noise
· Transportation

Alternatives

The EIR will identify and compare a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. Alternatives will
be chosen based on their ability to avoid or reduce identified significant environmental impacts of the project
while achieving most of the project objectives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Greystar 6 blocks

 
 
From: Briana  
Sent: Saturday, August 10, 2019 12:03 AM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Greystar 6 blocks 

 
Hi, 
I saw on Nextdoor that the city is asking for feedback about this plan: https://www.1601elcaminoreal.com/ 
 
I have some serious concerns. I'm a homeowner in RWC and I am concerned about: traffic, the lack of parking 
shown or talked about anywhere in the plan and the idea that this giant corp is coming in and doing yet more 
development without really taking residents needs into account. The traffic here is worse than in the east bay 
and often than in SF. And this will clearly make it worse short and long term. 
 
For me it's not just traffic. It's that my friends and family don't want to come visit because the traffic is so bad. 
That leaves me isolated and needing more use of services including mental health services. And I can't get even 
20-30 miles away in less than an hour. This is actually crippling given that I'm disabled and can't drive for very 
long (I'm also 43, not a senior and a CEO of a company). 
 
So please just don't do this at all.  
 
Especially not without A LOT more community input. Moving forward with this as is has serious consequences 
all around. 
 
Thank you! 
Briana Cavanaugh and J Frechet  (438 King St) 
 
"Your task is not to seek for love, 
but merely to seek and find 
all the barriers within yourself 
that you have built against it." ~ Rumi 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: 43 South Main Mixed-Use project

 
 
From: c sconzert  
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 9:00 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org>; 
jonathan.fearn@greystar.com 
Subject: 43 South Main Mixed‐Use project 

 
I am sickened by the overblown plans for the South Main project.  
A 5-7 Story building, plus another 6-story building on Parcel F (which does not even show on the diagram 
"Figure 3 – Proposed Master Plan"  posted on the Greystar Master Plan 4/25/19 ??  
 
This is way too tall for our area, a total ripping out of the character of Redwood City. I can support increased 
housing and development, but this project is a Bull in a China Shop.  
 
Very, very, very disappointed in our City Officials for even considering this.  
Carol Sconzert 
650-291-1023 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: 1601 El Camino Real-Resident Input

 
 

From: ceasterbrook58  
Sent: Wednesday, August 07, 2019 5:32 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: 1601 El Camino Real‐Resident Input 

 
Ms. Chan, 
I expect the City to protect surrounding residential neighborhood streets, including Redwood Avenue, from 
any/all traffic generated by the proposed project. We are already at the breaking point and the City's address to 
date has been woefully insufficient. 
Thank you very much, 
Cheryl Easterbrook 
 



1

CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Public Comment re Planning Comm. Item 6B

From: Christopher Alan Sturken  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 6:40 PM 
To: BCC‐Michael Smith; GRP‐Planning Commissioners 
Subject: Public Comment re Planning Comm. Item 6B  
  
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I applaud Greystar for increasing the percentage of affordable units from 22% to 33% of the total residential 
units in the South Main Mixed Use Project. The January 2018 proposal included 60 affordable units out of 272 
units. The current proposal includes 97 affordable units out of 291 units. Please consider Greystar's efforts to 
respond to community needs by increasing the number of affordable units.  
 
Thank you, 
Chris Sturken  
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main Mixed-Use Development Project comment/clarification

 
 

From: Roman, Isabella@DTSC  
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 10:19 AM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: South Main Mixed‐Use Development Project comment/clarification 
 
Hello, 
 
I represent a responsible agency reviewing the Draft Initial Study (IS) for the South Main Mixed‐Use Development 
Project. 
 
The link to the IS (https://www.redwoodcity.org/city‐hall/current‐projects/development‐projects?id=91) doesn’t include 
the Appendices. I am specifically interested in the HAZ Appendix‐ Site Phase I and/or the Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessments and Screening Level Investigation Reports mentioned on page 88. Would you please provide me with these 
documents? 
 
It’s unclear whether a cleanup plan is currently planned. The text states the following when referring to the elevated 
levels found in the Screening Level Investigation reports: “The report concludes that these areas are generally shallow in 
extent and would likely be excavated during the proposed redevelopment” (page 91). Elsewhere in the text, it is stated 
that the Site Mitigation Plan will implement measures such as excavation to achieve the plan’s cleanup targets. The 
contamination may be removed in this way, however it should be ensured that the Site will have adequate confirmation 
samples to certify the contamination has been removed to appropriate levels. The text discusses post‐excavation 
confirmation soil samples, however this doesn’t discuss the frequency or depth of these samples. It is discussed that 
future Site users will be protected from the soil gas vapors emitted from the regional groundwater plume, with the 
potential of a vapor extraction system being used to prevent exposure. However, the text doesn’t mention any post‐
excavation soil gas confirmation sampling. Due to the nature of the proposed development, including residential and 
childcare uses, the contamination at the Site needs to be adequately addressed for protection of future Site users. 
 
Characterizing the Site prior to starting removal actions would be beneficial to minimize the potential for having to go 
back in and remove any missed contaminated areas or having to implement other removal measures or institutional 
controls. If the contamination is characterized and bounded prior to removal, this may minimize the chance of 
encountering any “leftover” contamination which will need to be addressed by a land use control and/or vapor 
extraction systems. The IS mentions that the railroad was not identified as a potential source of contamination in 
previous reports. Only one sample near the railroad has been taken and it wasn’t analyzed for all constituents associated 
with railroad use. Without being able to review the sampling reports, it’s difficult to know the locations and depths of 
samples that were previously taken. The IS mentions that contamination is present in shallow soils. Were deeper depths 
tested and found to be below screening levels? Or were they not tested and therefore it is only known that shallow 
depths are contaminated? Additionally, soil gas samples don’t appear to have been taken yet. Being fully aware of 
present contamination before removal actions take place (instead of just confirming their absence after the fact) would 
also be helpful in regards to Site/worker safety (e.g. preparing the Health and Safety Plan (establishing action levels, 
contingency measures if contaminated material is encountered etc.)). 
 
Section 4.9.2) d.) (starting on page 95) discusses the Cortese List. The text states that one Cortese List site is located on 
the project site, and five are immediately adjacent. There are no Cortese List sites on or near the project. There are no 
Cortese List sites in all of Redwood City. The full list of Cortese List sites can be found here: 



2

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search?cmd=search&reporttype=CORTESE&site_type=CSITES,OPEN,FUDS,CL
OSE&status=ACT,BKLG,COM,COLUR&reporttitle=HAZARDOUS+WASTE+AND+SUBSTANCES+SITE+LIST+(CORTESE) 
The 6 sites currently discussed in the IS are Geotracker and Envirostor cleanup sites. These are different than Cortese 
List sites (see the link above for more information on Cortese List sites). For DTSC, Cortese sites are sites where DTSC has 
issued an order for cleanup. For IX.) d) on page 88, please consider changing it to “No Impact.” Please correct the text 
accordingly to show that there are no Cortese List sites on or adjacent to the Site. The discussion of the 6 overlapping or 
adjacent cleanup sites are helpful to include in the discussion to indicate potential contaminant contributions to the Site; 
however it should be corrected that these aren’t Cortese sites. 
 
Please provide me with the reports mentioned above. Please clarify any of the above issues I pointed out and/or be sure 
to address them in the revised IS. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Isabella Roman 
Environmental Scientist 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
(510)‐540‐3879 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: 1601 El Camino Project Scope & Comments

 
 

From: DONNA CZARNECKI  
Sent: Friday, August 09, 2019 2:32 PM 
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>; CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council 
<council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: 1601 El Camino Project Scope & Comments 

 
To everyone: 
 
Thank you for giving the Redwood City residents the opportunity to participate in the Scope, design 
and Environmental Review by taking in consideration our many comments and concerns regarding 
this massive Downtown and El Camino Real project.  
 
First: 
1. This property includes the businesses Acura and Ford. I hope they can stay in Redwood City...they pay a 
lot in retail sales taxes to the City.  
2. Another concern, Day Care is proposed in the Ford lot/space? At least it appears that way in this attached 
photo: I think the soil under an old auto repair shop should be toxic...too toxic for Child Care? Changing 
zoning for more housing should not be a standalone request, as requested by commissioner Bill Shoe. 
Hope the Planning Commission is going to request soil, air and water tests for contaminates and toxins 
before giving GreyStar any approvals. Grey Star should pay for the toxic clean up. Grey Star is a multibillion 
dollar company...tell them you have other interested suitors. You will...mark my words. Worse case... Ford 
stays there. But I know you'll be happy to not give in to a bully like Grey Star and RC residents will be proud 
of you.  
3. Bring back rollerskating for the kids, the old building is part of this project...there is not enough 
entertainment for kids of all ages...just the theaters... Rollerskating is more popular than the old used run 
down, wire mesh&crumbling plaster structure, plastic molds, rocks for golf balls that don't bounce, mini 
golf in the stuffy airless Armory. 10 miles up the road on El Camino is #1 Golfland USA a Disneyland type 
outdoor experience ...with an Arcade for 2 hours of fun on the same site & ticket...in Sunnyvale.  
4. I think more parking is needed. El Camino and Woodside road is jammed. What is GreyStar being asked 
to do to help with parking...cut the building height if they can't provide parking inside each structure and 
get cars off the streets.  
5. Redwood City needs a sitdown Family restaurant on El Camino...MAX's is sorely missed. It provided a 
place for families to dine out, it provided Seniors with discounts and take out and I went there twice a week, 
breakfast/brunch with a friend or business associate, and take out for Thursday night football. Max's failed 
because they didn't change their small bar from olf fashioned mixed hard liquor drinks to the huge 
selections of new beers on tap that millennials crave. All those residents on the West Side of El Camino 
have no where to go for a family sitdown dinner out. Even Chase is not going to invite clients to Panda 
Express for a lunch meeting. Nor will they want to go Downtown where it is already stand in line only.  
Thank you, 
Donna Czarnecki 
1260 Alameda de Las Pulgas 
Redwood City, CA 94061 
650-364-0815 h 
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Sent Via Email: lchan@redwoodcity.org 
 
August 9, 2019  
 
City of Redwood City, Planning Services 
Attn: Lindy Chan, Principle Planner 
1017 Middlefield Road 
Redwood City, CA. 94063 
 
Re:  Notice of Preparation of South Main Mixed Use Project Environmental Impact Report 
(1601 & 1304 El Camino Real)  
 
Dear Ms. Chan,  
 
As the applicant for the proposed “South Main Mixed-Use” project at 1601 and 1304 El Camino 
Real, we sincerely appreciate the City staff’s and AECOM’s time and efforts in conducting the 
environmental review of the project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  We also appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation and 
Initial Study.  

1.   Existing Uses  

We wish to highlight that, as an urban, infill site in close proximity to Caltrain, there are existing 
uses on the project site.   We see that Section 2.2 of the Initial Study Project Description 
describes the existing uses.  We would like to confirm that these existing uses will be factored 
into the impact analysis throughout the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and technical studies 
such that the EIR will evaluate the project’s impacts in relation to impacts from the existing uses.  

2.   Tiering   

In addition, there are a number of statutory and case law authorities that support the use of 
CEQA tiering1, exemptions and streamlining. We are not suggesting that the City redirect its 
efforts in preparing an EIR, but rather wish to request that the applicable mechanisms are 
identified as additional “layers” of CEQA authority.   

At the outset, we’d like to highlight that many of the streamlining mechanisms are focused on 
projects located in proximity to transit.  As identified in our prior submissions, the project (both 
from the main location at 1601 El Camino Real and the off-site location at 1304 El Camino Real) 

                                                                 
1 CEQA strongly encourages tiering, which "shall be tiered whenever feasible, as determined by the lead agency." 
(Pub Res C §21093(b))  Tiering off a program EIR allows individual projects to avoid duplicative reconsideration of 
basic policy considerations and broadly applicable mitigation that reduces impacts. 
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is located within ½ mile of the Redwood City Caltrain station, which is an existing major transit 
stop. 

The project is also located within a Priority Development Area as established under Plan Bay 
Area 2040, the region’s sustainable community strategy plan prepared pursuant to SB 375. 
Specifically, the project is located within the El Camino Real Corridor Priority Development 
Area, a “Mixed-use Corridor” Place Type.   Accordingly, we request further consideration of 
tiering -- or “layering” -- from the Plan Bay Area EIR, particularly with respect to regional 
impacts associated with transit-oriented development in urban, infill locations already identified 
in the Plan Bay Area EIR.  To this end, we have attached a summary of all of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified in the Plan Bay Area EIR as Attachment A.    

Further, we note that Redwood City’s General Plan Program BE-2 encourages the use of 
streamlining for residential mixed‐use projects, urban infill, and “Transportation Priority 
Projects” as provided under State law. (General Plan, p. BE-84)   Given the project’s mixed use, 
urban infill, transit-oriented nature, and based on the project’s consistency with the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning, we request further consideration of tiering from the General Plan EIR 
as well.  Specifically, we request consideration of tiering from the General Plan EIR, as 
previously identified in our January 2019 submittal.  

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to the continuation of the environmental 
review process.  

Sincerely,  

 

Jonathan Fearn  
Sr. Director Development, Greystar 
 

Cc:    Troy Vernon, Greystar (tvernon@greystar.com) 
Raul Tamez, Greystar (raul.tamez@greystar.com)  
Chelsea Maclean, Holland & Knight LLP (chelsea.maclean@hklaw.com) 

 Tamsen Plume, Holland & Knight LLP (tamsen.plume@hklaw.com) 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 

mailto:raul.tamez@greystar.com
mailto:tamsen.plume@hklaw.com
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Plan Bay Area EIR 

Previously Identified Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Greystar proposed project in the Salt Flats off Woodside Road

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: helene hollander  
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 5:27 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Cc: citycouncil@redwoodcity.org 
Subject: Greystar proposed project in the Salt Flats off Woodside Road 
 
Please do not approve this project. There are many reasons, here are a few;  
* there’s not enough housing, only a token versus 2500 jobs. 
* there is no proof that traffic has been reduced by building along The railroad tracks, in fact just by driving around 
traffic has greatly increased since the Greystar projects have been completed as well as indigo and Marston. 
* even with the addition of 10% below market housing units, this is not even a dent in what is needed. Each one of these 
housing complexes when they first assign the BMR residents has more than 1000 people applying for those 
apartments(for a total of 30 apartments average.) And there is no method of assigning those units that makes any sense 
which is an issue that should be addressed before anymore housing is built. A lottery and then a list of more than 600 
makes it impossible for people to find housing. They have to go to each individual Apartment building and sign up. And 
they are not allowed to from the very beginning because the lists are closed after the initial lottery. San Mateo county 
supervisors I think are in charge of below market housing but Redwood City Council knows nothing about how this 
whole thing works. Our mayor doesn’t understand what this is. Before any new housing Is developed, a new method of 
lower middle‐class housing needs to be created.  
* assigning this project to Greystar makes no sense. Have you read The consumer feedback from people that live in his 
buildings? He has the worst feedback I have ever seen of any developer. He got away with not putting any below market 
housing in more than 1000 apartments that he built in Redwood City. Only now is he doing anything about that and 
from what I understand they’re only be 67 apartments that are below market in the newest building you have approved. 
Yes he is a cash cow because he sells the buildings as soon as he rents out a certain percentage.I understand he leaves 
behind major construction errors for the new owners to deal with and the tenants to tolerate.  
* we do not need any more industry that brings Higher income jobs which cause rents to skyrocket, which is happening 
now , Exacerbated by the housing  market. Rents are up to about $4000 for a one bedroom in Redwood City and the 
Greystar projects. It is my understanding that he keeps the rents high and offers one or two months free. Once he sells 
the building or year later when their lease is up, the tenant is faced with not just a 7% increase, but the money they 
saved in the first year’s lease is added back in so the rent can go up exorbitantly.  
 
Please reconsider this. There’s got to Better solutions. There Are so many people, workers that are being priced out of 
the market as well as senior citizens being forced to relocate.It’s got to stop. 
 
Sent from iPhone. Helene 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Development Project - South Main Mixed Use

From: Jim Coffman   
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019  
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners; GRP‐City Council 
Subject: Development Project ‐ South Main Mixed Use  
  

Honorable Members of the City Council and Planning Commission  
 

I am not exactly enamored with the large scale developments being built in Redwood City.  The 
buildings themselves are all very attractive, bring some sort of a new vibrancy to the areas they 
are being built and provide some sort of foreseeable future in terms of housing.  This is the 
direction that the City of Redwood City has chosen to go and if I want to continue to live in the 
City, I will adapt. 
 

However, please consider in the woefully inadequate parking in the massive South Main Mixed 
Use project.  Just a brief look at the plans on the City website shows that the developer has not 
considered that people drive cars to work, home, daycare, dinner, etc. now, and will do so far into 
the future.  Eliminating, reducing the size, or providing alternatives such as ill‐fated puzzle parking 
or valet services in an effort to increase square footage that is sellable is something that you, 
members of the Planning Commission and ultimately, you members of the City Council can 
control.   
 

For example:  Parcel F is a great idea to replace and increase affordable housing‐ 38 affordable 
units plus a manager's apartment.  For this building, I count at least 38 resident cars. Let's add 
another 19 for those families who have two or more cars or drive a work truck home and the total 
increases to 57.  From the documents, the developer is providing only 12 spaces which includes 1 
EV charging spot and 1 handicapped spot.  According to the site plan drawings I see spaces that 
appear to be used for two vehicles each.  Your question should be where are the other vehicles 
associated with  Parcel F going to park?  (The answer, of course, is in the neighborhoods 
surrounding.)      
 

The same analysis should be used for the larger parcels in the main development area.  You might 
want to do some subtraction to the total number of parking spaces on Table 2.6.   
 

For example:  For Parcel B, does the 295 office parking spaces include the 15 motorcycle 
spaces?  If so, the total for cars is actually 280.  If you subtract the 29 carpool and 25 EV spaces, 
that brings the total number of spaces available to the solo driver (which is what most of us are ‐ 
whether you like to hear that or not) to 223.  I don't think the developer would include the bicycle 
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parking in the total number of parking places, but you never know.  Add the public and daycare 
parking to the mix and the parking space math gets even fuzzier. 
 

You can see for yourselves how the numbers play out with the workers per square footage, the 
staff of the daycare and retail establishments and the number of parking spaces available.  These 
vehicles will have to go somewhere and the answer, of course, is in the neighborhoods.     
 

Please pardon the length of this email.  I'll leave issues regarding the increased traffic on our 
streets to some other letter writer.  Now, is the time to fix this because once built, it's here to 
stay.  Thank you for your service to the community. 
 

Jim Coffman 
1109 Virginia Avenue 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Environmental and site concerns related to 1304 El Camino and South Main 
Mixed-Use Buildings

Attachments: Issue with additional construction surrounding 1355 El Camino Real 94063.pdf

 
 
From: Kate Lowry  
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 8:32 PM 
To: GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org>; CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Environmental and site concerns related to 1304 El Camino and South Main Mixed‐Use Buildings 

 
 Hi Lindy, 
 
Thanks so much for being willing to consider all of our input on behalf of the city for the proposed Greystar 
developments off of El Camino Real and Maple St. I live in the Huxley Building with my family along with 
many others, and wanted to talk specifically about the environmental and construction monitoring requirements 
for Greystar and the viability of the Parcel F 1304 El Camino Development.  
 
Greystar has been building a full new building at 1405 El Camino Real next to our building at 1355 El Camino 
Real, for the entire time we have lived here. They have also been finishing the Elan building, which sits catty 
corner from ours on Franklin. In that time, we've had to report major issues with noise, dust, and work hours.  

 The jackhammering, drilling, pouring, and dumping sounds have been at an average of 70 decibels from 
inside our apartment for the last eight months. It's impossible to open our windows during the week, 
because of the huge amounts of noise, and large amounts of dust. The construction site is only ~30 
feet from our building, but no one inside our building has received any instructions to wear sound 
protection when windows and doors are open next to the active construction site.  

 It's been impossible to sleep - we've seen construction start before 7am over 20 times, which we have 
done our best to report - and the constant dust has meant that despite having a top of the line air purifier 
in our home, I've been treated for sinus infections and breathing problems that I did not have before over 
4x just since living here.  

 The construction crews are not always friendly, and in three instances have blocked the exit from our 
parking garage. They leave debris and litter, and Diller, Franklin, and Wilson roads are covered in deep 
track marks from heavy machinery and pot holes. Residential street parking is absorbed by the workers 
who need a place to sleep. We don't have sidewalks all the way around our building, and the piles of dirt 
left make it hard to navigate things like wheelchairs or strollers. Our apartments do not have access to 
hoses to wash our vehicles, which are always coated in a layer of dust in the open air parking garage. It's 
hard for pets to find safe places to walk when they go out at night. 

Please make sure that Greystar is held to higher environment and crew standards for the Maple Street 
development, ensure that weekly monitoring takes place, and someone within the city management is visible, 
and accessible to residents of the neighboring buildings. Because our own apartments are managed by 
Greystar (as are our neighbors Elan RWC and Franklin 299), the building management have a very strong 
disincentive to ignore our complaints as residents and have been unwilling to help resolve issues as reported.  
 
Regarding Parcel F, I question why they want to segregate low income housing away from new, high end 
developments. I don't feel like that reflects the diversity of our communities in a positive way. 
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But more than that, I am concerned that if that building breaks ground, we'll have to move out of our apartment. 
Because of the Huxley building's location, by the time the new development would open we will have been 
exposed to 5+ years of serious construction on direct neighboring buildings causing dust, noise, non-
residential traffic, because of the progressive timing of the Elan Redwood City, 1405 El Camino, and the 
1304 El Camino developments. The city should not have allowed Greystar to open Huxley as a residential 
building if it is going to effectively be surrounded by active construction sites for such a long time. As 
residents we are tired of having dust in our eyes, dirty windows we can't see out of, and getting sinus and 
asthma issues. Not to mention the huge amounts of noise that make it hard to work from home or sleep past 7am 
on any day of the week except Sunday. Please, take some current air samples from outside our building 
next to the construction site at 1405 El Camino. Then, imagine if the dust level were to double from the 
addition of a second site on a neighboring building on El Camino.  

 
 
If at all possible, please increase the environmental and crew standards for the buildings A-D 
development as mentioned above to be as stringent as possible. For Parcel F, please either delay 
construction by a few years, integrate the affordable housing into the Maple Street developments, or find 
a new site for Greystar to consider to help us return to a healthier and safer standard of living at 1355 El 
Camino Real  (for example, 1612 El Camino is currently vacant, also a former auto shop, and is directly 
across from the proposed main A-D development - would the city and Greystar be willing to explore it as 
a potential F site alternative?) 
 
Thanks for your time, 
Kate Lowry  
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: 1601 El Camino proposed development

 
 

From: Kathleen McLaughlin   
Sent: Friday, August 09, 2019 6:11 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: 1601 El Camino proposed development 

 
Hello Lindy Chan, 
 
I am writing regarding the proposed development by GreyStar at 1601 El Camino in Redwood City.  A few 
comments regarding the development:  
  
1)  This proposal takes up at least 5-6 prime blocks along our main street of El Camino, and the public has 
not had much time to consider it.  I try to stay involved in city matters, but have only heard of this 
proposal this week.  The public needs time to absorb all the construction going on, particularly on major 
blocks. 
 
2)  Zoning change: The developer is proposing major changes to zoning and eliminating important 
businesses, including car dealerships which support much of the tax base in Redwood City.  We have been 
chipping away at the light-industrial zoning which is needed for Redwood City's economic health.  Most of 
Redwood City is already zoned for housing, and there is still most of downtown for office space.  Let's 
keep light-industrial zoning in this part of town. 
 
3)  Loss of Streets: The developer is requesting that Redwood City give up at least two streets for this 
project;  we must NOT give up our streets to the developer.  We (the public) have a right to our streets 
for multiple uses, including as potential parks.  None of our streets is superfluous.  Our streets are an 
important resource that must NOT be given away (or sold!) to developers. 
 
4)  Perry's Feed Shed: The developer wants to tear down an historic building, described as "Perry's Feed 
Shed."  We must not allow this building to be torn down for the convenience of a developer.  Even if they 
say they want to build a "replica"... you cannot replicate history.  Our city's history is too important to 
allow builders to knock historic structures down.  So much of the charm of Redwood City is in our 
remaining historic buildings. 
 
5)  Loss of recreation:  The Redwood Rollerskating site had for at least 50-60 years been used for public 
recreation.  We want use of this site to remain for similar recreation, for all ages, including 
children.  Other cities, including San Mateo, have made this a requirement for builders.  We must find a 
way to keep this for public recreation.  We have already lost Marine World, Castle Golf & Games, at least 
2-3 bowling alleys, and more.  We have not added parks/recreation downtown to compensate for those 
losses, despite many thousands of new people living here.  Tastes in recreation change over time, yet our 
city still needs it.  Unfortunately, we must specifically zone for it/ require it of developers because they 
don't live here and don't care.  But we do care.  Maybe we could have a public roof garden with skating, 
etc. like San Francisco's TransBay ?    
 
6)  Townhouses/flat:  Generally, most new housing built downtown should be resident-owned, rather than 
rented.  We have been building rental housing downtown but need more townhouses and flats, for 
balance.  There is a huge need in Redwood City for affordable townhouses and flats.  The Habitat for 
Humanity building, or something similar, can be a model. 
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6)  Also, I have a huge, general concern with GreyStar itself.  I believe they already own about 5 blocks of 
housing just down the street from this proposal.  They have a monopoly for rental housing.  This is an 
unhealthy situation for Redwood City.  I wish the City Council and City Manager, etc. would look into how 
this corporation is influencing Redwood City, the danger of one company controlling so much property, 
and how it affects the city financially. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns, 
 
Kathleen McLaughlin, 
Redwood City resident 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: large development project

 
 
From: Kathy Warne  
Sent: Friday, August 09, 2019 12:00 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org>; GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: large development project 

 
Dear Ms. Chan, 
 
I've heard on Nextdoor of a large development project planned for downtown Redwood City. I've looked over 
the proposal at https://www.redwoodcity.org/city-hall/current-projects/development-projects?id=91  and I must 
say it seems like a very large project. I'm a longtime Redwood City resident (13+ years) and my concerns are 
the following: 
 
What is the cost to the City of this project, in terms of increased traffic, increased population due to the housing, 
etc.? 
How will the City cope with all those extra commuters coming in every day? They can't all take CalTrain. 
What will be the quality of life effect? These are very large modern buildings, will they fit in with the character 
of the city?  
 
Thank you,  
 
Kathy Warne 
 
 
--  
---------------------------------------------------------- 
Kathy Warne 
(650) 804-6254 (cell) 
katherinewarne@gmail.com 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main project (Greystar 5)

 
 
From: Kris Johnson  
Sent: Friday, August 09, 2019 9:58 AM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: South Main project (Greystar 5) 

 
Hi Lindy, 
 
Here are considerations as part of the scoping for the South Main EIR.  
 
Regards, 
Kris Johnson  
 

 
Traffic Intersections that need to be studied west of ECR 
* Woodside / ECR 
* Woodside / Hudson 
* Woodside / Massachusetts 
* Woodside / 280 
* Roosevelt ECR 
* Roosevelt / Hudson 
* Roosevelt / Alameda 
* Jefferson / ECR 
* Jefferson / Hudson 
* Jefferson/ Alameda 
* Farmhill / 280 
* Edgewood / Alameda 
* Edgewood / 280 
* Hopkins / Hudson 
* Hopkins / Alameda 
 
General Plan 
A recent article from the SMDJ stated that Redwood City has over 10M square ft  of office space in various stages of the development 
queue since the General Plan was adopted in 2010. How does the addition of the ~550k of office space align with the overall goals for 
office space as outlined in General Plan? Where to we stand to date in regards to that objective? What other office projects have been 
proposed, approved and/or constricted since the General Plan was adopted in 2010? 
 
Headcount 
Given there is no guarantee who the tenant will be and the wide range of square footage required per employee, I believe the EIR 
should be based off each of the following three scenarios:  
250 sq ft / employee 
200 sq ft / employee 
150 sq ft / employee 
 
Population and Housing 
Given the tremendous impact the South Main project would have on our jobs/housing imbalance, the EIR should include a detailed 
report similar to the one linked below: 
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/10293/Ch03-12_PopulationHousing_Draft-EIR 
 
Traffic 
Given the ongoing and incomplete transition by agencies from LOS to VMT in their policies and practice, I believe we should be using 
LOS for this project to measure impacts on traffic. 
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Jobs/Housing 
Given the dire need for housing in our community, the EIR should look at multiple scenarios for the percentage of jobs/housing for this 
project: 
 
100% jobs 
100% housing 
50/50 split 
75% jobs / 25% housing 
75% housing / 25% jobs 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: South Main project

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Kris Johnson  
Date: July 29, 2019  
To: Kevin Bondonno 
Subject: Fwd: South Main project 

Hello Kevin, 
 
Given the incredible impacts that this project will have on the jobs/housing imbalance that 
cannot be mitigated, I would love to see something as detailed as this included in the EIR for 
the South Main project.  
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
Kris.  
 
 
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/10293/Ch03‐
12_PopulationHousing_Draft‐EIR 
 
Shared via the Google app 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: Concerns for New Construction at 1304 El Camino

 
 
From: Peter Hurford  
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 8:55 PM 
To: GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org>; CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Concerns for New Construction at 1304 El Camino 

 
Hi Lindy, 
 
Thank you for considering our input on the proposed Greystar development at 1304 El Camino. I have lived at 
1355 El Camino for the past six months where they already have been actively developing 1405 El Camino as 
well as finishing up the Elan building at 1 Franklin. The existing two buildings being under construction has 
already created a considerable amount of noise, dust, and traffic that makes it difficult to be a resident. I am 
worried that a third construction would make this even worse for residents. 
 
Worse, it seems that existing construction does not currently abide by rules to not start construction until 7am. 
7am construction is already very early and disruptive, but I have seen them start construction as early as 6am at 
least a dozen times - preventing me from getting a good sleep. I also worry about all the dust and it makes it 
hard to keep the windows open or go outside at certain times. The construction also blocks sidewalks and roads 
that make it hard to get in and out of our building. Complaints have gone nowhere. 
 
I'm worried that this constant construction will end up being too much for us who have to live in the literal 
center of it for many years and were not made aware of all these construction plans upon move in. At the very 
least, the city should do more to ensure that construction does not happen before 7am and dust and construction 
traffic is kept to a minimum. 
 
Thanks, 
Peter Hurford 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: 1601 El Camino Real "South Main Mixed-Use"

 
 
From: Philip Vitorino  
Sent: Friday, August 09, 2019 2:06 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: Fwd: 1601 El Camino Real "South Main Mixed‐Use" 

 
Hi Lindy, 
 
I am a homeowner who lives on Oak Street and Clinton, 2 blocks from the proposed development at 1601 El 
Camino Real.  I want to speak in favor of this redevelopment while also recommending ways to mitigate 
potential concerns and maximize benefits. 
 
I have attended all of the community events that Greystar has sponsored to get feedback regarding the project. 
 
I just wanted to share a few thoughts regarding the project. 
1) Currently, the area under consideration is extremely under-utilized.  The area consists of parking lots and 
shuttered business that are neither inviting or feel particularly safe.  I think the area is ripe for redevelopment 
2) I feel the addition of housing and office near transit corridors should be prioritized.  I think the developers 
could provide a shuttle service to and from caltrain as it could be a nice addition to further encourage 
residents/workers in the area to use public transport.  Is this something that could be recommended? 
3) I think creating a better pedestrian experience will increase the people visiting downtown by foot (myself 
included) if not having to walk through the current dilapidated and eerily vacant streets.  I think encouraging 
them to include as much 'public park space' as possible would be appropriate. 
4) Of course, like others, I think an appropriate EIR to understand traffic and environmental impacts is key.  I 
trust the independent consultants to give their assessment, and the council to weigh those results when making a 
recommendation about the scale/scope of the proposal.  That said, I think its a great opportunity to dramatically 
improve the cityscape at a key southern entry point to downtown. 
5) The inclusion of a new affordable housing development on El Camino is an added bonus to the project that 
will help make progress on the el camino real corridor plan and also add more lower income housing stop to 
keep our teachers / city workers local. 
 
Thanks for all the work you do  
Phil 
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CD-Lindy Chan

Subject: FW: El Camino mega project

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Ricardo Sanchez  
Sent: Wednesday, August 07, 2019 6:00 PM 
To: CD‐Lindy Chan <lchan@redwoodcity.org> 
Cc: GRP‐City Council <council@redwoodcity.org> 
Subject: El Camino mega project 
 
I'm writing to you about the proposed development where the Ford and Acura dealerships are.  
 
I live roughly five blocks west of the proposed project. I have two big concerns, only one of which had been addressed.  
 
The first is the loss of the roller rink. I understand the development would have space for places like the roller rink, but it 
isn't a guarantee we get something comparable. We have lost our bowling alley, the miniature golf, and with the roller 
rink, one of the last indoor activities we have in town. Rwc had become an increasingly family unfriendly place. I'd like a 
commitment to bring indoor family activities to the site.  
 
My second concern is parking. I bought my house about 15 years ago. At the time I could park my car in front of the 
house most days. That is no longer true. With each new apartment complex, more cars get pushed into the 
neighborhood due to insufficient parking at the apartments. Today, my block is lined with cars 24 hours a day. When I've 
talked to the people parking on my block, many of them live in the apartments across from the Acura dealership.  If 
there isn't at least two spots per apartment, it's not enough. There are days that my wife can't get out of our driveway 
because cars have encroached on the driveway too far on both sides. What's worse is that this isn't something the police 
will do anything about.  
 
I don't object to the apartments. Just please please please address the parking. I know the city council seems to think 
there are no parking issues in rwc, but I had to park four blocks away from my house tonight. Please don't make me park 
farther away. 
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Serving San Mateo, Santa Clara and San Benito Counties
Protecting Our Planet Since 1933

July 29, 2019

City of Redwood City, Planning Services
Attn: Lindy Chan, Principle Planner
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA. 94063

Via Email: lchan@redwoodcity.org

Subject: Public Comments re: 1601 & 1304 El Camino Real (Greystar Development)

Dear Ms. Chan,

The Sustainable Land Use Committee of the Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club (SLU)
advocates on land use issues in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. When reviewing a
proposed development such as Greystar, SLU evaluates it using our Guidelines for Residential,
Commercial, and Mixed-Use Transit-Oriented Development to decide whether it will qualify for
a Sierra Club endorsement. We have done a preliminary evaluation of the Greystar
Development and have the following comments:

GENERAL COMMENTS:

A. We are pleased that the project:

1) Is located near downtown and the Caltrain Station

2) Includes attractive exterior streetscapes, plazas, and open spaces the balance
automobile and pedestrian uses

3) Includes 291 units of housing (97 affordable [76 at very-low and low income levels])

4) Includes a landscaped walkway next to Redwood Creek, and proposes financially
subsidizing a Community Garden on city-owned property along the creek.

5) Includes green roof terraces on many of the buildings

mailto:PlanningCommission@cityofsanmateo.org
https://www.sierraclub.org/sites/www.sierraclub.org/files/sce/loma-prieta-chapter/SLU/Residential and Mixed Use Guidelines July 2016.pdf
https://www.sierraclub.org/sites/www.sierraclub.org/files/sce/loma-prieta-chapter/SLU/Residential and Mixed Use Guidelines July 2016.pdf
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6) Helps impliment the city’s bicycle master plan

7) Includes car-share on-site

8) Retains an historic structure

B. We are very concerned about the following issues:

1) Number of jobs and number of housing units is seriously out of balance: The 550,000 SF
of office development will result in adding between 1,833 and 3,6671 jobs to Redwood
City which at a 1.5 jobs per housing unit2 would require between 1,222 and 2,445 new
housing units to maintain a healthy jobs / housing balance. This leaves this
development between 931 and 2,154 units short which will only exacerbate the current
peninsula-wide jobs / housing imbalance. We recommend that the commercial to
housing ratio be reconsidered by reducing office space and increasing housing units
closer to the 1.5 / 1.0 ratio.

2) Too much parking: The number of parking stalls seems excessive for a transit-oriented
development. The State bonus for housing allows a 0.5 parking spaces per unit which is
half of what is proposed, and the office section seems over-parked for a TOD depending
on the final number of jobs anticipated.

3) Shared and Unbundled Parking: Due to the early stage of this development, it is not
clear if there will be any shared parking or unbundled parking which would reduce the
number of spaces required. We recommend shared and unbundled parking be included
to reducing total parking.

4) Bicycle ratios are low: SLU3 recommends 1 bike parking space per housing unit. The
development provides 1 space per 3 units. SLU recommends 25% bike-to-car parking
ratio for commercial and guest parking. The development provides only 5%. SLU
recommends incentives for bicycle use such as showers, lockers, bike-repair areas, bike
rental stands, etc. We could not find this addressed in the project description.

1 Jobs / Square Foot – Rule of thumb for jobs per square foot is between 150 SF per job to 300 SF per job
depending on the office use. High tech companies today tend closer to 150 SF per job or lower while R&D tends
more toward 300 SF per job. https://mehiganco.com/?p=684

2 Healthy Jobs / Housing Balance - According to the Building Industry Association and the California Department of
Finance, a healthy jobs / housing balance is 1.5. (One full-time job and one part-time job per housing unit). Any
ratio above 1.5 jobs per unit signifies there is an insufficient number of units to meet the needs of the local
workforce. The EIR for the development should specify the anticipated number of jobs expected in the
development and quantify the number of housing units expected to be needed to house those employees. Even if
there is a numerical Jobs / Housing balance, there is often an imbalance in Jobs / Housing Fit (where employees
have high enough income to afford the housing in their community). Jobs / Housing Fit should also be taken into
consideration when reviewing new commercial developments.  

3 SLU – Sustainable Land Use Committee, Sierra Club Loma Prieta

https://mehiganco.com/?p=684
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5) Incentives for transit use: Will the developer provide incentives for transit use such as
discounted or free transit passes? Such incentives would reduce the number of parking
spaces needed.

6) Resource Efficiency: A project of this size should strive to include a) Net Zero Carbon
Energy; b) Net Zero Water Use; c) Net Zero Waste; and d) meet LEED Gold or Platnum
construction. At this early stage, it’s not clear if any of these areas are being considered.

7) Healthy Ecology: a) All building glazing should be bird-friendly to prevent birds from
crashing into buildings; b) the project should discourage harmful pesticide use for
landscaping and pest control; c) the project should carefully select trees and planting4 to
create a healthy, preferably native, ecology throughtout the project and give Redwood
Creek edges special treatment. The entire site should use low impact development
strategies5 for green infrastructure for storm water.

8) Redwood Creek: The creek is an unsightly and not ecological concrete trench that needs
to be improved. This should be included as part of the scope of work for this project.

SCOPING FOR EIR:

EIR should address;

1) The traffic and environmental implications of the major jobs / housing imbalance within
the project. The EIR for the development should specify the anticipated number of jobs
expected in the development and quantify the number of housing units needed to
house those employees, and where those housing units will be located.

2) The environmental implications of too much parking within the project and how that
might increase traffic by inducing demand. The EIR should include specific mitigations
to reduce parking on-site.

3) The environmental implications of not including a) Net Zero Carbon Energy; b) Net Zero
Water Use; c) Net Zero Waste; and d) by not meeting LEED Gold or Platnum
construction.

4) The environmental implications of not restoring the portion of Redwood Creek that runs
through the site to improve flood control, and improve the aesthetics of the current
unattractive concrete trench by adding native planting along the creek.

5) The environmental impact of bird strikes on glass facades and use of pesticides and
rodenticides. The EIR should include specific mitigations for these issues.

4 Urban Habitat Design Guidelines should be used to create a healthy plant palatte

5 Low Impact Development – San Mateo County Green Streets and Parking lots Design
Handbook

https://www.sierraclub.org/sites/www.sierraclub.org/files/sce-authors/u4142/Urban Habitat Design Guidelines - Sierra Club Loma Prieta Sept 2018.pdf
https://www.flowstobay.org/documents/municipalities/sustainable streets/San Mateo Guidebook.pdf
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We look forward to participating in this important process for the City of Redwood City as it moves
forward.

Respectfully Yours,

Gita Dev, Co-Chair

Sustainable Land Use Committee, Sierra Club Loma Prieta (SCLP)
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