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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San Mateo County Community College District 
2015 Facilities Master Plan Amendment (Project) has been prepared in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and includes the following. 

 Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2015 (bound separately, not reprinted). 

 Comments, Responses to Comments, and Revisions to the Draft EIR (this document). 

The San Mateo County Community College District is the CEQA lead agency for the Project. As 
required by CEQA, the Draft EIR was made available to the public and regulatory agencies for review 
and comment during a 45-day period between August 31, 2015, and October 15, 2015. Per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR consists of the following elements. 

a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 
summary. 

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.  

d) The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

e) Any other information added by the lead agency. 

This document contains the comments received on the August 2015 Draft EIR, responses to those 
comments (refer to Chapter 2), and appropriate revisions to the Draft EIR in the form of an errata 
(refer to Chapter 3). The August 2015 Draft EIR is incorporated by reference and has been provided 
on a compact disc inside the back cover of this document. 
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Chapter 2 
Comments and Responses 

Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
This chapter includes all comments received on the Draft EIR. The comment letters (i.e., 
commenters) have been numbered as shown in Table 2-1. The individual comments within each 
letter have been numbered in the right margins.  

Table 2-1. List of Commenters  

Letter # Commenter Date 
1 Office of Planning and Research October 13, 2015 
2 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) October 12, 2015 
3 City of Redwood City October 15, 2015 
4 Town of Woodside October 15, 2015 
5 Gladwyn d’Souza October 13, 2015 
6 Linton Y. Bowie October 9, 2015 
7 Erika Fabre, The Conservation Society October 10, 2015 

Responses to Comments 
This chapter also includes responses for each of the numbered comments identified in the comment 
letters. Each response briefly summarizes the comment, provides a response to the comment, and 
then identifies if the comment resulted in revisions to the Draft EIR. Revisions are included in 
Chapter 3, Text Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

In responding to comments, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, or experimentation recommended or demanded by a commenter. Rather, a lead 
agency need only respond to significant environmental issues and does not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers if that information is not related to environmental issues. The 
following responses represent a good-faith effort at full disclosure (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15088, 15204). 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 (Office of Planning Research) 

Comment 1-1 
The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) letter informs the District that the State Clearinghouse 
received the Draft EIR and submitted it to select agencies for review.  The OPR letter includes as an 
attachment the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) comment letter on the Draft EIR.  

Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are necessary.   

The Caltrans comment letter is included herein as Comment Letter 2.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 2 (Caltrans) 

Comment 2-1 
This comment summarizes Caltrans’ mission, vision, and goals.  

Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are necessary.   

The District has reviewed the May 28, 2015 scoping letter from Caltrans. There were no substantive 
environmental issues raised that were not addressed in either the Draft EIR or in Caltrans’ October 
12, 2015 letter (and therefore addressed in responses to Comments 2-2 through 2-4). 

Comment 2-2 
This comment summarizes the Project and the primary access roads to each of the campuses.   

Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are necessary.    

Comment 2-3 
This comment summarizes Caltrans’ encouragement to enhance Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM), including transit and pedestrian/bicycle facilities, to reduce regional vehicle miles travelled 
(VMT). The comment lists several examples of TDM measures.   

As described in Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the Project would neither 
facilitate or cause an increase in enrollment or employment, nor would it contribute to campus 
growth. Therefore, with the exception of Building 1, Kinesiology/Wellness, at Cañada College, and 
the residential complex at Skyline College, the Project would not result in the generation of new 
vehicle trips on the surrounding roadway network.    

The new Building 1, Kinesiology/Wellness, at Cañada College would replace the existing Building 1, 
Gymnasium. The new Building 1 would have a health club that would be open to the public, while 
the existing Building 1 only supports classroom uses and is not open to the public. Operation of the 
new health club would generate new vehicle trips on surrounding local streets, but the local streets 
would continue to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better). Additionally, because the 
health club is expected to be mostly used by students, staff, and members from the surrounding 
neighborhoods, it is expected that only a few trips would be added to Interstate 280 (I-280).  
Additionally, as described under Impact CC-TRA-2, the health club is not anticipated to increase 
transit demand, and the Project does not include any substantial alterations to internal or external 
transportation facilities aside from improvements to internal pedestrian connections. Because the 
Project would not result in any traffic impacts on the local state highway system, TDM measures at 
Cañada College are not warranted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.    

The residential complex at Skyline College would be a new use with up to 71 housing units on a 
vacant lot.  As described under Impact SC-TRA-1, the new residential complex would generate new 
vehicle trips on College Drive and surrounding local trips.  Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) is 
located in the vicinity of Skyline College.  As described, the residential complex would add a 
maximum of 54 peak-hour trips to Skyline Boulevard, and the new trips would not cause the Skyline 
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Boulevard/College Drive intersection to exceed the San Bruno LOS service.  Additionally, as 
described under Impact SC-TRA-2, the residential complex is not anticipated to increase transit 
demand to a level at which it could not be accommodated by existing transit service. The Project 
does not include any alterations to internal or external transportation facilities aside from 
improvements to internal pedestrian connections. Because the Project would not result in any traffic 
impacts on the local or the state highway system, TDM measures at Skyline College are not 
warranted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.    

Comment 2-4 
The comment states that the District is responsible for all Project mitigation, including any needed 
improvements to state highways, and that the mitigation should specify the Project’s fair share 
contribution, financing, scheduling, and implementation and monitoring responsibilities. The comment 
also states that this information should be presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP), and includes information required to be in the MMRP.  

Before the Project is approved, a MMRP will be adopted that lists the District-adopted mitigation 
measures, time for implementation, and parties responsible for their implementation and 
monitoring. Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, 
or other measures. The District is responsible through the MMRP for ensuring that implementation 
of the mitigation measures occurs. Because the Project is not anticipated to make a considerable 
contribution to traffic on state highways, there is no justification for a fair share contribution to 
highway improvements.  
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Responses to Comment Letter 3 (City of Redwood City) 

Comment 3-1 
The City of Redwood City (City) requests a copy of the Final EIR upon Project approval. 

The District will provide a copy of the Final EIR upon approval of the Project. This comment does not 
concern the adequacy of the EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.    

Comment 3-2 
The City requests clarification regarding to which watershed stormwater from Cañada College flows.  

The Redwood Creek watershed is a subwatershed of the larger South San Francisco Bay (South Bay) 
Watershed. Although Cañada College campus is located within both the larger South Bay and Santa 
Clara watershed boundaries, all onsite drainage is routed to the Redwood City municipal storm 
drain system, which ultimately flows to the South Bay watershed via Redwood Creek subwatershed. 
A few outfalls that discharge to the south first discharge runoff into the town of Woodside, which 
routes all its stormwater to the Redwood City storm drainage system as well. This information was 
obtained from the District Facilities Planning, Maintenance & Operations Stormwater management 
Program document (SMCCD 2013). This information was described on page 3.8-13 of the Draft EIR 
in the Surface Hydrology section. The text was modified on page 3.8-26 to clarify that the 
stormwater is routed to the Redwood City storm drainage system, which flows through the 
Redwood Creek subwatershed of the larger South Bay Watershed (refer to Chapter 3, Text Revisions 
to the Draft EIR).   

Comment 3-3 
The City requests that additional information be added to Mitigation Measure CC-HYD-2 to specify that 
the Project and its hydromodification measures will be designed in accordance with Redwood City 
Drainage Guidelines for Commercial Development.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would have a net zero increase in runoff 
and a grading and drainage plan would be prepared for improvements involving new building 
construction, new impermeable surfaces, or re-grading. The Project would comply with the District’s 
Storm Water Management Program, which is aligned with current State Water Board’s Phase II 
Small MS4 Permit  requirements. Therefore, the District is not required to comply with local 
jurisdictions’ regulations. The hydromodification features included in Mitigation Measure CC-HYD-2 
are consistent with the State Water Board’s standards. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 3-4 
The City indicated that directing runoff to new or existing landscaped areas does not control runoff 
unless that landscaped area is designed as a detention system to accommodate additional flows.   

As described under Impact CC-HYD-4, the District will be required to comply with Mitigation 
Measure CC-HYD-2. This mitigation includes the design and maintenance of hydromodification 
features to treat runoff. The measure also requires soils to percolate at a rate of 5 to 10 inches per 
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hour.  Furthermore, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would have a net zero 

increase in runoff.  

Detention is not the only way to control runoff. Runoff can be controlled by retaining or infiltrating 

runoff in addition to detaining it (via detention system) and matching post-project flows and 

durations to pre-project patterns. The new landscaped areas and hydromodification features located 

throughout the campus would be designed to allow for infiltration of additional runoff from the 

project that would otherwise flow into the storm drain system, which would ultimately serve the 

same purpose as a detention system by matching postproject flows to preproject flows. Text in 

Mitigation Measure CC-HYD-2 (page 3.8-27) was modified to provide clarification (refer to Chapter 

3, Text Revisions to the Draft EIR).   

Comment 3-5 

The City states that wastewater is treated at Silicon Valley Clean Water.  

The description of wastewater treatment services for the City of Redwood City has been revised  in 

Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIR to indicate that sewage is treated at Silicon Valley Clean Water 

(SVCW) (refer to Chapter 3, Text Revisions to the Draft EIR).  

Comment 3-6 

The City states that, because it would be open for public use, the health club at Cañada College would 

result in an increase in water use. The City notes that the District should pay all applicable water meter 

and water capacity fees based on existing and proposed water meter sizes and water usage.  The City 

requests that the impact analysis under Impact CC-PSU-3 be revised to state that water use will 

increase.  

As stated in the second paragraph under Impact CC-PSU-3, the District acknowledges that the new 

buildings constructed at Cañada College, including the health and wellness center could result in 

increased water use. The District is committed to the wise and responsible use of resources 

including water conservation. A number of programs and practices are in place to mitigate 

potentially significant increases in water usage including sustainable building design, construction 

standards, sustainability action plans, and a water efficiency program. Infrastructure improvements 

and water meter adjustments will not be required. The second to last sentence in the impact 

analysis states that “the Project would not result in the need for additional water supply significantly 

[emphasis added] over existing demand.”  As an existing customer, the District currently pays, and 

will continue to pay, all appropriate water meter, water capacity, and water usage fees based on the 

District’s water meter sizes and water usage in gallons per day.  Furthermore, the District would use 

a stormwater runoff collection system to capture rainwater for use in toilets, urinals, and for 

irrigation. This is anticipated to reduce water usage by approximately 30 percent. Including the 30 

percent reduction from recycled rainwater, the total water usage for Building 1, 

Kinesiology/Wellness, would be approximately 3.92 million gallons per year (mg/y). This is based 

on an estimate of 1,750 people using the facility per day1 and includes approximately 3.25 mg/y of 

water associated with operation of the building, 0.40 mg/y of water associated with irrigation, and 

the 0.27 mg/y of water associated with the two new pools described under Impact CC-PSU-3 in the 

Draft EIR.  The total water consumption would not require any changes to the existing 4-inch 

                                                             
1 The estimate of 1,750 people using the facility per day is derived from the current usage of the existing CSM 
health club facility.  
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domestic water pipe serving Building 1 and would not change the size of the domestic water meter 

serving the campus. Additionally, the existing 6-inch fire service pipe would not require upsizing. 2 

Comment 3-7 

The City states that because the Project would result in an increase in water supply, it would also result 

in an increase in wastewater generation. The City notes that the District should pay all applicable 

sewer capital facilities and wastewater treatment fees based on wastewater generation in gallons per 

day. The City requests that the impact analysis under Impact CC-PSU-4 be revised to state that 

wastewater generation will increase. 

As stated in the second paragraph under Impact CC-PSU-4, the District acknowledges that the new 

buildings constructed at Cañada College could result in increased wastewater generation.  The third 

to last sentence in the impact analysis states that “the Project would not result in the additional 

generation of wastewater significantly [emphasis added] over existing demand.”  As an existing 

customer, the District currently pays, and will continue to pay, all applicable sewer capital facilities 

and wastewater treatment fees based on wastewater generation in gallons per day.  See also 

Response to Comment 3-6. 

Comment 3-8 

The City requests that a statement be added to Impact CC-PSU-5 that stormwater runoff rates will be 

controlled in accordance with local standards.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would have a net zero increase in runoff 

and a grading and drainage plan would be prepared for improvements involving new building 

construction, new impermeable surfaces, or re-grading. The Project would comply with the District’s 

Storm Water Management Program, which is aligned with current State Water Board’s Phase II 

Small MS4 Permit requirements. Therefore, the District is not required to comply with local 

jurisdictions’ stormwater regulations. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.    

Comment 3-9 

The City notes that the Redwood City Fire Department does not have any jurisdiction over the campus.  

The setting description under Fire Protection Services in Section 3.12.2.2 has been revised to 

remove reference to the Redwood City Fire Department (refer to Chapter 3, Text Revisions to the 

Draft EIR).  

Comment 3-10 

The City notes that all school buildings must go through the DSA Plan review.   

Comment noted. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the EIR. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are necessary.    

                                                             
2 Whitmore, Brian P. BCA Architects. November 5, 2015—E-mail to Chris Strugar-Fritsch and Barbara Christensen, 
San Mateo County Community College District.  
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Comment 3-11 

The City states that Farm Hill Boulevard is not a truck route and that I-280 should be used as the 

primary truck route for construction vehicles.  

As stated on page 2-17 of Chapter 2, Project Description, construction vehicles would use Farm Hill 

Boulevard as an entrance to the campus for materials deliveries. There is no direct access into the 

campus from I-280. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 4 (Town of Woodside) 

Comment 4-1 

The Town of Woodside (Town) states that Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2 is a subjective solution for 

ensuring Building 1, Kinesiology/Wellness, is designed to blend with the surrounding built and natural 

environment. The Town recommends that the District engage with the Town of Woodside regarding 

the architectural decisions and present and discuss with the Town Council the mitigation measures.  

Compared with the taller, stark white existing building, the new Building 1 would be lower in height 

and darker in color so that it would blend and recede better within the landscape, as illustrated by 

the simulations shown in Figures 3.1-2 through 3.1-5. The District will meet with the Town of 

Woodside Manager regarding the architecture of Building 1 and Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2 has 

been revised to include this.  

Comment 4-2 

The Town states that there is no discussion or analysis of the impact of the interior lighting from 

Building 1 which would be visible at night through the windows.  

Currently, the Draft EIR describes the existing sources of light, which include interior building light 

associated with the existing Building 1, and then describes the lighting that would be new. Building 

1, Kinesiology/Wellness, would replace an existing building with windows and interior lighting. 

Although the new Building 1 would be larger than the existing Building 1, it would not be as tall. The 

new Building 1 would have more windows than the existing Building 1, but as illustrated by the 

simulation in Figure 3.1-5, the interior lighting would not appear to be as bright as the existing 

white building. In the evening, the dominant source of light emanating from Building 1 would be the 

exterior lighting associated with the new swimming pools. Any interior lighting from Building 1 

would be minimal compared with the pool lighting.  However, the pool lighting would also be 

downcast to minimize the amount of light spill and would be extinguished daily by 11:00 p.m. The 

Draft EIR has been revised to better clarify these characterizations and Mitigation Measure CC-AES-

3 has been refined to specify measures to reduce visible interior lighting (refer to Chapter 3, Text 

Revisions to the Draft EIR).  

Comment 4-3 

The Town states that the construction hours are listed incorrectly in Section 3.10, Noise, that the Town 

of Woodside General Plan Noise Element includes standards for maximum noise levels, and that the 

plan also states best management practices that are applicable in Woodside for controlling 

construction noise.  

The construction hours for the Town of Woodside listed in Section 3.10.1.3 have been corrected. 

Additionally, the applicable guidelines from Town of Woodside General Plan Noise Element have 

been added to the regulatory setting in Section 3.10.1.3 (refer to Chapter 3, Text Revisions to the 

Draft EIR).  
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Comment 4-4 

The Town states that the impact analysis indicates the District uses County noise standards and County 

construction hours. The Town asserts that the District should comply with the construction standards 

adopted by the local communities (Woodside and Redwood City).  

As described on page 3.10-17 of the Draft EIR, construction activity within the campus boundaries is 

not subject to City or County zoning policies. The District used County noise standards to assess 

potential noise impacts, but is not implementing the County’s construction noise hours.  As 

described, there is potential that construction activities would occur outside of the County’s limits 

on construction hours. The measures listed under Mitigation Measure CC-NOI-1 are included in the 

Draft EIR as a courtesy to reduce noise as much as feasible. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 5 (Gladwyn d’Souza) 

Comment 5-1 

The commenter suggests an alternative to meet the buildout goal of the Master Plan and reducing the 

parking footprint.  

The proposed 2015 Facilities Master Plan Amendment will not increase current enrollment or 

parking requirements. Reducing the parking footprint is not related to any of the Project’s potential 

significant impacts and would simply shift the Project’s impacts from one portion of the campus to 

another. It would not substantially reduce any of the Project’s significant impacts. Therefore, this 

alternative, as proposed by the commenter, is not considered further. No revisions to the Draft EIR 

are necessary.  

Comment 5-2 

The commenter suggest an offsite alternative for new campus facilities.  

The Project is the modernization of the existing campuses. Offsite locations and satellite facilities, by 

definition, do not meet the objectives of the Project. The alternative proposed by the commenter 

would not result in modernization of the existing campuses. Therefore, this alternative, as proposed 

by the commenter, is not considered further. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 5-3 

The commenter requests that the Draft EIR account for bird fatalities and incorporate mitigation for 

bird fatalities.  

Bird fatality is not an identified impact of the Project. There is no evidence that the existing campus 

buildings or the modernization of the campuses would result in an unusual or high number of bird 

fatalities.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 5-4 

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should account for the current drought and consider urban 

food landscapes and nutrition access.  

As described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, new buildings on the college campuses, with the 

exception of the Residential Complex at Skyline College, would target LEED Gold certification, and all 

new and modernization and renovation as part of the Project would aim to exceed the California 

Building Code Title 24 2013 Energy Efficiency Standards by at least 15%. Section 2.4.5 of the Draft 

EIR lists several sustainability strategies including a commitment to net zero increase in stormwater 

runoff and systems designed to effectively manage quantity of stormwater flows.  Further, the 

District Board of Trustees has established sustainability goals, and each campus has a sustainability 

plan, which includes the college’s visions, goals, and objectives for sustainability, as well as 

strategies to meet these goals. The proposed facility improvements at each of the campuses would 

be consistent with the visions, goals, and objectives in the respective sustainability plans. 

Nutrition access and urban food landscapes are not related to the potential impacts of the Project 

and, as a result, do not require mitigation. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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Comment 5-5 

The commenter states that the state guidelines stipulate that traffic studies should be based on VMT 

rather than LOS and that the EIR’s LOS analysis creates a disconnect with Assembly Bill 32 and Senate 

Bill (SB) 375 and allows the EIR to not analyze operations emissions from commuters at buildout.  

The commenter is misinformed. No change has been made to the State CEQA Guidelines that would 

require consideration of VMT in place of LOS as the traffic metric for impact analysis. The new traffic 

impact guidelines are still under development. The California Office of Planning and Research is 

expected to release the second version of its discussion draft later this fall; the proposed VMT 

Guidelines will then go to the Natural Resources Agency for the agency to shepherd them through 

the administrative rulemaking process. The process of officially adopting Guidelines amendments 

typically takes a year to complete. The new VMT Guidelines will likely become effective in late 2016. 

There is no disconnect with Assembly Bill 32 (which mandates a reduction in statewide greenhouse 

gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020) or with SB 375 (which mandates the inclusion of a 

“sustainable communities strategy” in the Regional Transportation Plan that will reduce regional 

greenhouse gas emissions). Neither AB 32 nor Plan Bay Area, the applicable Regional 

Transportation Plan, require or are dependent upon using VMT as the traffic metric for CEQA 

analysis.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 5-6 

The commenter suggests that the EIR consider townhomes rather than single-family homes.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the residential complex at Skyline College would 

include attached residences as well as single-family detached residences. The site is currently 

designated for low density residential development (2.1-8.0 dwelling units per acre). The District 

proposes to amend the San Bruno General Plan and/or to seek a planned development permit to re-

designate a portion of the site as Medium Density Residential (8.1–24.0 dwelling units/acre). This 

designation was chosen in order to allow multi-family residences. Additionally, the residential site is 

an infill site that is adjoined by existing development in the form of single-family residences and the 

college campus. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 5-7 

The comment requests that the EIR explain how the mitigation measures will improve the survival rate 

of impacted species.  

The EIR contains mitigation measures to minimize impacts on special-status plant species 

(Mitigation Measure CC-BIO-1, CSM-BIO-1, SC-BIO-1), white-tailed kite and other next birds 

(Mitigation Measure CC-BIO-2, CSM-BIO-2, SC-BIO-2), fringed myotis, pallid bat, and hoary bat (CC-

BIO-3, CSM-BIO-3, SC-BIO-3), and Mission blue butterfly (SC-BIO-4a through SC-BIO-4c). These 

mitigation measures are industry standard and have been effective in reducing impacts on special-

status species. These mitigation measures reduce the Project’s impacts on special-status species to 

less than significant levels. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Letter 6 (Linton Y. Bowie) 

Comment 6-1 

The commenter describes that the Project includes the demolition and replacement of Buildings 12 and 

19 and the construction of a new Building 19 in their place on at College of San Mateo (CSM). The 

commenter also quotes the Draft EIR that there would be no changes to Buildings 20, Horticulture, 

20A, Greenhouse, or Edison Lot 7. The EIR does not include any plans for the hills immediately adjacent 

to the New Building 19.  

The commenter is correct in the summary of the proposed changes regarding Buildings 12 and 19. 

The Project evaluated in the Draft EIR does not include any changes to Buildings 20, 20A, or the 

Edison Lots. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

Comment 6-2 

The commenter is proposing alternatives to be considered for the hilly area adjacent to the new 

Building 19.  

The Project as proposed does not include any changes to Buildings 20, Horticulture, 20A, 

Greenhouse, Edison Lot 7, or to the surrounding hillsides and, therefore, there are no impacts 

associated with development of this area that should be discussed in the EIR. Alternatives related to 

Building 20 and its environs are outside of the scope of this EIR and are not being considered as part 

of the project being analyzed. Therefore, a discussion of alternatives related to Building 20 and its 

environs is unnecessary because it does not relate to the Project.  
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Response to Comment Letter 7 (Erika Fabre, The Conservation 
Society) 

Comment 7-1 

The commenter states that The Conservation Society has an interest in preserving and restoring the 

CSM Garden and requests that preservation of the CSM Garden be included in the scope of the EIR.  

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was published on May 5, 2015. The purpose of the 

NOP was to solicit participation from relevant agencies and from the public in determining the scope 

of the EIR. The scoping period ended on June 8, 2015. The District did not receive a scoping 

comment from the commenter.  The CSM Garden is not part of the Project analyzed in this EIR and, 

therefore, there are no impacts associated with development of this area that should be discussed in 

the EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

 

 





Chapter 3 
Text Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter includes revisions to the Draft EIR as errata, as allowed by CEQA. The revisions are 
presented in the order in which they appear in the Draft EIR, with the relevant page number(s) 
indicated with italicized print. New or revised text is shown with underline for additions and strike-
out for deletions.  

After considering all comments received on the Draft EIR, the lead agency has determined that the 
changes do not result in a need to recirculate the Draft EIR. Under the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation 
is required when new significant information identifies any of the following. 

 A new significant environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented.  

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation measures 
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, considerably different from others 
previously analyzed, which clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project, but that the project’s proponents decline to adopt.  

 That the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Guidelines Sec. 15088.5[a]). 

All text revisions are to provide clarification or additional detail. Recirculation of a draft EIR is not 
required where the new information merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to an 
adequate EIR (Guidelines Sec. 15088[b]).  

Chapter 3 – Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
3.1 Aesthetics 

The first paragraph under Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2, on page 3.1-21, has been revised as follows. 

Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2: Apply aesthetic design treatments to buildings within 
scenic views, including vistas, at Cañada College  

Buildings associated with the Project to be located within scenic vista views (new Building 1, 
Kinesiology/Wellness) will be designed in a manner that allows these features to blend with the 
surrounding built and natural environments so that these structures complement the visual 
landscape. The District will meet with the Town of Woodside Manager regarding the 
architecture of Building 1 at Cañada College. The following measures will be applied.  

 Visible roofing materials will be selected to balance aesthetics with energy performance and 
compliance with codes and standards using a color shade that is visually cohesive with and 
darker than the general surrounding natural area. Colors may be chosen from the U.S. 
Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Standard Environmental 
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Colors Chart CC-001: June 2008. The building designer will employ the use of color panels as 

mock-ups which will be evaluated from key observation points during common lighting 

conditions (front versus backlighting) to aid in the appropriate color selection. Panels will 

be a minimum of 3 by 2 feet in dimension and will be evaluated from various distances, but 

within 1,000 feet, to ensure the best possible color selection. Color selection will be made for 

the coloring of the most prevalent season, and the intent is to match the panels to this 

surrounding coloring and pick a color that best fits. Choosing a shade that is darker will 

allow the surface to recede and blend within the visual landscape whereas a lighter color 

advances or is more apparent within the visual landscape. 

 New building facades will be painted in earth tones to help buildings blend better within the 

natural setting. White and lighter beiges and tans, which would make buildings stand out 

and contrast against nearby darker tree canopies, will be avoided. 

The first paragraph under Impact CC-AES-4 on page 3.1-23 has been revised as follows. 

Existing sources of light and glare in the Project vicinity include general campus lighting from 

buildings, lit pathways, sports fields (safety lighting only—not competition lighting, which 

would be of a higher intensity), roadway and parking lots, light from vehicles traveling on 

internal and adjacent roadways, and street lights along Farm Hill Boulevard. The existing 

building at the site of proposed Building 1 includes interior light that is visible through the 

windows, when seen from surrounding areas, including from I-280. The new Building 1 would 

replace this existing building and, although the new Building 1 would be larger than the existing 

building, it would not be as tall. The new Building 1 would have more windows than the existing 

Building 1, but as illustrated by the simulation in Figure 3.1-5, the interior lighting would not 

appear to be as bright as the existing white building. Therefore, interior lights would be 

comparable to the current levels of interior lighting and brightness associated with the existing 

building. However, Mitigation Measure CC-AES-3 would ensure that impacts associated with 

interior lighting associated with the new Building 1 are not significant. In the evening, the 

dominant source of light emanating from Building 1 would be the exterior Llighting associated 
with the new swimming pools adjacent to and east of the new Building 1, Kinesiology/Wellness. 

Any interior lighting from Building 1 would be minimal compared with the pool lighting. Other 

new sources of lighting associated with the Project would include new lighting at both proposed 

parking expansion areas and at the two proposed swimming pools adjacent to and east of the 

new Building 1, Kinesiology/Wellness.  

A new first paragraph under Mitigation Measure CC-AES-3, on page 3.1-24, has been added as follows. 

Mitigation Measure CC-AES-3: Apply minimum lighting standards at Cañada College 

The District will implement an interior lighting policy for all new buildings that does the 

following: 

 Building design would be required to include low-intensity interior safety lighting for 

use during afterhours.  This practice would decrease the amount of nighttime light that 

would occur from using standard interior lighting as safety lighting. 

 Use of interior lights to ensure building safety would be allowed, but the unnecessary 

overuse of interior nighttime lighting would be prevented by requiring that interior 

spaces implement a “lights-off” policy.  This practice requires that all non-safety lighting 

be turned off at night (such as in offices, classrooms, and hallways), after instructional 
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hours. This may be accommodated by utilizing automatic motion sensor lighting that is 

programmed for use afterhours. 

 Use of harsh mercury vapor or low-pressure sodium bulbs would be prohibited.  

All artificial outdoor lighting will be limited to safety and security requirements, designed using 

Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines and in compliance with International Dark-

Sky Association approved fixtures. All lighting is designed to have minimum impact on the 

surrounding environment and will use downcast, cut-off type fixtures that direct the light only 

towards objects requiring illumination. Shielding will be utilized, where needed, to ensure light 

pollution is minimized. Therefore, lights will be installed at the lowest allowable height and cast 

low-angle illumination while minimizing incidental light spill onto adjacent properties, open 

spaces, or backscatter into the nighttime sky. The lowest allowable illuminance level will be 

used for all lighted areas and the amount of nighttime lights needed to light an area will be 

minimized to the highest degree possible. Light fixtures will have non-glare finishes that will not 

cause reflective daytime glare. Lighting will be designed for energy efficiency and have daylight 

sensors or be timed with an on/off program. Lights will provide good color rendering with 

natural light qualities with the minimum intensity feasible for security, safety, and personnel 

access. Lighting, including light color rendering and fixture types, will be designed to be 

aesthetically pleasing.  

LED lighting will avoid the use of blue-rich white light lamps and use a correlated color 

temperature that is no higher than 3,000 Kelvin (International Dark-Sky Association 2010a, 

2010b, 2015). Wherever possible and pragmatic, the District will use fixtures and lighting 

control systems that conform to International Dark-Sky Associations Fixture Seal of Approval 

program. In addition, LED lights will use shielding to ensure nuisance glare and that light spill 

does not affect sensitive residential viewers.  

Lights along pathways and safety lighting at building entrances and loading areas will employ 

shielding to minimize offsite light spill and glare and be screened and directed away from 

residences and adjacent uses to the highest degree possible. The amount of nighttime lights used 

along pathways will be minimized to the highest degree possible to ensure that spaces are not 

unnecessarily over-lit, while still maintaining minimum adequate lighting to provide necessary 

visibility for security. For example, the amount of light can be reduced by limiting the amount of 

ornamental light posts to higher use areas and by using hooded wall mounts or bollard lighting 

on travel way portions of pathways. 

In particular, pool lighting will employ spill and glare control features to minimize off-site 

light pollution. Luminaires will be chosen for the ability to provide horizontal and vertical 

beam control for better control in directing what is illuminated. In addition, shielding, such as 

a visor, will be used to further direct light and reduce light spill and ambient light glow. 

Luminaires will also incorporate photometric reflector systems that are designed to reduce 

light pollution. 

Technologies to reduce light pollution evolve over time and design measures that are currently 

available may help but may not be the most effective means of controlling light pollution once 

the Project is designed. Therefore, all design measures used to reduce light pollution will employ 

the technologies available at the time of Project design to allow for the highest potential 

reduction in light pollution. 
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The last sentence under Impact CSM-AES-4, on page 3.1-27, has been revised to correct a typographical 

error as follows. 

Impact CSM-AES-4: Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area (less than significant with mitigation) 

Existing sources of light and glare on and near the campus that can be seen from nearby 

residences and local roadways where views permit include general campus lighting from 

buildings, lit pathways, sports fields, and parking lots; light from vehicles travelling on internal 

and adjacent roadways; and street lights along Perimeter Road. This includes lighting associated 

with parking lots, the amphitheater, and vehicles in the North Gateway campus area, as seen by 

residences north, east, and west of the campus. Upgrades to existing buildings would not 

increase glare, and glare from the new Building 8, Gymnasium, and Building 19, Center for 
Innovation and Emerging Technologies, is expected to be minimal due existing developed nature 

of the area, the presence of existing vegetative screening, and additional proposed campus 

landscaping that would further reduce glare. Some new lighting would be installed at the 
Corporation Yard for security and could create a new source of light that would adversely affect 

nighttime views in the area if not properly designed. Tree removal and pruning could remove 

vegetation that helps to screen existing and proposed sources of light. However, the area is 

already well-lit and the tree removal and pruning would not likely result in perceptible changes 

in existing light and glare. Furthermore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CSM-AES-

4, any new light fixtures installed as part of the Project would be compliant with “dark sky” 

standards and directed downward and with the minimal intensity necessary to achieve the 

safety and security standards desired by the District for a particular area so that new sources of 

light would not result in notable changes compared to existing levels. With implementation of 

Mitigation Measure CSM-AES-2 CSM-AES-4, impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure SC-AES-2 on page 3.1-30 and 3.1-32 has been revised because, with the text change 

to Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2 described above, Mitigation Measure SC-AES-2 would no longer be the 

same Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2.  

Mitigation Measure SC-AES-2: Apply aesthetic design treatments to buildings within 

scenic views, including vistas, at Skyline College 

This mitigation is the same as Mitigation Measure CC-AES-2 described under Impact CC-AES-2, 

but would be implemented at Skyline College. 

Buildings associated with the Project to be located within scenic vista views be designed in a 

manner that allows these features to blend with the surrounding built and natural environments 

so that these structures complement the visual landscape. The following measures will be 

applied.  

 Visible roofing materials will be selected to balance aesthetics with energy performance and 

compliance with codes and standards using a color shade that is visually cohesive with and 

darker than the general surrounding natural area. Colors may be chosen from the U.S. 

Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Standard Environmental 

Colors Chart CC-001: June 2008. The building designer will employ the use of color panels as 

mock-ups which will be evaluated from key observation points during common lighting 

conditions (front versus backlighting) to aid in the appropriate color selection. Panels will 

be a minimum of 3 by 2 feet in dimension and will be evaluated from various distances, but 
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within 1,000 feet, to ensure the best possible color selection. Color selection will be made for 

the coloring of the most prevalent season, and the intent is to match the panels to this 

surrounding coloring and pick a color that best fits. Choosing a shade that is darker will 

allow the surface to recede and blend within the visual landscape whereas a lighter color 

advances or is more apparent within the visual landscape. 

 New building facades will be painted in earth tones to help buildings blend better within the 

natural setting. White and lighter beiges and tans, which would make buildings stand out 

and contrast against nearby darker tree canopies, will be avoided. 

The last sentence of the fourth paragraph, on page 3.1-33, in Section 3.1.4.4, Cumulative Impacts, has 

been revised to correct a typographical error as follows. 

At CSM, as described in Section 3.1.4.3, the area has rolling terrain and affords quality scenic 

vistas, and the Project affects a ridgeline view that is seen as a partial element within wider vista 

views. State scenic highways would not be affected, and the Project would also not affect views 

from County and local scenic roadways (Alameda de las Pulgas, Crystal Springs Road, Polhemus 

Road, and SR 92) because existing terrain, vegetation, and development buffer views of the 

Project area. The proposed design of buildings and proposed campus landscaping ensure that 

the Project minimizes visual impacts to the degree possible, in the few locations limited views of 

the changes would be present, so that they are not cumulatively considerable. In addition, the 

campus is currently well-lit and the surrounding area is currently well-lit. However, lighting 

associated with the Project could increase the amount of nighttime lighting and could result in a 

considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to ambient light glow and light 

pollution in the area. However, Mitigation Measure CSM-AES-2 CSM-AES-4 would reduce 

these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The second paragraph under Surface Hydrology on page 3.8-13 has been revised as follows. 

No streams, creeks, or other surface water bodies are found within Cañada College or its 

immediate vicinity. The topography surrounding Cañada College campus is hilly. The campus 

drains outward in all directions toward its property boundary, and storm drainage is discharged 

from multiple locations. The majority of runoff drains to the northeast into Redwood City via the 

Redwood Creek drainage area and ultimately into San Francisco Bay. Redwood Creek and its 

tributary, Arroyo Ojo de Agua Creek, are the closest receiving waters to the Cañada College 

campus. A few outfalls which discharge to the south first discharge runoff into the town of 

Woodside before entering the Redwood City storm drainage system (San Mateo County 

Community College District 2013). Storm drain facilities include a network of pipes consisting of 

a combination of corrugated metal pipe (CMP), reinforced concrete pipe (RCP), polyvinyl 

chloride pipe (PVC), and high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe. Older pipe networks tend to be 

composed of concrete and corrugated metal pipe. Newer construction uses more HDPE and PVC 

pipe (San Mateo County Community College District 2013). 

The second paragraph under Operation under Impact CC-HYD-1 has been revised as follows. 

Of the 124 acres at Cañada College, approximately 4.9 acres would be new impervious area due 

to new buildings and expansion of parking lots as part of the Cañada College project 

improvements (Table 3.8-8). The increase in impervious surface over existing conditions 
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would result in increased rates and quantities of stormwater runoff. Runoff from the new 

impervious surfaces could contain nonpoint pollution sources typical of urban settings and 

associated with automobiles, trash, cleaning solutions, and landscaped areas. Areas with 

campus improvements would be drained by a combination of new and existing onsite storm 

drain systems. All flows from the campus would continue to be conveyed to storm drain 

systems that discharge to the Redwood City storm drain system, which flows through the 

Redwood Creek subwatershedwhich ultimately discharges to the San Francisco of the larger 

South Bay Watershed. 

Mitigation Measure CC-HYD-2, on page 3.8-27, has been revised as follows. 

Mitigation Measure CC-HYD-2: Design and maintain hydromodification features as 

postconstruction measures at Cañada College 

The District will ensure that facility improvement areas are incorporated into the design prior to 

the construction phase, where feasible, and located to limit the volume of additional stormwater 

runoff by matching postproject flows to preproject flows, and provide for onsite treatment of 

contaminants. These facility improvement areas will be open, level areas vegetated to allow 

runoff to be distributed evenly across the area. Generally, Tthey will be designed to treat runoff 

by filtering raw runoff through the soil media in the treatment area to trap particulate pollutants 

(suspended solids and trace metals) and promote infiltration. However, alternative methods to 

treat runoff may be used, such as bio-filtration basins, underground detention and retention 

vaults or tanks, gravel beds, perforated pipes, stormwater chambers, pervious pavement, and 

green roofs that contain filtration media.  Project areas will be designed to treat runoff so that 

pollutants (e.g., sediment, landscape fertilizers and/or pesticides, oil from parking areas) can be 

filtered out and, therefore, the Project will not contribute a substantial number of additional 

pollutants to runoff.  

Maintenance of these features will be performed routinely to prevent sediment buildup and 

clogging in order to ensure optimal pollutant removal efficiency. Maintenance activities will 

include those listed below and would be done periodically. 

 Remove obstructions, debris and trash and dispose of properly. 

 Inspect to ensure proper drainage between storms and within 5 days following measurable 

rainfall. 

 Inspect inlets for channels, soil exposure, or other evidence of erosion. 

 Remove obstructions and sediment. 

 Maintain vegetation via pruning and weeding, and treat with preventative and low-toxic 

methods. 

 Check that mulch is maintained at an appropriate depth and replenish as necessary. 

 Use soil that meets specifications included in the SMCWPPP C.3 Stormwater Technical 

Guidance Manual, or comparable document. Specifically, soils must percolate at a rate of 5 to 

10 inches per hour.  

A facility improvement area inspection and maintenance checklist will be used to conduct 

inspections, identify needed maintenance, and record maintenance that is conducted. Operation 

of the hydromodification features is expected to improve the quality of stormwater from the 
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Project site. Maintenance of these areas would help eliminate or minimize impacts on 

stormwater quality. 

3.10 Noise 

The description of construction hours by jurisdiction on page 3.10-2 has been revised as follows. 

Hours of the day that construction is allowed vary between the local jurisdictions as follows: 

 County of San Mateo: 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, 

and not at all on Sundays, Thanksgiving, or Christmas. 

 Redwood City: 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on weekdays. 

 Woodside: 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Sundays 

Saturdays. 

 San Mateo: 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 

12:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays. 

 San Bruno: 85 dBA limit at 100 feet between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 60 dBA limit at 

100 feet between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The District would limit construction to the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and 

weekends, if necessary. Accordingly, the District’s construction plan may not be consistent with 

local limits on hours of construction.  

The description under the Town of Woodside Municipal Code on page 3.10-4 has been revised as 

follows. 

Town of Woodside General Plan 

The Woodside General Plan Noise Element, as adopted in 2012, prescribes noise exposure 

criteria and standards for new development.  

The Town’s maximum ambient noise levels chart indicates that exterior noise above 55 Ldn 

would result in a noise impact on residential and open space land uses and exterior noise above 

60 Ldn would result in a noise impact on commercial land uses.  

The Woodside General Plan Noise Element also includes several best management practices for 

controlling construction noise.  

Town of Woodside Municipal Code 

The Woodside General Plan Noise Element, as adopted in 2012, does not have guidelines that 

are specifically relevant to the Project. 

While the Town of Woodside does not have a noise ordinance, the City’s municipal code puts 

limitations on construction hours and specifies noise limits at construction sites. The Town of 

Woodside Municipal Code states: 

Hours of operation. All site development and building construction operations shall be carried on 
only between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 
p.m. Saturdays, unless the town engineer finds that work at other times or days would not 
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imperil or inconvenience the public, or create a nuisance, in which case he/she may by written 
permission, allow the work to proceed during such other hours as may be necessary. 

3.12 Public Services and Utilities 

The description under Fire Protection Services on page 3.12-3 has been revised as follows. 

Fire Protection Services 

Cañada College campus is served by both the Woodside Fire Protection District (WFPD) and the 

Redwood City Fire Department (RCFD). WFPD employs 1 fire chief, 4 battalion chiefs, 9 fire 

captains, 1 fire marshal, 33 firefighter and firefighter paramedics, and administrative staff 

(Woodside Fire Protection District 2015). RCFD employs 90 staff members, including firefighters, 

firefighter/ 

paramedics, captains, battalion chiefs, fire prevention staff, training staff, and administrative staff 

(City of Redwood City 2015a). Currently, the WFPD and the Redwood City Fire Department 

(RCFD) operate under a mutual aid agreement, whereby personnel and equipment can be 

dispatched to the site from WFPD and/or RCFD stations located near the Cañada College campus. 

The nearest fire station to the campus is WFPD Station #19 at 850 California Way in Emerald Hills, 

about 1 mile northeast. The nearest station within the RCFD is Station #12 at 3700 Jefferson 

Avenue in Redwood City, about 2.5 miles east of the campus. RCFD Station 12’s average response 

time is 5 minutes and 13 sections (City of Redwood City 2010).  

The first paragraph under Wastewater on page 3.12-5 has been revised as follows. 

Wastewater 

The City of Redwood City Public Works Services Department provides sewer collection services 

to the Cañada College campus. The City’s sanitary sewer collection system operates primarily via 

gravity flow and consists of approximately 192 miles of sewer mains, along with 31 sewer lift 

stations (City of Redwood City 2010). The sewage is treated at the South Bayside System 

Authority (SBSA) Silicon Valley Clean Water (SVCW) Wastewater Treatment Plant, located on 

the western shore of San Francisco Bay. This facility provides secondary treatment of domestic 

and industrial wastewater to cities in southern San Mateo County. SCVW serves more than 

200,000 people and businesses in its service area and treats wastewater in an advanced, two-

stage biological treatment facility. Redwood City’s average dry weather allocation at the SBSA 

treatment plant is 13.8 million gallons per day and peak wet weather allocation is 30.5 million 

gallons per day (City of Redwood City 2010). Treated wastewater is discharged into the San 

Francisco Bay. 
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