
RESOL~UTION NO. 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF SAN 
MATE0 AND THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE LELAND STANFORD JUNIOR 

UNIVERSITY TO RECONSTRUCT THE SAND HILL ROAD - SANTA CRUZ 
AVENUE WTERSECTlON AND RELATED INTERSECTION APPROACHES, 

AUTHORIZING THE PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO 
EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, 
AND APPROVING A MITIGATIONS AND MONITORJNG PROGRAM, FINDINGS 

AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS. 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 
(“BOARD”) DOES RESOLVE, FIND, DETERMINE AND DECLARE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Background. 

A. On June 30, 1997, the~city Council of the City ofPalo Alto, acting as lead 
agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), certified the Stanford 
Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects Final Environmental Impact Report (the “EIR”) and approved 
the projects described in the EIR, including the Sand Hill Rbad Extension and Related Roadway 
Improvements Project. 

B. After the EIR was certified, the City of Palo Alt~o and The Board of 
Trustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University (‘Stanford”) entered into a Development 
Agreement for the Stanford Sand Hill .Road Corridors Projects, which was recorded in the 
OfEcial Records of Santa Clara County on December 3, 1997 and subsequently amended (the 
“Palo Alto Development Agreement”). 

C. Portions ofthe Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway 
Improvements Project evaluated in the EIR and approved by the Cit~y ofPalo Alto will be 
implemented in unincorporated areas of the County of San Mateo (“the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project” or “the Project”) and other portions will be implemented in the City of Menlo 
Park (“the Menlo Park Roadway Project”), 

D. As a condition of approval of the projects described in the EIR and under 
the terms of the Palo Alto Development Agreement, Stanford is obligated to offer to fUnd certain 
intersection improvements within the City ofMenlo Park (‘City”) and certain other intersection 
improvements within the County of San Mateo (“.County”) up to a maximum determined by an 
engineer’s estimate inflated annually to reflect inflation and conditioned upon the City’s or the 
County’s agreement to construct the improvements. 

E. In 2001, Stanford offered to pay the requisite sums to the City and the 
County on the terms and conditions as required by the City of Palo Alto. Neither the City nor 
the County has accepted the offer. The City was concerned that the cost of the improvements 
might exceed the engineer’s estimate land that the City would be obligated to fund amounts in 
excess of that which Stanford has offered to pay. The City also had certain concerns about the 
original design of the improvements. In response to the City’s concerns regarding the design, the 



Design Development Plans, which include roadway improvements in both the City and the 
County, were revised. 

F. In 2002, Stanford offered to construct the Menlo Park Roadway Project at 
its sole expense. On November 12, 2002, the City approved Resolution No. 5410, a “Resolution 
Approving an Addendum to the Sand Hill Road Corrid~or Projects Final Environmental Impact 
Report, Approving a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Approving Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, Approving an Agreement Between the City ofMenlo 
Park and the Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University to Reconstruct the Sand 
Hill Road - Santa Cruz Avenue Intersection and Related Intersection Approaches Including Sand 
Hill Road from Santa Cruz Avenue to the City Limit ate San Francisquito Creek and Authorizing 
the City Manager to Execute the Agreement on behalf of the City of Menlo Park-” (“the Menlo 
Park Resolution”). On or about December 4,2002, Stanford and the City entered into the 
Agreement authorized by the Menlo Park Resolution (the “Menlo Park Agreement.“) 

G. Stanford has now offered to construct the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project at its sole expense under the terms of a proposed Agreement with the County. County of 
San Mateo staff and Stanford have reached agreement on the scope of work represented by 
Design Development Plans incorporated by reference in the proposed Agreement between 
Stanford and the County of San Mateo (hereafter sometimes “the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project Agreement” and sometimes “the Agreement”), which Agreement is now presented to the 
Board for approval. 

H. The San Mateo County Roadway Project includes the following work to 
be performed in the unincorporated area of the County: 

l Sand Hill Roadway widening. extending southwesterly +/- 480’ along Sand Hill Road 
t?om the common boundaryiine between Menlo Park and San Mateo County (from the 
intersection of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue); 

l Santa Cruz Avenue widening extending northwesterly +/- 290’ along Santa Cruz Avenue 
from the common boundary line between Menlo Park and San Mateo County (near the 
intersection of Sand Hill Road and Santa CNZ Avenue); 

. Minor roadway improvements for grading, paving, drainage and signage at Stanford 
.4venue, Leland Avenue and the intersection of Vine Street and Oak Avenue adjacent to 
the common boundary line between Menlo Park and San Mateo County; and 

l A portion of the roadway widening of Santa Cruz Avenue located +-/- 430’ south of the 
intersection of Sand Hill Road and Santa CNZ Avenue adjacent to the common boundary 
line between Menlo Park and San Mateo County; 

all as more particularly shown on the Design Development Plans incorporated in the Agreement 
by reference. The Project also includes: 

l hlodified signalization at the Sand Hill Road and Santa CNZ Avenue intersection. Said 
signal shall prevent a right turn from Sand Hill Road in the westerly direction to Santa 
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CNZ Avenue in the northerly direction when Sand Hill Road traffic in the westerly 
direction is stopped; 

l Traflic barriers and sound wall on the northeast comer of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz 
Avenue; 

l Relocation of utility facilities as necessary to construct the roadway improvements, storm 
drainage facilities and other landscaping along Sand Hill Road, and relocation of existing 
street lighting and existing fire hydrants as necessary to construct the roadway 
improvements. 

I. The Board held a duly noticed meeting on March 25,2003, at which time 
the Board considered the Project. 

SECTION 2. General Findings 

A. The EIR consists of Volumes 1 through 8, “Summary of Current Project 
Revisions”; an Addendum prepared by the City of Palo Alto in 2001, and the November 2002 
City ofMenlo Park Addendum to the Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects Environmental 
Impact Report. 

B. The County, acting as a responsible agency under CEQA with respect to 
the San Mateo County Roadway Project, has considered the ElR and the environmental effects 
of the San Mateo County Roadway Project as shown in the EIR. 

C. The record upon which the Board’s findings and determination are based 
includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

1. The Em 

2. The San Mateo County Roadway Project Agreement; 

3. The Menlo Park Agreement; 

4. The City ofPalo Alto’s Resolution No. 7685 Certifying the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Sand Hill Corridor Projects, Adopting a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Making Certain Findings, including Exhibits A 
(Mitigation Monitoring Program), E (Sand Hill Road Extension, Widening and Related Roadway 
Improvements/Council Findings Concerning Mitigation of Environmental Impacts and 
Consideration of Alternatives), and J (Statement of Overriding Considerations) thereto; 

5. The City ofMenlo Park’s Resolution No. 541~0 Approving an 
Addendum to the Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects Final Environmental Impact Report, 
Approving a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Approving Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, Approving an Agreement Between the City ofMenlo 
Park and the Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University to Reconstruct the Sand 
Hill Road - Santa CNZ Avenue Intersection and Related Intersection Approaches Including Sand 
Hill Road t?om Santa Cruz Avenue to the City Limit at San Francisquito Creek and Authorizing 
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the City Manager to Execute the Agreement on behalf of the City of Menlo Park, including 
Exhibit A thereto; 

6. The Palo Alto Development Agreement and Stanford’s written 
offer to pay the County for intersection improvements pursuant to the Development Agreement; 

7. All documentary and oral evidence regarding this matter submitted 
to the County prior to adoption of this Resolution; 

8. All documents constituting the record pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 21167.6; and 

9. All matters of common knowledge to this Board, including, but not 
limited toj the Board’s policies, guidelines and regulations. 

D. The custodian of the documents described above constituting the record of 
proceedings is Neil Cullen, Director of Public Works; County of San Ma&, 555 County Center, 
Sm Floor, Redwood City, California 94063-1665. 

E. If any term, provision or portion of the Board’s findings or the application 
of the same to a particular situation is held by a court to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the 
remaining provisions of the findings, or t~he application of the term, provision or portion of the 
Board’s findings to other situations, shall continue in full force and effect unless amended or 
modified by the Board. 

SECTION 3. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

A. Pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21002.1 and 21081.6, the 
County of San htiteo has prepared a comprehensive Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) 
that provides for implementation, monitoring and enforcement of all conditions and mitigation 
measures adopted to mitigate environmental impacts ofthe San Mateo County Roadway Project. 
The MMP is attached as Exhibit “A” to this Resolution and is hereby adopted and approved by 
the Board. 

B. The Board, in adopting the MMP, declares that the recitation of the 
mitigation measures in the MMP is intended to be the same in substance as the mitigation 
measures in the EIR that are applicable to the San Mateo County Roadway Project, but that in 
many instances general mitigation measures~described in the EIR have been made more specific 
in the Agreement and the h4MP. In the event of any apparent conflict between a mitigation 
measure recommended in the EIR, on the one hand, and the Agreement or MMP, on the other 
hand, the latter shall prevail. If there is an apparent contlict between the Agreement and the 
h&K’, the former shall prevail. 

SECTION 4 Findings Concerning Significant or Potentially Significant 
Environmental Impacts and hfitigation Measures. 

A. Review and Consideration of Impacts 
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The Board has considered all information relevant to the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project contained in the EIR; as well as all other relevant information received in the 
course of evaluation and review of the proposed Project, concerning all significant and 
potentially significant environmental impacts and cumulative impacts of the Project. 

B. Findings Concerning Mitigation of Environmental Impacts 

The Board’s detailed findings for each significant or potentially signiticant 
environmental impact identified in the EIR and relevant to the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project are set forth below. The SanMateo County Roadway Project constitutes a very small 
part of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project and, therefore, 
will cause a very small part of the impacts of the larger Project. Although it is likely that many 
of the impacts of the San Mateo County Roadway Project would be considered less than 
significant by themselves, the County treats each significant impact of the Sand Hill Road 
Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project, identified in the El& as a significant 
impact of the San Mateo County Roadway Project if the San Mateo County Roadway Project 
makes any contribution to that significant impact. Each such significant or potentially significant 
impact is shown in bold type. Those mitigation measures adopted or partially adopted by the 
Board are described. The Board’s reasons for rejection or partial rejection of certain mitigation 
measures and reasons for selection among altematilre potential mitigation measures are described 
where appropriate. 

1. LAND USE 

The EIR identified a significant Land Use impact of the Sand - : i 
Extension, Widening and Related Roadway :Improvements Project consisting of the substantially 
increased scale of the roadway network in the Sand Hill Road Corridor. This impact would be 
caused in part by the San Mateo County Roadway Project. 

Impact 4.1-l The proposed projects could result in a substantial change in the 
character of the land uses on or around the project sites. 

Impact 4.1-5 Implementation of the proposed projects, in conjunction with 
cumulative development within the Sand Hill Road Corridor, would result in a change in 
character in the area. 

The ElR concluded that there were no feasible mitigation measures available that 
would substantially reduce the identified significant land use impact and cumulative land use 
impact and that these impacts were therefore unavoidable. 

The Board finds that Impacts 4. l-l and 4.1-S have occurred and will continue to 
occur primarily because of Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects that are outside the County’s 
jurisdiction or control. The Board tinther finds that mitigation measures adopted below for 
Transportation, Noise, and Biological ~Resources impacts will reduce the overall severity of these 
impacts, particularly by enhancing opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle travel in the Sand 
Hill Road corridor, mitigating the potential noise impacts on neighboring residents, and 
providing for replacement of trees and restoration of habitat affected by the removal of trees. 
Despite these measures, however, the impact remains significant. 
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2. VISUAL QIJKLITY/I.IGBT AND GLANS 

The EIR identified the following significant Visual Quality impacts of the Sand 
Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project that would be caused in part 
by the San Mateo County Roadway Project. 

Impact 4.2-l The proposed projects would result in major visual changes within the 
Sand Hill Road corridor for viewers traveling on Sand Hill Road. 

The EIR identified mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-l that have been adopted 
by the relevant jurisdictions, but concluded that even with mitigation, Impact 4.2-l would remain 
significant. The ElR identified no mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-l that are within the 
jurisdiction of San Mateo County. 

The Board hereby finds that there are no feasible mitigation measures within its 
jurisdiction that would mitigate the contribution of the San Mateo County Roadway Project to 
Impact 4.2-l. This impact therefore remains significant. 

Impact 4.2-S Visual disturbance from construction of the proposed projects could 
have temporary adverse visual impacts. 

The EIR stated that Impact 4.2-8 was significant, identified :Mitigation Measure 
4.2-8, and concluded that that mitigation measure would reduce Impact 4.2-8, but not to a less 
than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 requires that on-site staging and storage of construction 
equipment and materials be minimized to reduce visual disturbance during construction. 
Equipment and material storage that does occur on-site should be visually screened. In addition, 
graded areas should be watered regularly to minimize tkgitive dust and construction should be 
staged and scheduled to minimize the duration of disturbance in each affected viewshed. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measure 4.2-8 and finds that this measure 
will reduce the adverse visual impact of project construction, but will not reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level. This impact therefore remains signilicant. 

Impact 4.2-9 The proposed projects, in conjunction with cumulative development in 
the Sand Hill Road Corridor, could adversely affect the visual character of the corridor for 
viewers traveling on Sand Hill Road. 

The EIR identified no mitigation measures for Cumulative Impact 4.2-9 that are 
within the jurisdiction of San Mateo County. 

~--- ~~ - -The-Board-hereby finds-thatthere~are~no ~feasible mitigation measures within-its - - 
jurisdiction that would mitigate the contribution of the San Mateo County Roadway Project to 
Cumulative Impact 4.2-9. This impact therefore remains significant. 
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3. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The EIR identified significant Cultural Resources impacts of the Sand Hill Road 
Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project. Although the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project would not affect the known cultural resources identified in the EIR, it is 
possible that one portion of the project could disturb several linear feet of a prehistoric site that 
has been largely destroyed by previous development projects. Mitigation Measures 4.3-l@), (c), 
Q and (k) are applicable or potentially applicable to this small area. Mitigation Measures 4.3- 
l(g) and (h) apply to the entire Project. 

Impact 4.3-l Implementation of the proposed projects would result in damaging 
effects on important historic and/or prehistoric archaeological resources. 

The EIR identified six mitigation measures for Impact 4.3-l that are applicable to 
a portion of (Measures 4.3-l(b), 4.3:1(c), 4.3-l(f) and 4.3-l(k)) or all ofMeasures 4.3-l(g) and 
4.3-l(h) the San Mateo County Roadway Prqject. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(b) requires that prior to development a data recovery 
program shall be conducted on all areas in which construction is believed to have a potential to 
result in significant archaeological impacts. The program shall consist of an initial phase of 
intensive subsurface archaeological testing. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(c) provides that if Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(b) reveals 
important archaeological resources, recovery, preservation and study of these resources be 
conducted. The measure also provides for construction monitoring if a second phase of data 
recovery is not warranted. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(f) provides that construction activities involving 
substantial ground disturbance (greater than 12” in depth) nears any known archaeological site 
shall be subject to monitoring. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-I(g) provides that if previously unidentified cultural 
resources are discovered during construction, work shall cease in the immediate area until 
qualified archaeologists assess the significance of the resources and make mitigation 
recommendations (e.g., manual excavation of the immediate area), if warranted. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(h) requires compliance with the requirements of 
Section 7050.5(b) ofthe California Health and Safety Code if Native American burials or other 
possible Native American human remains are located during construction. This code section 
requires that a Native American Most Likely Descendant (determined in consultation with the 
Native American Heritage Commission) be notified within 24 hours and appropriate provisions 
be made for appropriate reburial. This and related sections of the Public Resources Code also 
provide that remains shall be protected from further construction work or vandalism. 

MP Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(k) is a revised version ofPa1o Alto’s Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-l(k) (see text in Exhibit A). The measure provides for an archaeological 
monitoring program. 
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The Board hereby adopts the provisions ofMitigation Measures 4.3-l(b), (c), (t), 
(g), (h) and (k) that apply to the San Mateo County Roadway Project and finds that these 
mitigation measures will reduce the adverse Cultural Resources impact of the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project to a less than significant level. The adopted mitigation measures also ensure 
that any additional, presently unknown, important archaeological resources in areas affected by 
the San Mateo County Roadway Project that are discovered will similarly be removed and 
preserved. The adopted measures also ensure that proper respect will be afforded any burials and 
other culturally important Native American remnants that might be affected by the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project. 

Impact 4.3-6 The proposed projects, in conjunction with other cumulative 
development projects in the gan Francisquito Creek drainage, could result in damage or 
destruction of important prehistoric and historic cultural resources. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of measures similar to Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1, Impact 4.3-6 would be reduced to a less than significant level, but that because 
implementation of these measures by other jurisdictions could not be guaranteed, the cumulative 
impact was considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

The Board finds that with adoption ofMitigation Measures 4.3-l@), 2(c), (Q (g), 
(h) and (k), the San Mateo County Roadway Project’s contribution to Impact 4.3-6 is reduced to 
a less than significant level. 

With respect to cumulative impacts from future development projects outside of 
the County of San Mateo, the Board finds that implementation of the recommended measures is 
within the jurisdiction and responsibility of other public agencies and that the agencies can and 
should implement such measures to the extent feasible. Because the nature and extent of 
potential cumulative damage or destruction of important cultural resources and the extent to 
which other agencies can and will implement the recommended measures is presently unknown, 
the Board cannot determine at this time the extent to which the recommended measures will be 
implemented or the extent to which these measures, if implemented, will lessen or avoid 
potential cumulative cultural resources impacts. The Board therefore finds that this cumulative 
impact remains potentially significant despite the adoption of available mitigation measures by 
the County of San Mateo, the City of Menlo Park and the City of Palo Alto. 

4. TRANSPORTATION 

The EIR identified significant Transportation impacts of the Sand Hill Road 
Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project, some of which would be caused in part 
by the San Mateo County Roadway Project. 

Impact 4.4-2 Bicycle and/or~pedestrian access and safety could be.affected by 
development of the proposed projects. 

The EIR identified four mitigation measures for Impact 4.4-2 that are or may be 
applicable to the San Mateo County Roadway Project and concluded that with implementation of 
these measures, Impact 4.4-2 would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) requires that Class II bike lanes be provided on those 
portions of Sand Hill Road that will be modified or reconstructed as part of the project. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(c) requires that appropriate pedestrian and bicycle 
crossing devices and markings, meeting~applicable local and Americans With Disabilities Act 
design standards, be provided at all signalized intersections modified or reconstructed as part of 
the project. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(e) provides that for five years following project 
construction, Stanford will fund an annual review of reported traffic accident data at the Sand 
Hill Road/i-280 interchange to determine whether a significant increase in bicycle/auto conflicts 
has occurred. Ifan increase is documented, Stanford will work with Caltrans, the City of Menlo 
Park and San Mateo County to design and obtain funding for safety improvements required to 
minimize these conflicts. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(f) requires that bicycle and pedestrian facilities be 
constructed at the intersections of Sand Hill Road/Santa Ctuz Avenue and Tunipero Serra 
Blvd./Alpine Road, with proposed design to be reviewed by the City of Menlo Park Director of 
Public Works and the County’s Director ofPublic Works. 

The Board finds that the San Mateo County Roadway Project, as proposed, 
implements Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(b), 4.4-2(c) and 4.4-2(f) and that to the extent the San 
Mateo County Roadway Project would otherwise contribute to Impact 4.4-2, implementation of 
these mitigation measures will avoid potential adverse impacts on pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(e) called for annual reviews of traffic accident data at 
the Sand Hill Road&280 interchange to determine whether a significant increase in bicycle/auto 
conflicts occurred; if such an increase were documented, Stanford was required to work with 
Caltrans, the City ofMenlo Park and San Mateo County to design and obtain funding for safety 
improvements required to minimize these conflicts. The Board finds that imposition of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(e) is unnecessary to reduce Impact 4.4-2 to a less than significant level 
with respect to the San Mateo County Roadway Project because after the ElR was certified, 
Caltrans designed, funded, and made substantial improvementsto the Sand Hill Road&280 
interchange to minimize bicycle/auto conflicts. For this reason, and because the City ofPalo 
Alto conducts its own monitoring of the interchange, Palo Alto has released Stanford from the 
reporting requirement imposed by Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(e) and this Board does not impose 
that measure. 

Impact 4.4-l Development of the proposed projects could degrade the level of service 
of study area intersections, and contribute to increased intersection delay. 

The EIR identified one intersection at which the Sand Hill Road Extension and 
Related Roadway Improvements Project would cause a significant impact: Sand Hill Road/Santa 
Cruz Avenue. The EIR also stated that the Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects 
collectively would cause a significant impact at the Juniper0 Serra Boulevard/Alpine Road/Santa 
Cruz Avenue intersection. 



The Board finds that the San Mateo County Roadway Project would not 
contribute to the significant impact at the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection, but 
rather that the Project implements Mitigation Measures 4.4-7(c) (as modified by Palo Alto 
Condition of Approval l.c), and 4.4-7(h), which require Stanford to fbnd improvements at the 
Sand Hill Road/Santa Cmz Avenue intersection as well as operational analysis of that 
intersection to identify the appropriate combination of roadway and trafftc signal improvements 
necessary to improve operation to LOS D during peak hours, if feasible. The Board finds that 
the operational analysis has been conducted and has been incorporated in the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project and the Menlo Park Roadway Project. The Board fbrther finds that to the 
extent the Project might otherwise contribute to significant impacts at the Juniper0 Serra 
Boulevard/Alpine Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection, such impacts will be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level by the approved Menlo Park Roadway Project. 

Impact 4.4-S Construction activities could lead to both temporary disruption of 
transportation system operation, as well as to permanent damage to elements of the system 
such as paving and bridges. 

The EIR identified Mitigation Measures 4.4-8(a)-(k) for Impact 4.4-8 and 
concluded that with implementation of these measures, Impact 4.4-8 would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level; the EIR also stated, in Mitigation Measure 4.4-8(i), that adoption of a 
construction impact mitigation plan could substitute for the otherwise applicable specific 
measures. 

SMC Mitigation Measure 4.4-8(i) is a revised version of Palo Alto Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-8(i). It provides: 

Stanford shall submit a Construction htanagement Plan for approval pursuant to 
section 4.8 of the San Mateo County Project Agreement. The plan shall include 
the components required by Mitigation Measure 4.4-8(i) of the EIR. 

The Board hereby adopts SMC Mitigation Measure 4.4-8(i), and finds that this 
measure will reduce the San Mateo County Roadway Project’s potential construction phase 
traffic and transportation impacts to a less than significant level. 

5. AIR QUALITY 

The EIR identified the following significant Air Quality impact of the Sand Hill 
Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project to which the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project would contribute. 

Impact 4.5-1 The PMia generated during the construction of the proposed projects 
could be harmful to nearby pollutant-sensitive land uses. 

The EIR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measure 4.5-1, Impact 
4.5-l would be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-l requires implementation of a five-part construction 
phase program to reduce generation of particulate matter on the project site during construction. 
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Ifthe working area of any construction site exceeds four acres at any one time, four additional 
measures are required. 

The City Council hereby adopts Mitigation Measure 4.5-l and finds that this 
measure will reduce Impact 4.5-l to a less than significant level. 

6. NOISE 

The EIR identified the following significant Noise impacts of the Sand Hill Road 
Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project to which the San Mate0 County 
Roadway Project would contribute. 

Impact 4.6-l The noise generated during the construction of the proposed projects 
could be disruptive to nearby noisesensitive land uses. 

The EIR identified mitigation measures for Impact 4.6-l that are applicable to the . Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project, but concluded that even 
with mitigation, Impact 4.6-l would remain significant. 

The portion of Mitigation Measure 4.6-l(a) that is applicable to the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project provides that construction activities in San hJateo County shall comply 
with the San Mateo County Noise Ordinance. 

Mitigation hleasure 4.6-l(b) provides that construction equipment shall be 
outfitted and maintained with noise reduction devices to obtain at least an average 10 dBA noise 
reduction shown feasible in EIR Table 4.6-S. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-l(c) provides that stationary noise sources shall be 
located on portions of the sites furthest away from residential and other noise-sensitive areas, and 
that acoustic shielding shall be used with such equipment. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-I(d), which is part of the Menlo Park Roadway Project 
and will be~implemented in the City of Menlo~Park, will provide temporary noise barriers to 
protect County residents. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.6-l(a) - (c), all ofwhich will be 
implemented through the Construction Management Plan approved pursuant to section 4.8 of the 
San Mate0 County Roadway Project Agreement. The Board finds that these measures, along 
with Mitigation Measure 4.6-l(d), will substantially reduce Impact 4.6-1, but not to a less than 
significant level. This impact therefore remains significant. 

Impact 4.6-3 Traffic generated by the proposed projects and other cumulative 
developments and the traffic accommodated by the proposed roadway improvements 
would impact existing and proposed residential and other sensitive land uses adjacent to 
roadways in the project and study areas. 

The EIR identified mitigation measures for Impact 4.6-3 that are applicable to the 
Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project, but concluded that even 
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with mitigation, Impact 4.6-3 would remain potentially significant and unavoidable because of 
uncertainties regarding enforcement and monitoring outside the City of Palo Alto. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(b), which is part of the Menlo Park Roadway Project 
and will be implemented in the City ofMenlo Park, will provide a berm along Sand Hill Road 
that will mitigate Impact 4.6-3 for County residents. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(c) requires construction of a soundwall between Santa 
Cmz Avenue and Stanford Avenue and will be implemented by the City of Menlo Park, or the 
County, or both, depending on the precise location of the wall. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(d), as modified by Condition 1.g of Palo Alto’s 
Conditions of Approval, requires monitpring of noise increases in residences in the designated 
areas along Sand Hill Road where the Sand Hill Road Corridor projects may be responsible for 
more than 50% of potential increases in trafXic-related noise. If noise increases are detected, 
Stanford shall be responsible for the costs of measures such as additional insulation, double- 
glazed windows, or individual soundwalls as determined necessary by acoustic study to return 
interior noise levels in these residences tdpre-project levels or to 45 dBA, whichever is higher. 
Residents may also contribute any finther funds necessary to further reduce interior noise levels 
to acceptable levels. 

The Board agrees with the findings ofthe Palo Alto City Council and the Menlo 
Park City Council that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR, if implemented, will 
substantially reduce significant cumulative traffic-related noise impacts along.the Sand Hill Road 
corridor although these measures will not necessarily reduce cumulative noise impacts to a less 
than significant level for every residence affected by the project. The Board, like the Palo Alto 
City Council and the Menlo Park City Council, also concludes that Stanford cannot and 
equitably should not be held responsible for more than a fair share of the costs of mitigating 
potential cumulative noise impacts. Revisions made by the City of Palo Alto to EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-3(d) were intended to strengthen the measure by fixing responsibility for noise 
monitoring on Stanford, and to provide that Stanford would be financially responsible only for a 
fair share of the costs of implementing the mitigation measure. The Board recognizes, as did the 
Palo Alto City Council and the Menlo Park City Council, that Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(d), as 
adopted, will not result in lessening of cumulative noise impacts at locations at which less than 
50% ofthe cumulative traffic-related noise increase is attributable to the Sand Hill Road 
Corridor Projects. The Board also recognizes that since implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.6-3(d) requires the cooperation of affected homeowners, the,physical improvements necessary 
to reduce noise levels at some affected residences to acceptable levels may not be constructed if 
the owner opts not to make the improvements. The Board therefore recognizes that 
notwithstanding adoption of the identified mitigation measures, cumulative traffic-related noise 
impacts may remain significant for some residences affected by the Sand H~ill Road Corridor 
Projects, including the San Mateo County Roadway Project. 
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7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The EIR identified the following significant Biological Resources impacts of the 
Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project to which the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project may contribute. 

Impact 4.7-l Implementation of the proposed projects would result in loss of trees 
and associated wildlife habitat. 

The EIR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.7-l(a) through 
(g), Impacts 4.7-l would be reduced, in the long and intermediate term, to a less than significant 
level, but that short-term impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

SMC Mitigation Measure 4.7-l(a) is a revised version ofPalo Alto Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-l(a) intended to clarify and implement that measure. SMC Mitigation Measure 4.7- 
l(a) provides: 

Stanford shall replace any native trees removed l?om the Project as follows: The 
canopy coverage of the native trees to be removed shall be estimated by Stanford, 
then Stanford shall plant au area three times larger with container stock at 
standard planting densities for that species. The survival rate for these trees after 
five years shall be SO percent. Ifat the end of three years, the survival rate is less 
than 80 percent, Stanford shall replant the area to attain that rate and shall consult 
with CDFG to determine other corrective actions. If irrigation systems are used, 
all replacement native tree species grown in natural areas that are intended to be 
self-sustaining shall be “weaned” of any supplemental water by the fourth year. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-l(b) requires that non-native landscape trees removed for 
the projects be replaced on a two-to-one basis. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-l(c) provides that the County may contract with an 
independent arborist to (a) review plans to provide for maximum retention of trees and necessary 
additional tree protection measures; (b) monitor project construction; and (c) recommend 
changes in the three removal plan as necessary during construction. hfeasure 4.7-l(c) is clarified 
as follows: 

Jf Stanford proposes to remove any trees for the San Mate0 County Roadway 
Project, the County shall comply with h4M 4.7-l(c). The recommendations of the 
County’s independent arborist, if any, shall be made to the Director rather than 
the Planning Department and the term “site plan” as used in this measure shall 
mean the Improvement Plans required by this Agreement. The plans to be 
reviewed by the arborist, pursuant to that mitigation measure are the Improvement 
Plans and the Project does not involve any plans that are required to be submitted 
for City of Palo Alto Final Architectural Review Board approval. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-l(e) requires that all trees adjacent to project construction 
areas which are not removed will be avoided and protected according to specified procedures 
incorporated into all construction and/or demolition contracts. 
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The Board hereby adopts ShfC Mitigation Measure 4.7-l(a) and Mitigation 
Measures 4.7-l(b), (c) and (e), and finds that these measures Will reduce the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project’s long- and intermediate-term impacts on trees and related wildlife habitat to a 
less than significant level. These measures will also substantially reduce, but will not avoid, 
significant adverse short term impacts (O-10 years) to trees and related wildlife habitat. Because 
it will take a number of years for replacement trees to reach a level of maturity similar to those 
being removed, there will be an unavoidable short-term decline in quality of trees and related 
habitat value as a result of the San Mateo County Roadway Project. .This impact therefore 
remains significant. 

Impact 4.7-2 Construction of the proposed projects would result in tree removals 
that could directly destroy nests, eggs and immature birds, and would remove future 
nesting habitat for birds, including sensitive species such as raptors and migrating 
songbirds. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-2(a) through 
(c), Impact 4.7-2 would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(a) provides that in order to avoid the nesting season of 
raptors and sensitive songbirds, tree removals shall not take place between February 15 and June 
30, unless otherwise determined by the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(b) provides that if tree removal between January 1 and 
February 15 is required, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted to identify the presence, or 
lack thereof, of nests of raptors. If nests are identified, CDFG shall be contacted and appropriate 
protocols for nest relocation shall be implemented. If relocation of occupied, viable nests is not 
feasible, construction shall be delayed and the tree left undisturbed until completion of nesting 
activity. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(c) requires implementation of mitigation measures 4.7- 
lo - (f) and 4.7-4(a) - (c). Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(c) is hereby revised with respect to the 
San Mateo County Roadway Project to delete reference to Mitigation Measures 4.7-l(d), 4.7- 
IQ, and 4.7-4(a) - (c), which are inapplicable to the San Mateo County Roadway Project. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation LMeasures 4.7-2(a)-(c) asrevised and finds 
that adoption of these measures will reduce the San Mateo County Roadway Project’s impacts on 
nesting birds to a less than significant level. 

Impa& 4.7-8 Ongoing operation of the proposed projects could adversely affect 
aquatic life, including sensitive animal species, in San Francisquito Creek, by increasing 
runoff and non-point source urban pollutant loads. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-8(a) and (b), 
Impact 4.7-g would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-8(a) refers to implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.9- 
l(a) - (c), which are discussed in greater detail in connection with Impact 4.9-l. Generally, 
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these measures require preparation and compliance with a SWPPP, which includes appropriate 
specific measurea to reduce or eliminate potential erosion and sedimentation impacts. Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-8(a) is hereby revised to delete reference to Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(c), which is 
not applicable to the County of San Mateo. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-8(b) requires implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.9- 
4(a) and (b), which are discussed in greater detail in connection with Impact 4.9-4. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.7-8(a)-(b) as revised and finds 
that adoption of these mitigation measures will reduce Impact 4.7-8 to a less than significant 
level. 

Impact 4.7-10 Implementation of the proposed projects, in conjunction with other 
proposed projects in the area, would result in incremental loss of trees and associated 
wildlife habitat. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7-10(a) - (c), 
Impact 4.7-10 would be reduced to a less than significant level, but that because implementation 
of these mitigation measures by other jurisdictions could not be guaranteed, the impact was 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-10 (a) requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.7-l(a)-(c) and (e) discussed above. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-10(b) requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.7-l(d), (t) and (g), which do not apply to the San ~Mateo County Roadway Project. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-10(c) recommends that all planning jurisdictions in the 
project area implement their respective tree protection and preservation ordinances and that 
jurisdictions without such ordinances implement measures similar to Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 
on a case-by-case basis. 

The Board finds that with adoption ofMitigation Measures 4.7-10(a) and (c), the 
San Mateo County Roadway Project’s contribution to the identified cumulative impact is 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Adoption of the recommended mitigation measures with respect to titture 
development projects within the County? is beyond the scope of the Agreement for the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project, but the Board finds that the County will implement its tree protection 
ordinance xvith respect to finme development projects. 

With respect to cumulative impacts from future development projects outside the 
jurisdiction of the County of San htateo, the Board fmds that implementation of the 
recommended measures is within the jurisdiction and responsibility of other public agencies and 
that the agencies can and should implement such measures to the extent feasible. Because the 
nature and extent of potential cumulative loss of trees and related habitat from future projects is 
presently speculative and unknown and because the extent to which other agencies can and will 
implement the recommended measures is presently unknown, the Board cannot determine at this 
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time the extent to which the recommended measures will be implemented or the extent to which 
these measures, if implemented, will lessen or avoid potential cumulative tree impacts. The 
Board therefore finds that this cumulative impact remains potentially significant despite the 
adoption of available mitigation measures by the County, the City of Menlo Park and the City of 
Palo Alto. 

Impact 4.7-11 Construction of the proposed projects, in conjunction with other 
projects in the project area, would cumulatively result in tree removals that could directly 
destroy nests, eggs and immature birds, and would remove future nesting habitat for birds, 
including sensitive species such as raptors and migrating songbirds. 

The EIR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.7-l I(a) - (b), 
Impact 4.7-l 1 would be reduced to a less than significant level, but that because implementation 
of these mitigation measures by other jurisdictions could not be guaranteed, the impact was 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-l l(a) requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.7-2(a) - (c), described above (and as revised above to delete cross-reference to the inapplicable 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-4(c)). 

Mitigation Measure 4.7- 1 l(b) recommends that all planning jurisdictions in the 
project area implement measures similar to those presented in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 on a 
project-by-project basis. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.7-11(a) - (b) and finds that with 
adoption of these measures, the San ~Mateo County Broadway Project’s contribution to the 
identified cumulative impacts is reduced to a less than significant level. 

Adoption of the recommended mitigation measures with respect to future 
development projects within the County is beyond the scope of the Agreement for the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project, but the Board finds that the County will comply with California 
Department of Fish and Game requirements for future projects. 

With respect to cumulative impacts from future development projects outside of 
the County, the Board finds that implementation of the recommended measures is within the 
jurisdiction and responsibility of other public agencies and that the agencies can and should 
implement such measures to the extent feasible. Because the nature and extent of potential 
cumulative impacts on birds from future projects is presently speculative and unknown, and 
because the extent to which other agencies can and will implement the recommended measures is 
presently unknown, the Board cannot determine at this time the extent to which the 
recommended measures will be implemented or the extent to which these measures, if 
implemented, will lessen or avoid potential cumulative tree impacts. The Board therefore finds 
that this cumulative impact remains potentially significant despite the adoption of available 
mitigation measures by the County, the City of Menlo Park and the City of Palo Alto. 

Impact 4.7-15 Ongoing operation of the proposed projects; in conjunction with similar 
projects within the same watershed, could cause cumulative adverse affects on aquatic life, 
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including sensitive animal species, in San Francisquito Creek, by increasing runoff and 
non-point source urban pollutant loads. 

The EIR states that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-15, Impact 
4.7-15 would be reduced to a less than significant level, but that because implementation of this 
mitigation measure by other jurisdictions cannot be guaranteed, the impact is considered 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-15 encourages local jurisdictions to require Best 
Management Practices as part of project design; notes SFBRWQCB’s jurisdiction over 
stormwater dischargers; and requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9-4(a)-@) 
(revised to delete the cross-reference to inapplicable Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(c), discussed 
below). 

The Board hereby adopts MitigationMeasure 4.7-15 and finds that with adoption 
of this measure, the San Mateo County Roadway Project’s contribution to the identified 
cumulative impacts is reduced to a less than significant level. 

Adoption ofthe recommended mitigation measure with respect to &ture 
development projects within the County is beyond the scope of approvals granted for the San 
Mateo County Roadway Project, but the Board finds that the County will comply with 
SFBRWQCB requirements for L.:.::? ;-.tc-:.- 

With respect to cumulative impacts from titure development projects outside of 
the County, the Board finds that implementation of the recommended measure is within the 
jurisdiction and responsibility of other public agencies and that the agencies can and should 
implement such measures to the extent feasible. Because the nature and extent of potential 
cumulative adverse effect on aquatic lifer from future projects is presently speculative and 
unknown, and because the extent to which other agencies can and will implement the 
recommended measures is presently unknown, the Board cannot determine at this time the extent 
to which the recommended measures will be implemented or the extent to which these measures, 
if implemented, will lessen or avoid potential cumulative tree impacts. The Board therefore 
finds that this cumulative impact remains potentially significant despite the adoption of 
available mitigation measures by the County, the City of Menlo Park and the City of Palo Alto. 

8. GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY 

The EIR identified the following significant Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
impacts of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project to which 
the San Mateo County Roadway Project would contribute. 

Impact 4.8-l Expansive or weak soils could damage foundations by providing 
inadequate support. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-l(a) and (b), 
Impact 4.8-l would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.8-l(a) requires site specific soil suitability analysis be 
conducted and soil stabilization procedures and foundation design criteria be adopted in 
accordance with engineering criteria where the existence of expansive and compressible soil 
conditions is known or suspected. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-l(b) requires participation by the project’s registered soil 
engineer as deemed necessary to oversee, verify, and report on soil engineering procedures and 
results. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.8-l(a) and @) and finds that 
these measures will reduce Impact 4.8;l.to a less than significant level. 

Impact 4.8-2 The Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects area is subject to very 
strong seismically induced groundshaking which could threaten life and damage property. 

The EIR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) - (c), 
Impact 4.8-2 would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigatibn Measure 4.8-2(a) requires that documented site-specific seismic 
restraint criteria be incorporated in the design of foundations and structures of the project which 
meet the minimum seismic-resistant design standards of CUBC Seismic Zone 4. Additional 
seismic-resistant earthwork and construction design criteria will be incorporated in the project 
where recommended by qualified experts. Road, foundations and underground utilities in fill or 
alluvium shall be designed to accommodate settlement or compaction produced by seismic 
forces. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2(b) requires on-site participation by the project’s 
registered geological or geotecbnical engineering consultant, as deemed appropriate, to oversee, 
verify, and report on seismic-restrain procedures and results. 

Mitigation hleasure 4.8-2(c) requires that an engineering geologist be contracted 
for third party review of all geologic, soils and engineering reports prepared for the proposed 
projects. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.8-2(a) - (c) and finds that these 
measures will reduce Impact 4.8-2 to a less than significant level. 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The EIR identified the following significant and less-than-significant Hydrology 
and Water Quality impacts of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway 
Improvements Project to which the San Mateo County Roadway Project may contribute. 

Impact 4.9-l Grading, excavation and construction activities could result in 
increased deposition of sediment and/or discharge of pollutants in the storm drainage 
system and San Francisquito Creek and adversely affect water quality. 
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The EIR stated that~ with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9-l(a) - (d), 
Impact 4.9-l would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(a) requires preparation, retention and implementation of 
a SWPPP. 

Mitigation h1easure 4.9-l@) requires that the SWPPP be prepared by a qualified 
professional and approved by the County’s Director ofPublic Works prior to construction. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(c) does not apply to the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project because it provides for the SWPPP to require that all construction contracts include the 
City of Palo Alto’s construction contract Pollution Prevention Language, but the Project will not 
be constructed in Palo Alto. 

Project. 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(d) does not apply to the San Mateo County Roadway 

The Board hereby adopts MYitigationMeasures 4.9-l(a) and (b) and finds that 
these measures will reduce Impact 4.9-l to a less than significant level. 

Impact 4.9-4 Increased impervious surface and landscaping associated with 
development of the Proposed Projects could increase urban contaminants in surface runoff 
potentially reducing water quality in San Francisquito Creek. 

The EIR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.9-4(a) - (b), 
Impact 4.9-4 would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4(a) requires implementation ofMitigation Measures 4.9- 
l(a) - (c) for all approved Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects, but Mitigation Measure 4.9-l(c) 
does not apply to the San Mateo County Roadway Project. Mitigation Measure 4.9-4(a) is 
therefore revised to refer to Mitigation Measures 4.9-l(a)-(b) only. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4(b) requires that the SUTPP shall include in the final 
project design appropriate Bh@s selected by the County, consisting either of detailed measures 
identified in the EIR or equivalent measures. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measure 4.9-4(a) as revised and Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-4(b) and finds that these measures will reduce Impact 4.9-4 to a less than significant 
level. 

Impact 4.9-S Project construction activities in combination with other construction 
projects in the Watershed could cumulatively increase sediment and other construction- 
related pollutants in San Francisquito Creek and adversely affect water quality. 

The ElR stated that with implementation of Mitigation h1easure 4.9-5, Impact 
4.9.-5 would be reduced to a less than significant level, but that because implementation of this 
mitigation measure by other jurisdictions could not be guaranteed, the impact was considered 
potentially signiticant and unavoidable. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.9-5(a) and (b) recommend that local jurisdictions require 
Best Management Practices as part of project design and note SFBRWQCB’s jurisdiction over 
stormwater dischargers. 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-5(c) requires implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.9- 
l(a)-(c), but.MitigationMeasure 4.9-l(c) does not apply to the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project. Mitigation Measure 4.9-S(c) is therefore revised to refer to Mitigation Measures 4.9- 
l(a) -(b) only. 

The Board hereby adopts MitigationMeasures 4.9-5(a)-(c), as revised, and finds 
that these measures will reduce the San Mateo County Roadway Project’s contribution to the 
identified cumulative impact to a less than significant level. 

Adoption of the recommended mitigation measure with respect to future 
development projects within the County is beyond the scope of approvals granted for the San 
Mate0 County Roadway Project, but the Board finds that the County will comply with NPDES 
requirements for f&ire projects. 

With respect to cumulative impacts from fbture development projects outside of 
the County, the Board finds that implementation ofthe recommended measure is within the 
jurisdiction and responsibility of other public agencies and that the agencies can and should 
implement such measures to the extent feasible. Because the nature and extent of potential 
cumulative adverse effect on aquatic life from future projects is presently speculative and 
unknown, and because the extent to which other agencies can and will implement the 
recommended ~measures is presently unknown the Board cannot determine at this time the extent 
to which the recommended measures will be implemented or the extent to which these measures, 
if implemented, will lessen or avoid potential cumulative tree impacts. The Board therefore 
finds that this cumulative impact remains potentially significant despite the adoption of 
available mitigation measures by the County, the City of Menlo Park and the City of Palo Alto. 

10. (This section intentionally omitted.) 

11. UTILITIES, Eh‘ERGY AND INPRASTRIKXLJRE* 

The EIR identified a potentially significant impact from wasteful water use on 
roadway landscape medians and stated that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-3, 
this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1 l-3 requires that landscape designs incorporate and 
address any County standards for landscape water efficiency and that Stanford coordinate with 
the County to determine other conservation related improvements that would apply. 

* This section is numbered “11” for consistency with the ElR’s numbering system. These 
findings include no section 10 because no significant or potentially significant impact to Public 
Health and Safety (chapter 10 of the EIR) has been ident~ified in connection with the San hlateo 
County Roadway Project. 
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The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measure 4.1 l-3 and finds that this measure 
will reduce Impact 4.11-3 to a less than significant level. 

12. PUBLIC SERVICES AND SCHOOLS 

The EIR identified the following significant Public Services impacts ofthe Sand 
Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project to which the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project would contribute. 

Impact 4.12-3 Increased traffic due to the construction of the proposed projects could 
reduce PAPD response times, especially during special events on the Stanford Campus, 
peak commute hours, and seasonal holidays, when trafftc flow is known to increase 
significantly. 

The ElR stated that with implementation ofMitigation Measure 4.12-3(a) - (b), 
Impact 4.12-3 would be reduced to a less t~han significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-3(a) requires preparation of a construction vehicle . 
management plan that uses established truck routes, minimizes construction impacts during peak 
annual traffic periods, and ensures that Sand Hill Road will remain open at all times in each 
direction to allow direct access to the Stanford University Medical Center Tom both directions. 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-3(b) requires that Stanford prepare and comply with an 
emergency response plan that specifies alternate emergency response routes to the project sites 
and vicinity. 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation Measures 4.12-3(a) - (b) and finds that 
adoption of these measures within the jurisdiction of the County of San Mateo will reduce 
Impact 4.12-3 to a less than significant level. 

Impact 4.12-9 Increased traffic due to the construction of the proposed projects could 
increase police response times, especially during special events on the Stanford Campus, 
peak commute hours, and seasonal holidays, when trafiic flow is known to increase 
significantly. 

The EIR stated that with implementation of Mit~igation Measure 4.12-9, Impact 
4.12-9 would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

3@). 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-9 requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12- 

The Board hereby adopts Mitigation hteasure 4.12-9, and finds that this measure 
will reduce Impact 4.12-9 to a less than significant level. 

SECTION 5: Growth Inducinr! Impacts 

The ELR concluded that the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway 
Improvements Project would have significant: growth inducing impacts. hlore than five years 

21 



after the EIR was certified, the only growth inducing impact to which the San Mateo County 
Roadway Project component of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway 
Improvements Project might still contribute is the 400,000-square-foot expansion of the Stanford 
Medical Center. The majority of the 400,000-square-foot Medical Center Expansion discussed in 
the EIR has either been constructed or is under way (e.g., the Cancer Center). The San Mateo 
County Roadway Project will not, therefore, facilitate that growth. But because some of the 
400,000-square-foot Stanford Medical Center expansion is not yet under way, it is possible that 
the San Mateo County Roadway Project, by improving traffic flow, would be deemed to remove 
an obstacle to completion of that expansion. The EIR found the impacts of such cumulative 
development within the Sand Hill Road Corridor significant, so the San Mateo County Roadway 
Project, by removing an obstacle to completion of the Stanford Medical Center expansion, is 
deemed to have a significant growth-inducing impact. 

SECTION 6: Alternatives to the San Mateo Countv Roadwav Proiect. 

The EIR for the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 
Project evaluated a No Project Alternative and 15 additional “Special Roadway Considerations” 
consisting of alternative configurations of roadways and related improvements for the Sand Hill 
Road Corridor. The EIR’s No Project Alternative and most of the Special Roadway 
Considerations are no longer available as alternatives because most of the Sand Hill Road 
Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project has already been implemented and 
adoption of these alternatives is therefore not feasible. Two alternatives remain relevant to the 
San Mateo County Roadway Project: 1) Special Roadway Consideration 5: No Improvements 
to Sand Hill Road West of San Francisquito Creek, and 2) Proposed Alpine Road Alternative. 

Suecial Roadwav Conr ___ ._ -1 ‘_ ‘: .; I-- :.:: :...-; _- : :- _ ‘I : ‘:- :: -- *.. -_ 
Francisauito Creek. 

Special Roadway Consideration 5 evaluated in the EIR is considered the No 
Project Alternative for the San Mateo County Roadway Project. Under SRC 5, no improvements 
would be made to the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection or to Sand Hill Road west 
of San Francisquito Creek. Because of the importance of the intersection, over which the County 
has partial jurisdiction, the Board believes that if the Project is rejected, the following 
improvements in the cities ofMenlo Park and Palo Alto either would not be constructed or their 
usefblness would be severely compromised: 

m Sand Hill Road improvements in Menlo Park 
n Widening of the Sand Hill Road Bridge over San Francisquito Creek 
l Alteration of intersection of Oak Avenue and Sand Hill Road 
9 New Frontage Road parallel to Sand Hill Road between Oak Avenue and Santa Cruz 

Avenue 

The Board rejects Special Roadway Consideration 5 because it would not achieve 
the following objectives of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 
Project, all of which apply to the San Mateo County IRoadway Project, i.e.: 
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= Improve vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian circulation in the Sand Hill Road corridor, 
between El Camino Real and Santa Cruz -4venue; 

= Reduce the level of regional/business traffic on residential streets; 
n Encourage walking and bike use by increasing the safety and attractiveness of these 

routes in and along the roadway; and 
m Improve access to and from the Stanford IJniversity Hospital Emergency Room. 

Instead, maintaining the existing Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection, particularly 
following implementation in the City of Palo Alto of all other components of the Stanford Sand 
Hill Road Corridor Projects, would result in continued worsening of traffic delays, spillover 
traffic in residential neighborhoods, impaired access to the Stanford University Hospital 
Emergency Room, and air quality and noise impacts. In addition, SRC 5 does not provide for 
improvements along Sand Hill Road that were included in the project to improve or eliminate 
already existing traffic-related noise and aesthetic problems experienced by neighboring 
residents. Each ofthese grounds constitutes an independent basis for the Board~to reject Special 
Roadway Consideration 5. 

During the EIR process, various members ofthe public proposed, as an alternative to widening 
Sand Hill Road to four lanes, an alternative consisting of constructing a new arterial roadway 
from Alpine Road through Stanford campus lands to connect with major roadways in Palo Alto. 
The stated purpose of this alternative was to relieve the need for widening on Sand Hill Road. 
No specific route was suggested for this alternative. although a number of comrnenters 
recommended that the new roadway connect to and utilize existing roadways on the Stanford 
campus to the extent practical. Following scoping for the E& City of Palo Alto staff 
determined that this alternative did not warrant further study in the ElR because of potential 
economic and environmental costs of the alternative roadway. The reasons for rejection of this 
alternative were further discussed in responses to comments on the Draft EIR. The Palo Alto 
City Council rejected the Alpine Road Alternative. 

The Board finds that the Alpine Road Alternative is infeasible because it would result in 
unacceptable environmental impacts and unacceptable economic costs. Like the Palo Alto City 
Council and the Menlo Park City Council, this Board finds that implementation of the Alpine 
Road Alternative, regardless of the route finally selected, would require construction of a new 
roadway across currently undisturbed portions of San Francisquito Creek and across existing 
open space lands mapped by Stanford as having significant environmental value. Extensive 
grading would be required. Construction and operation of the roadway would finther serve to 
divide an existing large contiguous area of natural open space and would have the potential to 
induce new development into this area, potentially resulting in further substantial environmental 
impacts. Implementation of this alternative is also highly speculative in that implementation 
would require approvals by Stanford University, the County of Santa Clara, and the City of 
Menlo Park. Such approvals, if granted at all, are not certam to occur within a reasonable time 
period. 

In addition to the reasons given by the City of Palo Alto for rejecting the Alpine Road 
Alternative, this Board notes that Palo Alto’s rejection of that alternative, and subsequent 
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implementation of most of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements 
Project, is itself a reason for this Board to reject the Alpine Road Alternative. The drawbacks of 
the Alpine Road Alternative weigh more heavily now that that alternative would substitute for 
only a small portion of the Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements. 

For all of the above reasons the proposed alternative road is not feasible and could not.feasibly 
attain any major objective of the San Mateo County Roadway Project at less environmental cost 
than the San Mateo County Roadway Project as presently proposed. 

SECTION 7: No Subseauent EIR or Suuolement to EIR. 

The City of Menlo Park recently prepared and approved an Addendum to the ElR 
that examines changes reflected in both the Menlo Park Roadway Project and the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project as currently proposed. The changes examined in the Menlo Park 
Addendum consist of refinements in the design of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue at and 
near their intersection; inclusion of a Multi-User Trail to replace and extend a path that would be 
removed by the widening of Sand Hill Road, and a new reconfiguration of the Stanford 
University Golf Course necessitated by Sand Hill Road widening and unrelated land use 
decisions. The City concluded that none of these changes would cause any new significant 
environmental effects not identified in the EIR or any substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts previously identified. 

Neither the multi-user trail nor the Golf Course reconfiguration discussed in the 
Addendum would occur within the jurisdiction of the County of San Mateo. The Board finds, as 
did the City of Menlo Park, that the refinements in the design of the Sand Hill roadway would 
enhance the operation of the roadway and would not cause any new significant impact or any 
substantial increase in the severity of significant impacts previously identified. The Board finds, 
therefore, that no subsequent EIR or supplement to the ElR may be prepared in connection with 
the changes in the San Mateo County Roadway Project, The City Council further finds that the 
circumstances under which the San Mateo County Roadway Project would be undertaken have 
not substantially changed so as to require major revisions of the EIR due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects. 

The Board further finds that no new information of substantial importance, which 
was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any of the following: 

(A) The San Mate0 County Roadway Project will have one or more significant 
effects not discussed in the previous EIR; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 
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(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous WEIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on 
the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

SECTION 8: Statement of Overriding~considerations 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081(b), the Board has considered all 
of the significant environmental impacts of the San Mate0 County Roadway Project that have not 
been or cannot be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels by the mitigation measures 
adopted for the Project. The Board has balanced these remaining significant adverse impacts of 
the Project against the potential public, social, economic and other benefits of the Project and 
determined that these significant environmental effects are acceptable in light of specific 
overriding benefits which justify approval of the Project on the terms and conditions approved by 
the Board. Each of the following overriding considerations constitutes a separate~and 
independent ground for the Board’s determination that the benefits ofthe~project outweigh its 
significant Andy potentially significant impacts: 

A. The lack of through capacity on Sand Hill Road resulting from its two- 
lane configuration between Santa Cruz Avenue and the City ofPalo Alto and the constriction 
caused by the current operational capacity of the Sand Hill/Santa Cruz intersection result in 
excessive and unacceptable congestion and delays on Sand Hill Road. The EIR demonstrated 
that even before any of the Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor Projects had been implemented, the 
constriction of Sand Hill Road to two lanes east of Santa Cruz Avenue and the limited 
operational capacity of the intersection resulted in long traflic queues and delays at the Sand Hill 
Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection and slow travel speeds along much of Sand Hill Road 
during peak hours. As a consequence of restricted traflic flow on Sand Hill Road, many vehicles 
seeking to avoid congestion utilized alternate routes through secondary and residential streets in 
the area, primarily in Menlo Park but. also in the County, generating increased levels of noise and 
disturbance on these local roadways. The problems described above have only become worse in 
the five years since the EIR was certified and most of the Stanford Sand Hill Road Corridor 
Projects have been constructed and placed inuse. By substantially increasing through capacity 
for vehicles on Sand Hill Road, and by making intersection improvements that achieve Level of 
Service D at the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz .4venue intersection, t~he San Mateo County 
Roadway Project will alleviate these existing unacceptable conditions. 

B. The traffic studies prepared for the EIR demonstrated that t&tic 
conditions along Sand Hill Road would continue to deteriorate and would become significantly 
worse at five intersections, including the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection, which 
would decline to Level of Service F. The San Mateo County Roadway Project is projected to 
alleviate these anticipated unacceptable conditions. 

C. The San Mateo County Roadway Project includes improvements to area 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities that will facilitate increased use of these transportation modes in 
and through the project area. In particular, the Project will increase the safety and attractiveness 
of bicycle travel on and along Sand Hill Road. 
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D. The Stanford West Senior Housing Project, which has been approved by 
the City ofPalo Alto but is not expected to be completed until 2005, will add traffic to Sand Hill 
Road. The Sand Hill Road Extension and Related Roadway Improvements Project, ofwhich the 
San Mateo County Roadway Project is a part, is intended partly to provide roadway capacity 
sufficient to serve the Stanford West Senior Housing Project. 

E. Overall, the San Mateo County Roadway Project will result in substantial 
public benefits in the form of improved vehicle traffic levels of service and resulting decreases in 
air pollution emissions; improved emergency vehicle access, including access to Stanford 
University Hospital; reduction of traffic on secondary and residential streets, particularly within 
the City of Menlo Park; and improved and safer pedestrian and bicycle travel; compared to 
conditions that exist and would occur without the Project. 

F. The San Mateo County Roadway Project Agreement allows the Project to 
go forward with Stanford undertaking all responsibility for construction of the Project, resulting 
in Stanford assuming all the financial risk of the Project and reducing the administrative burdens 
on County staff. 

SECTION 9: Approval of San Mateo County Roadway Project 

The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the San Mate0 County Roadway 
Project and authorizes the President of the Board of Supervisors to execute the San Mateo 
County Roadway Project Agreement. 
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Note: ‘This Mitigation Monitoring Pro&m is derived from the City of Pulo Alto’s “Sand Hill Kwd Extqlsion and Relati Roadway Improvements-Mitigation/Conditions Monitoring Program” 
(Mar. 1998) and the City of Menlo Purk’s “Menlo Pork Roadway Projecl Mitigation Monitoring Pmgmm” @ov. 2002). Most mitigatioo measures nrc identical to those imposed by the City of 
MIX&I Park; somc hove bceo revised to substilolc “Strmfurd” for %ppliwnL” to substibdc “County” for “City,” or to delete portions ol’a measure that arc not applicnble to the SW Mnteo County 
Roadwuy Projecl. liar ewe of comparison, deletions fwm the lnnguuge ofupplicnble miligntion masurcs ndopted by the City of Palo Alto ad the Cily oCMenlo Park IUC marked io .strikeUuough 
end udditions arc shown in bmckcL% If >I Mcolo ,Perk miligotion measure is rcwitten for the Son Mulco Coonly Roadway Pmject, “SMC” precedes the Mitigalion Measure. 

vtitigntiw 
T 

vlensurc 4.2-8 

- 4.2 VISI!AI.QIIAI.IT~ 

On-site stagiog wd stornge ofconsbuction quipmcnt and materials should 
be minimircd to reduce visual disturboow during mnslruction Equipownt 
nod motainl storogc that does wxr on-site should he visoolly screcncd. 
Graded arcos should be wutcred reSuliirly to minimize iigilivc dusl 
Construction should bc staged and schcdulcd to minimize the duration of 
disturbance in each all~&ted view&d. 

Miligetion 
Mcssme 4% 
I(h). 

: 4.3’dJLTURAi 

The lwtion of Polo Alto Mitigalion MWsuc 4.3-1(b) thol upplies to the Son 
Mtdeo Coonty Roudwny Project is: 

IGIlT ANI) GLARE 

Stanford shall document inclusion of lhe 
following in the Construction Management 
l’hxn that Slonford prcpwcs pursuant to 
section 4.X of the San M&o County 
Roadway Project Agreement (the 
“Construction Management Plan”): (I) 
storage and staging xrcls are visually 
screened w spaitiul, (2) gnrdcd onxs ore 
wntaed to minimiLe fugitive due, nod (3) 
lhc duration of disturbance in each nfieclcd 
viewshed is minimized. Compliance with 
lhc approved Coostn~cIior~ M;nnuSa~ent 
Plan shall constitotc compliiulcc with this 
mitignlion mcnsore 

?rior to construction. 

L 

Stanford and UPW shell monilor Ongoing during 
cwoplinncc with construclioo rcquircmcnts. construction 

‘: :ESO”I(CES.~::~i::lli::i :. ~~:;j::ll:I:.,.jj:i:i:lj:, ;.I:j: ..jl jj;, :;(,I::.:j ‘j,:<I.j::. ;. ‘, 

T 

I 
T 

DPW 

‘)YW 
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SAN MAT?0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC 

A two-phasal dale recovery program shall he condwlcd within the 
wmstrw~ion fuolprint (the direct impeuct emi) ufcoch projecl that 
impinges into nrchxologicnl depaits for which II significant or 
p+UMially signilicant impact has bxn identified above. 

Stanford may clecl to USC in-house archneological statT(i.e.. Stanford 
Ihliversity) to conduct the archaeological mitigation measures 
dcscrihed lxlow, or rnny choose to subntmcl the work to n qualified 
third-ptiy wchacologist (hcrcnllcr refcrrcd to as “Stanford’s 
accluxologist”). 

The &p&v [may] conlmct with n quolificd 
independent archaeologisl to concur. on the m Git+twholf, 
with all tcchnicul work scopes, lieldwork, nnalyscs. end report8 
resulting from date recovery or other mitigation mcxw~s. arl 
ovcrsce mitigation compliance (hcrc;lflcr refed to 0s “lhc m 
~tyG+archaeologisl”). 

‘The tield und lalwrntory ospccts of the urchneologicnl mitigation 
n~casucs shall be implemented under 11~ direction of iodividunl(s) 
mecling the Secrelay of Interior’s Professional @mliticntions 
Standads in Archaeology (36 CI’R 61; historic or prehistoric 
ernphnsis us necessary). 

‘lhe fist phw ol’dnta recovery shall cnnsibt of intcnsivc suhsurfece 
urcha~nlogical testing aimed ut delining the erchacological dc+xit(s) 
wilhin UIL: direct iznpacl nrw, the purpusc ofwhich is to fccus datn 
rccovcry to rcduw lhe innounl of cxcnvution required, end uwue 
recovery ofmcaningM data lo oilsct loss ofthc rcsuurce. 

DPW = San Maleo County Director oC Pubtic Works 

2 

MITIGATION MONITORLNC PROC AAM 

Monitoring mtd 
Relwrting l’n~utl~~rc 

Stanford shell document plans for deta 
rcc”“ay prognun md shall conduct the 
required recovery program. 

Prior to uppmval of 
Improvement Plans 

Stanford shell document seluction of 
archaeological stuff to conduct mitigation. 

County to contmct with archaeologist if il so 
CleCL% 

Stanford shull document qtiilications of 
field and lnhorntary stoa 

Stanford shall dcalmcnt definition of dir& 
inuw.t wea. 

Prior to conslmction 

At 0ny time tin= At 0ny time tin= 
executiM of sm Malco executiM of sm Malco 
County Roadway Project County Kondway Project 
Agreement Agreement 

Prior to construction 

Prior to construction 

Menitnriq 
Rcslwnribility 
DPW 

DPW 

VPW 

WW 

I)PW 
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P~lase one dala ~~covcry shell comprise one or more of the following 
techniques (which shall be prcsntcd in grenter detail in en 
Archaeological Testing Man to be submitted to and upprovcd by lhe 
@II& GiwCe): surface collection, based on uo impost9 
grid, of ull historic nnd prehistoric arti~wts on the ground swfacc 
within the direct impact noa; cumplclion of en intensive (5-10 meter 
interval) auguring progrun (wing n V-12” dinmew? helical, nugcr to 
dcptla ol’ul least 3 metcrs [IO feel]) ul,ong a grid system imposed on 
the project footprint; a saies of one or more hand~xcnvetcd 50 cm x 
50 cm, I no x I m or lurgcr test excnwiion onils (ae wrnnted given 
the results of auger testing); end/or mccllanicnl excavation of an 
cxplontory (mcnch to the JepUl of cultural soils in one or snore 
locutions. 

All wil removed from auger tests or manul excavation shall he 
screened through I/4” ~mtior I/X” mesh hardware cloth end muy be 
subject to wet-acrcming tcchniqucs as detern~iocd IICLTS~~ by 
Stmdor#s whueologisl. 

II: bused upon the results of phusc one (i.e., Ule recovery o~dispxcal 
or nun-importiud resources). no additional data recovery is 
rcconmwded, and the Counh’s Gi+G orcheeologist [, it-any,] 
concurs, Shmtbrd shall be pumittul to monitor wnstruction (as 
deescribxl in nxwwo 4.3-l(r), bdow) with no ndditionl date 
recovery, subjwl to ihe provision for diswvcries during construction. 

IIPW = Sao Malcn Counly Dir&or of Public Works 
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IT 1 

r 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROC 

Stanford shall submit Archneological 
Testing Plan to county. 

Stenford nbzdl doaunenl that investigation 
bus bea conducted in nccorda~w with 
Testing Plan. 

Stanford shall submit lbr County review 
results 0C Phase One in 0 summary testing 
report. 

AM 

Prior to constwtion 

Prior to construction 

Prior to eonstmction 

DPW 

DPW 

DPW 
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. Complele analysis (sufficient t” address p&inmt rcswch topics 
“ullined nbovc) NIII cumticrn of phase on” zuiifucts, and a twhnicnl 
rcpd shall he prqwed us described in mwsurc 4.3-I (CL beluw, 
monitoring r”quircm”nts shall he delailal in the Archoeok~gical 
Moailoring and Data Recovery Plan (AMNU’) described below. 

fr, based upon the results olphnsc one datn rec&my, irnportmt 
urclwol”giwl r”s”urccs arc discovered, pllnsc two “fdatn recovc* 
(m”“wl cxavntion) shall be quiwJ. The pulws” “f tbis sccoml plmsc is 
(I) to recover specific deposits or fcntwcs idcntiticd during phase ““c 
testing prior to conslruction, and (2) tmmitor umsLmcti”~~ for the prescncc 
of additional dcpoyils if a sccrmd phase of data recovery is not wummtcd. 
In this ““cot, an Arcbueologiwl Monitoring und I>u(a Rccuvery Pkm 
(Ah4DRl’) shall be pr~pnred by Stanford, submitted to the 

AMllKP shall define whcrc and how l~basse two data rccovcry till be 
condnctcd for “II impwtnnt uwlmcological rcso~uccs discovered, how 
construction monitoring will be conducted, and the protoal to be f”ll”wcd 
in the event signilicarit, rcsourccs arc discovered during construction 
monitoring. In addition, lhc Plw shall include the following: 

DPW = San Malcc’County Director of Public Works 

MITLCATION MONITORTNG PRO( 

Reporting Prc~ctlurc~ 

3w Mitigotio” Mawe 4.3-l(c). 

Stanford stull document mulysis nnd 
-cc0&ti0n orPhase One mtiracts. 

itulfnrd shall document submittal ofa 
:cchnical rcpxt us specified in Mitignti”” 
1.3-l(c). 

if Phnsr Two d&a recovery is required, 
Sulford shall submit an Archacologicnl 
Monitoring and I)ll(u Recovery Plan 
:AMDRP), including dmumentntion of 
rpecitic deposits of fcatues identified 
bring Phase One test&, and all “ther 
rcquimmaits us qxciticd in the mitigntion, 
:o tbc comity. 

3ec Mitigntion Measm 
1.3-l(c) 

kc MitigaUon M.cxm-c 
1.3-l(c) 

3ce Mitigation Mcmm 
1.3-l(c) 

?rior to umstmction 

3ee Mitigation 
Mewre4.3-l(c) 

Ycc Mitigation 
McoxIrc 4.3-l(c) 

DI’W 
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A sibspecific I&earc.h I)esign, describing the types ofthcmntic 
rcsmrch topics (0 bc oddrcsred and spwific nwthodology to he usal 
during data recovery (see rescxch topics alxwe), with provisions for 
omwding Ux Ploll should the rcsonrccs encountered differ from those 
anticipated; 

Provisions for tiifuct cataloging, complete and thorough analysis, 
md clmtioll: 

Consult&m with the Nalive American I~lcrilngc Commissiun (I) for 
a dctcnnination of the must-likely descendent (with whcnn 
coordinAx~ aad intemctioa till uctm in the event prehistoric 
skelclirl remains UK cnwuntcrcdh and (2) to solicit cmnmcnt 
regarding the need or desire for the preance oTu Native Ameriwn 
obscrvcr during the course old& recovery and the cnlistmen~ of u 
Ndve Amuicun moniior, 51s dcfermincA necessary lxwcd on 
consul~ution; 

An oullinc for prepamtion of a lcchnicnl report oftindings, within B 
rcawnahle time period, Uut wxts prufcssionnl standards (e.p., the 
I)cp;~~nent of Interior’s Archaeology nntl Historic Prwcrvation: 
~CCPZI~I~ 0r h~bi~r’~ SIA&~~S ZUK~ Guidcliws), B ban c0py Or 
which is to Ir provided to lhe Courltv G+eK+&4(efor review 
and co~~cu~~cncc, and tirwl copies provided to the m, 
Stanford Univemity, the State Oftice of Historic I’rcscrvotionand UIC 
Cnlifumia Archaeological Inventory Northwest ‘Information Center. 

DPW = sun Mateo County Dircclor of Public Works 
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Runluuihility 
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All mowed nrtifncts (“nd site features, ifany) shall be unolylsd 
sulficiently to address the research questions posed in the AMDRP, which 
could require mdiwarlwn assay, “bsidiiol~ hydr”ti”n nnnlysis, 
palcoetbnoixt~ny or mwrchaeolog~, osteology, lithic analysis, 01 othn 
techniques as detLnnirti “cccwry. All arlifucts shtdl be preserved tmd 
prey;lred and submiltcd for c”mtion in xcordnncc with rccognizrd 
sta&rds (e.g., the Dcparlmcnt of b~tcrior’s Archneology and Historic 
Prcscrvation: Sccrctmy of Interior’s Slo”dwds and Cioidclincs). 

Constmction nmnitori”g shnll hc conducted, hi nccordancc with the 
AMI)RP as mquirul in Mitigation Measure 4.3-l(c), at rtny time grmmd- 
disturbing “ctivitics (greater tinn II” in dupti) cut taking plncc in the 
immediate vicinity oCn known urchneolopicnl site. This inchdes h”ikling 
lixmdalion demnolitim nnd coastmction. twc or Irce-mot remowl, hlndscnpe 
itriignlion installntion, utility line exc”vBtion. etc. Ifphasc one data recover) 
(see Mitigntion Measure(h), “bow) dots not pruduw cvide”cc of 
significant cultural ~aowccs withi” a project JJC”, further “liligaliw shull 
be limited to the construction monitoring, unlew zulditimrd testing “I other 
specitic mitigiltion n~easurcs arc dctemli”ed “ccessnry to ensure avvoidancc 
of dctlnngc to signiticant arcbacological rcsu~nccs by Stanford’s 
;rchaeolugist s”d the “’ 4A4y&-a*.urk~eFUlb*T- 
t&w&P&% Ihc Countv’s iuch”eol”gistf.,] for those portions of the 
projects located in the CwnlyR4mkFpmk). A tcchnicol rcpmi of lindi”gs 
dcwibing the results of ull monitoring shall bc prepucd within a 
reason”hle lilne period in wordruxe with minimum pmfessiorlnl stzmdcuds. 
The archaeologicnl lnonituring progmn~ slull be irnplcmcnled by ill, 
individual meeting the Sccrctxy of Interior I’mfessiomd Qualificnlionr 
St~mdards in Archaeology (36 CIFR 61). i”dividwd field monilors shnll be 
qu&fial in the rewgnitiw of wlturdl resources of hotb the historic :md/or 
prchitioric periods tmd possess sullicie”t wxdemic nnd field training ns 
rcquimd to condwt the work effectively und without ““due d&y. 

Ifduri”g constrwtion. previously unidcnti,Sied cultund reswxcs arc 

DPW = San Mnteo Counly TIirectur of Public Works 

~~ICATION MONlTORlNG PRO 

Stan&l shoil perform the monitoring in 
awxdonu: with the Ah4DRP IIS r+red h, 
MitigatiunMensure4.3-l(1) and shcdl 
preparc perialic reports documenting 
cwstmction Inonitoring activities for 
County review. Ils County’s ur&cologis 
ifolly, shall paiodicully cvnlwtc, through 
field visits, Ihe conatrvction “mnitaring 
nctivitics of Stanford’s urchnmlogist. 

Stanford sludl dwumcnt qunlifications of 
ticldm”nit”rs. 

Monitoring 
RespunaiBility 

IPW 

During constNction 

Prior to wnslrwtion 

IPW 

IPW 

San Marev Cmly RoaJwwy Project- 
Miligacim&fo”itoring Prog*om 
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6 Countv’s nrchwologiutf, h] v mitigation recommcndotions if feasible. 
pssess UK signiticancr of the find and 
make mitigation rccommcndntions (e.g., manual cxcavalion of the 
immediate area), if wumndal 

Mitigation 
tie;1suue 4.3- 
I(h). 

Ycction 705lJS(b) of the Culifomin I~Icelth and Safety Co4 shall lx In the event hlunun remains arc diiscovered, During cmstmction DPW . . implemcnlcd by the &I!-- lhc County shall enwrc the provisions of 
‘. m. ,i” 1110 event that Sntinn 7050,5(b) arc mct~. 

hman rcnwins, or possible humon runnins we located, it stetcs: 
Stanhd shall document lhnl constmction Rior lo constmdion DPW 

“In the event of discovery or rccogni(ion of any human remains in any 
location other thnn a dcdicntcd cnnelq. lhcre shall b-e no further 

personnel hnvc box insbuclcd as rcqoired. 

cxcnvnlion or disturbax of the site or any ncuby urea rcaonnbly 
suspected to overlie ndjnccnt remains until the coroner of the county 
in which lhc human remains urc discovered has dctcrmined, in 
ncconl:mcc uiUl Chaplcr :O (commencing with Section 27460) uTl’wl 
3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, the.1 the ranaim 
urc not subject to the pmvisions of Section 2749 I of the Government 
Code or any otbcr related provisions of law concerning investigation 
of the circumst;mccs. nwnm and cawse ofdath, and the 
rccommend;dions concaning treatmenl mid dispositim of the human 
rcmainr have bca made to the person responsible for the cxcnvntion, 
or to his or her authorirnd rcprcwnlntive, in the muuw provided in 
Swtion 5097.08 orthe Public Rcsoorces Code.” 

“‘llic comncr, upim recognizing the remains as being ofNativc 
American origin, is rcslwnsible to contacl the Native Anwxican 
l-leritwgc Commission wilhin 24 hours. The Commi~ion 1~1s vmious 
powers and duties lo provide for the ultimate disposilioo of any 
Nidivc American remains, including the designrdion of a Nulivc 
Amcricnn Most Likely DcsccndnnL Sections 5097.98 and 5097.YY of 
the Fuhlic Ile~ourccs Code also call ror “protection to Native 

DPW = San Malco Counly Director uf Public Works 
SO,I Mateo County Roadmry Pmject- 



MP Mitigation 
Memae 4.3 
I(k). 

SAN MATE0 COIINTY ROADWAY PRO.IE( 

T Miti~utimt Mcnwrc(r) amI Cmtlitiutts III Aplm~r:~l 

i 

American hunum burials end skelctel remains from vondahsm end 
inudwtent destruction.” To nchicvc Ulis goal, it is recommended Lhe 
constwtion pelsonncl on the project tx instrocted ns to bath Uic 
polenlial for discovery oCcultural or human rcmnins, and tic riced for 
proper and limcly reporting of such tinds, end the conseqoences of 
Sailore thereof. 

As to each potcnlinlly signitiwnt erchaeologiud impact resulting fmm the 
Project idcntilicd in Ule YEIR, Stunford shall implcmcot en znchoeologicnl 
monitoring progmm ~Cconslruction in oreus of potential signiticant impact, 
where gnrond distnrl~nce will exceed 24 inches below the misting grade. 
The archncologicol moniloring program shall be implemeolcd by an 
individual mccling the Secretay of Interior Professional Qoaliticntions 
Standards in Archaeology (36 CFR 6 I); individual Geld monitors shall be 
qualilied in the rccognilion ofcultuml resources of both lhc historic end 
prehistoric periods. If monitoring indicates the soils arc coltomlly sterile, 
monitoring nuy bc reduced to intcnnitlcnt or onwll, ut the discretion UC 

Mitigation 
Measure 4.4. 
2(b). 

Mitigation 

,,, L 
Stnnrnrd’s nrchamlogisl, with the CO~CU~CKC oftbe City ofMcn!o ?&‘Y 
.uchaeologis< if any. 

:. ..:: .: 
4.4 TRANSp 

Tbe portion of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(b) that applies to the San Maim 
County Koadway Project is: 
Stnnford shall cnu~c to bc implcmeotcd Class II bike luncs on the fi~lloting 
streets in the nelwork, over those segmenls which are moditicd or 
reconstroctcd as pall of the propowl projects: Snnd Hi1 Road Hike 
limes slwll mcct UB design rcvloirnnents as designstcd 
by the wG&+Mw+lv ww&wge+ .9 t’ tDirector of 
Public Works+. 

Stunford shell cause to be implemented npproprintc pedaleinn and bicycle 

DPW = SNI Mntco Cuunly Director of l’uhlic Works 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRO( 

Stanford shall implement an archaeological 
monitoring program for ground distorbnneo 
that exceeds 24 inches below the existing 
grade. 

Stanford shell document monitoring results 
0.9 neceswy 

AM 

On-going during 
mnslroction activities 

Cm-going during 
constnulion activities 

tTATION,~~,~ -.. 
..‘I- -- 

Miiigation Measure 4.4-2(b) is part of tic 
San M&o County Roadway Project. 
Construction of the Project in nccordancc 
with the San Mntco County Roadway 
Project Agrwment shall sutisfy Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2(b). The Counly’s design 
reqoiremenls vrc those set forth in the 
Project Specifications us dcfmed in the 
Agreemenl. 

Prior to nppmvill of 
Improvement Plans 

Slunford shnll submit Impmvcmenl l’loiw 
thul include the qxcificd bike I;uwss. 

Stonfbrd shall submil Iinprovemcnt Plans prior to opprovnl of 

DPW 

r)PW 

-.., ..-.-. - 

DI’W 

DPW 



I_- -- SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC 

M,iGgatinn 
Measure 4.4-2(r) 

9 

ETIGATION MONITORING PRO< - 

. 
hicycle crossing d&es und markings. 
Coastrudios according to the hrqxovemcut 
Plans and Project Speciticaticms studI satisfy 
Mitigation Mcailsurc 4.4-Z(c). ‘lhe 
applicable design stand&s 0r tie County 
an: UIOSC sd roti in UIC I4+xt 
Specilications. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(r) is part orthc 
Sun Matzo County Roadway Project. 
Construction of the Pmjcct in uccotice 
with the Snn Matea Counly Iloudmy 
I’miwl Agwcment shnll snlisry Miligrdion 
Measure 4.4-2(f). Stanford shall include the 
design in the Improvement plans and 
approval of the Plans by the County shall 
constitute approval oftbc p~opused design. 

Dl’Vi 



tiitigntion 
Measure 4.4-7(c) 

Mitigiltio” 
Mwwc4.4-7(h) 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PRO.IE( -- - 

Sand Hill, RoaJISor~ta Cnv. Avenue 

As part olthe propnscd roadway improvcmetd projects, Stuford shall 
contribute their tiiir share to idI of the improvemnlts to this inlnsaU”n us 
detailed in the Malo Park Gamcml PIa” (dcscribzd in Table 4.4-l 0 above), 
in udditiu” to installing a” exclusive right lum law on the nwthbau”d 
npprwch of Yontn Cw Avenue nnd prwidblg duoI Iefl hml hmes on bath 
lhc “urtltbound and so”thbou”d Snnta Crw Avenue npproachcn, The 
ilnprovcmults to the Sa”d Hi11 RundlSa~tn Cniz Avenue intcneclion shall 
b suhjcct to the uppmv~d of the ‘&~~rtwq&atio”- 
MwageFCC. [Director ofP”hlic %rksj 

THIS MITIGATION MEASURE HAS BEEN MOD,lFlED BY 
CONDI,TION OF APPROVAL lc: Stanford should pay the Cull cosl of 
i~nplcwaling Mitigiltio” Meusureu 4.4-7(c+x&i), which rquires 
impwvcmcnts to the Sand Hill Rond/Se~tn CNZ Avawe w 
Sem&&ewfd&lp~n”e intcmcctioil6. Thcsc 
imp&w”ts should hc co”stmcted during the same time frame of the 
remai”dcr of the proposed mud impmvemcntr; in the Santa CrwIO& 
Avenue ‘aa, ar\d should be included in the finnI wnshuction pbtuing phm. 
(SK Koud Jmpmvcmcnts Cwdition 12.) 

Swd Hill Koad/Santa Crux Avenue und Junipero Sex” Blvd./Alpi”c Road 

Stunlbrd shall conduct n” qxr~tiomd urcilysis of lhc Su”d Hill R”adlSnn(u 
Crux Avenue and Alpine KoadlJunipwo Sum T3uulevwd intcrsectio”s lo 
identify lhc uppnrprintc combiwtion olroadwoy ad Irallis sig”al 
improwmcnts “cceswy to impruvc “pcmti”~~ to 1.0s D during peak hours, 
irleusihlc. 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROC - 

‘Ihe impactto the Sand Hill RoadISnntn 
Cm2 Avnwr hlterscction will hc mitig&d 
by, ““t caused hy, the San Muteo Counly 
Kondwny Project. 

13~ finding the Project &F pmvided i” the 
San Mate0 County Roadway Pmject 
Agrcemmt, Sht”f”rd till satisfy Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-7(c), ns modified. Couty 
tinds thal ltojcct is consistent with its 
Gcnenll Plan. Lly execution ofthe Project 
Agrcemcnt, County ~~pprovcs the 
improvemetlts to said illterscctinn RR 
provided in tic Agrccmnent. 

The opcrati”“al walysis has heen cwducted 
olld h”s bee” incorpomted in the Snn M&u 
County Roadwy Project ilnd the Menlo 
Park Roadway Pmjcct, which include the 
nppropriulc cm~mbinatian “t’roadway and 
tmtlic @aI ir”pmvcmenLv *~eccswy to 
bnpmve op~ons to I..OS 1) during peak 
hours. 

SdiSiid UpWl CWMiO” 
0r sun hhte0 COU~IY 
Koadwny Project 
Agreement 

Completed Completed 



.._ 
Milig:don 

Mrnswc NI,. - --.. 

3MC Mitigntion 
ti~~surc 4.4-X(i). 

Milignlion 
Measure 4.5-l. 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC -. .- 

Stanford shAl submit n Consbuction Manugcment Phm for approval 
pursuant to section4.8 of the Sun Mate0 Counly Kondway Project 
Agrccmcnl. ‘lhc plan shnll include the componcnls required in Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-8(i) of the EIR. 

..:..: : “.‘.’ 
:.:: :, ..“. :’ :.. : :::.; .:: .:‘I Ai5 & 

. Waler all active cmlsbuction areas at IuN ttice n day, or ns nccdcd 
to prcvcnt visible dust plumes from blowing oILsite. Implanentalion 
of this nusurc along would bc cxpcctcd to reduce PM,,, enlissiolls by 
a, least 50 paccnt 

. 11x txpaulins or other efliicl,ive covers for w-rite stomgc piles and 
for hznd trucks that tmvel on public streets. 

. I’avc, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 
stabilizers on all w nccess roads, parking UTUB, and staging 
urns nt cons(ruction sites. 

. Sweep all I,,lved wxcss routes, pnrkiing UIUIIS, and staging nrens daily 
(preferably wilh water swcq,crs). 

. Sweep st&cts daily (prefrmhly witi water swccpas) if visible 
amounts of soil nudcrinl is curried onto public streets. 

DPW = San Matco County Director of Public Works 

II 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROt --- - 

Stanford shall include the specilicd clcmcnts 
in its Construction Manugcmcnt Plan. 
Submix3ion of the Const~ction 
Management Plan required by the San 
Muleo County Roadwuy Project Agreement 
shall constitute comoliance with this 

Stanford shull include dust control mcasuws 
in its Consbuction Management Plan. 

Stanford shall monitor consbuclion site; ta 
verify that dust &dement measwes ux 
king cwicd out 

Prior to constmction 

“‘1 .; .:::.:: :..: “‘1 .; .:::.:: :..: 

RioI to construction RioI to construction 

Pmicdic monitoring 
during consbu&x~ 

DPW 

. . . . :..,..: :. .,: 

DPW 

DPW 



SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEt - .- .--- 

Miti~r~titm Mrnnaw(a) rmtl Cmdithx of Al~lwcwd 

If lhe working nrc;l of any wnvtruction site exceeds four ncrcs al any one 
time, (DAAQhlD standard) implement the fallowing m~~surcs in addition 
tr, lhose above: 

n Apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 

. linclo~c, cover, wderttiw daily, or upply (non-toxic) soil binders to 
cxposal stockpiles. 

l Limit construct,inn site vehicle spxd to I5 mph on unpwcd a~ils. 

. Rcpllant vegetirtion in disturbed arcas BS quickly as posaihlc. 

If the working ruea of any cnnstruclion site is lwatcd near nny scnsitivc 
receptors, implement the f&wing ~~~ca~urcs in addition to those above: 

. Suspend excwirtia~ and grading activity when winds exceed 25 mph. 

MITIGATION MONlTORlNG PROC 

‘fbc last mil,igation would bc upplicnblc to the Sand Hill Kosd corridor 
where it pwscs the I4 single family hmucs in pAeRlo-l?a& the County 
betwccn Santa Cruz Avenue and Ouk Avcnuc. 

..” ‘.: .“: ‘ii6 ~&$.:,:i:,:; ,... ‘::::‘: .:.,I:.:,:;, i:.: .,[ ,:::,;:.;:::::: .,.:l:..‘:::l~.j,:, 

Mitig&n For those portions of UIC projects loculul ill them, The Construction Managcmenl Plnr~ shnll 
Mcr~surc 4.6-l(a) comply with the &u&yGi~~i~+P& Noise Ordinance. include provisions for cmnplinncc wilh tic 
(put&l). County Noise Ordinzmcc. 

Mitigation Oullit and maintain construction cquiymcnl with noise reduction devices Stanlord shall document inclusion of noise 
Measure 4.6~ (i.e., nndllcrs, cnclus~uw for slationary cquipwent. etc.) to obtain at least un rcduclion dcviws in Consbuclion 
I(b). avcrngu IO dLiA reduction shown fcxsible in ‘fable 4.6-5. Management Plan. 

I2 

Prior to construction 

Mmitwing 
Kcxpmsillility 



Mitigdio” 
Masure 4.6- 
I(c). 

Mitigation 
Measure 4.6 
I(d). 

Mitigation 
Mcas”x 4.6- 
3(b). 

Mitigation 
Mcwurc 4.6- 
3(c). 

Laxtc slntionury noise sowccs (e. g., compressors, concrctc mixers, etc.) 
on portims of the sitcs furthest “wny from residcntinl nnd other noise- 
smsitive arcas, iuul require use of acoustic shielding with such equipmc”t. 

Where construction of Sand llill Road rcq”ires work in the segment fronted 
by homes hclwccn Osk and Santa Crux Avcnucs, ewl tc~npormy noise 
barriers IO protect the &dents. suhjccl to the “ppmvol of the City of Mcnlo 
Park+&wii~. [Dcprlmcnt. of Public Work91 

Stmtbrd shall implemcllt the propscd widening ad realignmen of Sand 
Hill Rand betww” Sanl,” Cmz und Vuk Avcnucs und the construction of a 
hwdsc~~pcd hutTcr strip with nt least n 3-foot, high hmn nlnng Rand Hill 
Rwd betwee” Staford Avmw and Oak Avenue. The design of the berm 
shall he subject to the ilppmval of the Cily of Menlo park. 

St”nlbrd shall cons(n~ct u soundwall between Santa Cmz Avenue mid 
Stunliml Avenue that would reduce signiticzmt tmllic increuscs nt the two 
rcsidcwcs cluscst to the Santa Crw intersection. 31~~ wall shall he 
constmctcd along the property li”es Gonting Sonata Cruz Avenue and Sand 
Hill Road for 2flpA Sad Hill Road ““d cxlcnded to Sbmford Avcnuc “long 
Sad llill Road. ‘11~ will1 ShillI bc constructed ” minimum of six fket in 
height. ‘lhc design ofthc soundw~ll shall he subject to the nppmval ofthe 
City of Menlo Park ;odlw &“I Mltlco Cour~ty, HIS tippmprinte. 

t,IPW = Sun Mateu Colulty Dire&r of Public Works 

I3 

MlTIGATlON MONITORING PRO( - 

stanrd shnll document req”ircme”ts for 
location of sources and ncoustic shielding in 
Const~ction Mnnngement Pi”“. 

The Construction Mwagancnt Plan shnll 
iwzludc provisions for tempowy barriers “s 
required by Mitigation Meoswe 4.6-l (d). 
~pprd d the c0mdi0n khgelnent 
Plan shll constitute appravnl of the City. 

The Pmjecl, wlletl cumplctcd, will satisfy 
the requirement in Mitigntion Meoswe 4.6- 
3(b) that SUmford implement the work 
descrihcd Sbmfml shnll include ill the 
hnpmvcmcnt Plnns the design of the bcm~ 
and appmvnl uf the Pl”“s shall co”stit”te 
npprovtd of the design ut’thc bmn. us 
required hy lhnt mitig&n amx.wc. 

The bnprovcnmcnts Plans shall include this 
soundwull between Snnta Crw Avenue und 
Sbl”fOurd Avenue. Appmvnl of 1hc 
Imnprovanents PIOUS shall cmstilutc 
“ppr~~“idtic design 0f tie SOU”~W”II. 

AM 

Prior to construction 

Prior to nppmvul of 
hnprovnnent Plans 

hior to npprd 0r 
Il”provc”lc”t PlH”s 

city or Menlo 
Park 

City of Menlo 
Park 

City of Menlo 
Pnrk undlor 
DPW, depcndi”S 
on precise 
lwiltiun of wall. 



Mitigaliou 
Measure 4.6- 
3(d). 

I 

SAN +TEO COUNTY ROADWAY PRO.JE( 

Stanford shall contract with n qualiticd nwusUcul consultant to prfonn 
interior noise sutwys ot rcccptors idcntitied in this till< us experiencing 
significant cumulative tmtXc noise impacts. At euch such rtxxptor, 
~ncasurem~nts shall he performed inside the room most exposed to butTic 
lnoise for the purpose ufdetermining the buildings’ noise attcmtation 
patenlial. If the Lga, in any rowus t&zing Snud Hill Road would exceed 45 
dBA under the projected cumulative traffic condilions, the properly owners 
shall be compcusaled for the purposes of undaiaking ucoustic upgmdes, us 
spccitial by the ncousticnl consultnut, to nltain the said standard. Slnufonl 
shill1 pay in pro]xxtion to the projecl cunttihution to those impacts. 

l?do Alto moditicd this Mitigation Measure hy itr Condit,ion of Approval 
I g; San Mntco Count#&+l+& has modified this mitigation measure by 
the folluwing provision, which is similar to Cundilion of Approval I$: 

Stauford shall monitor iuterior noise levels of prop&es shown ou Schedule 
I to !I!inMMP~ithikw~~pr~i~~~. 
Stunford shull commission M i&&tic study to Ix: pcrfomxd both bcfure 
aud ntler construction of tbc project. The study shall document pm-Project 
inlcrior noise levels for all sepsitivc receplon idcnliticd in Schedule I t+ 
eew&&+~mmalialcly following Projecl approval. Posl- 
cunslruction noise levels shall bc establishal iuuuediatcly following 
completion of tJw Project. For those rcccptors whew the post-constwtion 
i&riot noise levels arc higher Lixm pre-wnstmction levels and exceed 45 
d&I, lhe study shall idcnlify mcusurc~ and costs necessary to: i) rcturu 
noise levels to pwcuustn~ctiun lcvcls, and, ii) nchieve n 45 dBA it&or 
noise sbnwkml. Slmicnd slxdl pay the cost idcutilicd to rclum the interior 
uoisc levels to prtxmnsttuction lcvclr or to 45 JMA, whichever is higher. If 
there is LL dilrercxe in cos(s lxtwccn options i) uud ii), the property owner 
mw elect to make up the differcnc~~j~~coslto implcmcnt optia ii). - _ -. ,.-- 

:Tl 

I 

1 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRM 

Monitming md 
Rep* I’nJcclllm! -... 

3twford shall documcnl qnaliticotions al 
acoustical consultant. 

!Xanfwd shall document results of ncousticnl 
dudy. 

Ilthc resulls indicate need to compensntc 
prop&y owmxs, Slirnford shllll document 
pccmcnts and paymenls. 

DPW = Surl Mnteo County Dircc(or of Public Works 

14 

Prior to approval of 
Improvement plans 

lmuwliately fallowing 
project approval and 
immcdiutely following 
wmplelion of the 
Pmjecl. 

llpn completion of 
study oud ugreement 
with homeowers on 
r”ols”xcs to bc tic”. 

4.7 BIOlXKiICAl. HESOLIRCBS 

DPW 

DPW 

DPW 



M,itigation 
Mcnsux 4.7. 
W). 

Miligaliun 
Mcasurc 4.7. 
l(c). 

SAN MATE9 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJE’ 

dnll be replaced on a lwo-tc-onc basis. 

MITICATfmON MONITOR~NC PRO( 

Stnnfurd stloll document pIam for 
rcplncemcnl of removed native treer BS 
spccifiul. 

Slaoford sIvdI document moniloring oftrce 
survivnl. 

Stanford shall document consulbdio:~ with 
CDFG if swivel rate is less Ihun 80 pcumt 
at end of tivc years. 

Q!uly6i(u shull comply wilb MM 4.7- 
I(c). The recamnwndalioas of the County’s 
indqcndent nrborist, if any, shull bc ma& 
to the Director mthcr than lhc Planning 
Dqvrlmcnt amI the term “site plan” DS wed 
in lbis mawrc shall mean the Improvement 
I’lm required by this ASrccmenL The 
plms to bc reviewed by the nrbarisl pursunnl 
to lhnl mitigulion meil.we are the 
Improvcmcnl Plans and the Projecl does not 
involve any pbms lhat are required lo be 
submillcd for Cily of Palo Nto Finn1 

Prior to npprovnl of 
lmProvcment Plnns 

Nkr cimstruction for 11 
pxiod of five yws 

Five years following tree 
rcpIace1w2nt 

Prior to upprowl of 
lmpmvcmcnt l’lnns 

DPW 

DPW and CDFG 

DPW 

>PW 

IWW = San Mnlco County I)ircctor of Public Works 

15 



Mitigation 
>le”rurc su. 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEt 

Mitigation Mensurc(s) and Conditions of Apprnrrl 

Review the plans submitted for p 
approvals ‘;; ” l’hcnrbwistshall 
~nnke rec”nmwnd”tions regwdhg the si(e plans, including b”t not 
linlited to: (I ) mi”“r malilications which could result in retention of 
significant (rces; and (2) any necessary ildditional tree pr&Ao” 
mws”rcb not spxitically included in ndtigalion 4.7-l(c) for all trees 
lo be retained; 

I’wvidc on-site rcvicw :od monitoring for the dumtion of tbc pmjcct 
consbuctl~m to ewucc that tru: protection measures we implemented 
c0rrcc1ly; and 

I’ruvidc on-site review and nwnitwing of tw re”~val to ensure that 
only lhosc trees arc renwvcd which ure nbsolutcly ncwzcssay for 
project construction. Tke~&~~ 
w2iw”tfftett$it(i( Vlti@i 
tikttffp2si(^tl”ec+m VW . . . 

4211 trees adjacent lo pmpwd project con&u&n areas (hcluding those 
~rtions of the pwjccts hxalcd in the CounlyB) which arc not 
w~wved ,will bc “voided mwl pnrleclai according to UK follotilg 
:mxedorcs, which shall be inchIded in oil conslmction and/or dcnwlition 

LIPW = San Msleo Cowty Director ofPublic Works 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRO< 

County to contruct with independent nrborisl 
Xi1 so elecls. 

Cwndy nrbwist, if any, shall review and 
nwkc rccommcnd&ms, if necessary, 0” 
l”lpr”vLx”e”t Plans. 

County wborist, if any, shall mo”ilor wwile 
to ensure trw protection mcaswes arc 
implcrnentcd correctly. 

County wboriti, if any. shall monitor on-site 
lo ensure appmprinte tree rcnmval per tree 
re”Kwnl plan. 

LAM 

Monitoring TiminK 

Rim to oppmval of 
ll”provc”le”t Plu”s 

Periodic monimring 
during wnstn~tion 

Periodic monitoring 
during construction 

T 
Monitoring 

Respcmsihilitv 

DPW 

DPW 

IDI’W 

DPW 



Mitigation 
Mensure 4.7~2@) 

13elbrc other phases of the constmclion project begin, a continuous 
pmtcctivc fmwc (six-foot high chain link, mounted on two-inch 
diomctn galvanized iron posts, driven inlo tbe ground to il depth of at 
least two feet at no more thun ten-foot spxing) must be installul 
surrounding the bnnses of trees lo be saved. For the idwl 
conligudon, locutc the fence to maximize the exclusion of tmflic 
over the root zones, prcfcrubly at the drip lines. &t&v 
&hehk&&nwl-y~* 
et4wG.r-P .‘; ‘.’ 
buSdingew&f&A~~ 

‘To pracrvc the important nbsorbii~g roots of lrces lo remain nftcr 
construction, no cuts or tills should be sllowed bcnerrth Iheir canopies 
The mcthcd for site prcpamtion of scraping the surface soil with n 
blade shuuld not bc allowed within the drip lines. 

Rools which must bc severed and nwsure over one und one-half 
inchcs (I .S’) in diameter should be cut cleanly and smoothly without 
cmshiog, shuttcring, or teaing. Ifroughly cut hy heavy cquipnenl, 
re-cut to .wund wood. Cuts should bc made only to lateral roots 
whcrc possihlc. 

t2.qui,pmcnt opcmtors should bc informed lhat machinery can cause . . a. 

‘To avoid the nesting swson ofmptors and scwitivc songbirds, tree 
rcnw& (including those locutcd in Ihe Cnuntv~k) shall not take 
place between I’&uory I5 and June 30, or BS d&bled by CDFG on II 
cmc-by-wsc basis. 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRO< 

Itunford shnll implement tree protective 
newurer during construcUon. 

Nanford shall document nppmvnl from the 
:TXG for tree removal between February 
I5 and June 30. 

%ricdic monitoring 
luring constructian 

X’W nnd 
:l)F(; 

17 



Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2(b) 

Mitigation 
Me;u;ue 4.7-2(Cj 

YMC Mitigution 
Mcamre 4.7-X(n) 

Mitigation 
Meesurc4.7-X(b) 

If tree rernovel in the same calida yeor before l~ebruery I5 (i.e. between 
Jnnuvy I and February IS) is required (including eny located in (he 
-Me&G&), u prc-construction se&w11 survey shall bc conducted to 
identify the prescncc, or lock thereof, of nests of roptors. Pre-consbuction 
surveys uw newswy during this period tu protect possible early nesting 
raptars Surveys urc not wurmnted until immcxtiately prior to conslnrclion 
bcceuscncsting may occur in dilVzxnttien from yem to year. Although 
no nests WLTC observed doring site visits for the IXR, that dots not preclude 
possible future nesting in trees slated for rcn~ovrd. If no nests tue identified 
in trees t,o he removed during the pre-constnrction wvcy, no fuiiha 
mitigation is ncccsary. If nests are idcnlified, CDPCJ sllull be contacted 
and upproprietc protocols for nesl rclccntion sbull be implcmcnted. If 
relocativn of occupied, viable ncsls is not feasible, construction shall be 
delayd nnd the tree lell undisturbed until c~mpl~ction of nesting activity. 

Implement Mitigrdion Mensura 4.7-l(n) - (c)and 4.7-Ice- 
-@. lMiligutioo Mwsur~ 4.7-i(d) aad (r) und 4.7-l(sjjcj on: not 
appliceblc to the SW Mutco County Roadway Project.]. 

lmplnnent Mitigation Meesurc 4.9-l(a) end (b). 

Implement Mitigrdion Meusurcs 4.9-Q) end (b) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRO< 

Stanford shell conduct @y survey that is 
rquired and any necessary contact with 
CDFG shall be by Stanford. 

Sbmford shell document that pre- 
construction season survey was conducted. 

lfnests ore identified, Stanford shall 
doamen o~oval from tbc CD1IC.i for nest 
rdwdion. 

Set Mitigrdion Meu.wcs 4.7-l(a) - (c) and 
4.7-I(e). 

Sot Mitigation Mco.sures 4.9~l(oKb). 

::. .:, .’ ., “.. 
,: .,,., j./. ‘.:: 

.,., .::: “. :“:, :‘: ::.,.:: .:. ,//: :: 

.:, ,, .: ‘.’ : : ;;.: 4,8,6EOLOCY,SOiLS.AND:S~~SMidln.j, i::‘:: 1’: 

DPW = Slin Mal~w County Director of Public Works 

See Mitigation Measures 4.9-l(n)-(b) and 
4.9-4(a)-(b). 

AM 

During pre-construdion 
swan (Jarwary I to 
Pcbmory IS) 

Prior to consbuction 

see Mitigution Malslucs 
4.7-I(U) - (c)end 4.7- 

SC2 Mitigtion Mensures 
4.9-I(o)-(h) 

See Mitigution Mcesores 
4.9-1(+(b) end4.911(11) 
_(b) 

- 

Munitwing 
Ikxpviilrilily 

XW 

XW end 
“UFO 

3cc Mitigation 
hiwres 4.1- 
I(0) - (c)and 
1.7-l(e). 

3ee Mitigation 
Menswes 4.9- 
I(a)-(b) 

kc Mitigation 
Mcnsures 4.9- 
l@(b) nod 4.9- 
u .-- 



r 
Mili~ation 

Mn~aare No. --.-.. 

Mitigation 
Mcm1uc 1.8- 
I (a). 

I 

1 
I 

I 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY UOAO\?lAY PROJE( 

&quire dowmcntcd site-@tic soil suitability analysis, soil slobilizatioo 
medurcs, and design criteria recommendations for fouodations, prior to 
,smancc of a building permit for each site where the cxistcnce of expansive 
md compressible soil conditions is know or sospected,,iocludiog roods to 
x constructed in the CountvpAmtlektFk. ‘This shall include the lollowing: 

I) bring the design ph;w for nch site where Ihe esistcncc of 
unsuitable soil conditions is know1 or susyccted, the develop&s 
rcgistcrcd soil cnginccring consultant shall provide dwumcnlntion 10 
the City ~thnt: 

w site-spccitic soil suitability iuudyses lxrvc lxcn conducwd in Ulc 
wea of the pmposcd fowdotion lo establish the design crileria 
mr dl stmcturca cold u,cir s”ppoolt, w,d 

. the wcommcnded crilcrin have been incorporated in the d&n 
of the projwt stmctures. 

3) During grading for these sites, the registered soils professional slmll 
hc oo the site: 

. to obscrvc II~I.S ofpotcotinl soil unsuitability, 

. to overwe the implemeototion of soil remcdiiltioo progmms, 
sod 

. to verify tinol soil conditions prior to selling the foundutions. 

MITIGATION MONITORING PRO( -. 

Stunford shall submit site-specific soil study 
with required contents for County rev&. 

Stanford shall document that soil av@zr 
is “rcgi5lncd.” 

Staoford shall document grading rtclivitia. 

rww = sao Mnlm County Director ofPoblic Works 
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‘rior to Hppmvul of 
mprovcment Plnns 

‘lior to approval of 
olprovcmeol Plans 

IPW 

3PW 



Mitigalioo 
Measure 4.X. 
I(b). 

Miligntion 
Messwc 4.X-2(19 

SAN MA-I”0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC 

1) ‘Ilie registered soils enginting consultan shall prepare an ““3 built” 
mop, lo be tiled with the Colml”“:‘” 
tl~-~, showing details 
of the site soils, the locution of foundntions, sub-dmios and clcon- 
uuts, and theresults of suitability analyses and compaclion tests. 

!<equirc on-site participation hy the project’s registered soil engineer, KS 

+&uwcnt~~, to 
~ersee, verify, and report on soil cn$neering prwedures and results. 

<eqoire documented site-specific s&mic-icstmint critaia to b.2 
incorpmtlul in the dcsigo of foundations and s2nlctoxs in Stanford Swd 
Ilill Rood Corridor Pmjccts urco including the fi~llowing: 

0 ‘Ihe minimum seismic-resistant design standards for 1111 proposed 
fircilities slwll conform to Ihc CIJHC Seismic 7~1nc 4 Stonduds. 

1) Addilionol seismic-resistant earthwork and cunslmctiuo dcsigo 
crilcrin shall hc iocorpomtcrl io the project as necessary, hascd on UK 
site-specific rccommcndalions of Slanford’s Culifomin Registered 
Geologist or Catilicd l5ginccring Geologist in coopcrution will1 
Cidifomio-rcgistexd geotcclmical “nd stmctuml engineering 
professionals, in order to comply with the CUDC irmcndmenls that we 
more stringent than cuncnl ClJl3C Seismic Zone 4 stondurds. (These 
measv~es could include increwcd rchor densily io rcinforccd concrctc, 
lockiog Iwlts instead “fgrovily clips lo soppart above ground floor 
slobs; and increased distance belwcco seppmts “11 exterior wlls for 
caolilevered strucluws.) In~plnne”lation of these lypes ofdcsign and 
constmclion nuxsores would iocrcose the stmcluml stability of 
buildings onda dynamic forces. 

DPW = San Mntco Coonty Director of I’uhlic Works 

MITIGATION MONITORFNG PRO( -. 

Mmilorh~g and 
Hrlwllin~ Pn~rtlare 

Stamford shall document submittal of “us 
built” mop. 

Stanford sl~ll cnosc n rcgistcrcd soil 
engineer engaged rur ihe Rojcct to bc on- 
sile whenever rcqucsted by the Coonly. 

Slunfuurd shaii submit impruvemcnt I’lans 
that med CUHC Seismic Zone 4 standards. 

Stanford shall doamcnt Ural Cnlifomin 
Regislcred Geologist or Ceriilicd 
I?nginuaing Geologist is “regislcred.” 

Stmtord shall document inc”rp”rnti”n of 
any site-specilic recommendations. 

Upn completion of 
constnwtion 

Duriog conslruction 

I’riol to approval 01 
Improvement Plws 

Prior to upprowl 0r 
Improvement Plus 

Prior to nppmvnl Or 
Improvement Plans 

DPW 

3PW 

i>pw 

X’W 

I)PW 



Milig:lti”n 
Mca.we4.8-2(h: 

Mitigation 
Mwsw” 4%2(c: 

I 

) 
: ..” 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEt ..- 

3) 

4) 

q 

. 

During site prqxuation, tlvz geological or geotechnical consulbmt 
shall be on lb” sit” to supvise implementation of lhe recommended 
criteria. 

The geological or geotechnictd celsulbmt shnll prepnr” an “us built” 
ma,, and report, to he filed with Ihc Qz!Q’+, showing details of 
th” site geology, the locatiun nnd type of seismic-r&mint facilities, 
and d”mmcnlhlg the rollowillg req”irem.%ts, ns uppropriate. 

Enginwrkg audyses shall demunstmw satisfaclory seismic 
pcrfomxmcc (e.g., the stnxhue is safe Iin immediate occupancy 
fidlowing an earlhqunke), ns d&nnincd by CUEiC codes cunmtly in 
effect or as am”“ded (tn include more shingcnt criteria) prior to 
CowtNction c”mnnlcemo~l. 

Roilds, foundations rmd undaground utilities in fdl or olhrvium shall 
he dcsigncd to iwo~~un&lc scttlemcnt or compwtio” producnl by 

*n enginwring geologist uh+dijnx*yl be contmctal fur a third prty rcvicw 
of ,111 geologic, soils and engineering rq”r(s prqxucd fur UK proposed 
projects. 

: 1;:. ‘4.Y.KyDRoLo~y.Ap 

DPW = Snn Midco County Dirxtor “f Public Works 
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MITIGATION MONlTORl?dG PRO( 

Gnford shall document presence of 
:onsull”nt 

<tanford shall document submittal of “ias 
xdlt” map and report. 

3te.nford sludoll rcquirc its consultant to 
locwncnt seismic-restraint procaiurcs nnd 
results. 

colu1ty *nay cxccu1c wllmct wilb 
znngineting geologist 1” review rep*. 

::::j,: :. : 
.‘.. ‘..’ ,.:‘.‘.’ : j,..; /.‘. 

Ni$ERQU&$y : .::i ; ,:’ ‘:‘y;,,: ;:“‘, :.;, i .;::.;;i 

AM 

During grading 

During c.“nstruction 

:.:. 

Prior to construction 

,., ‘,:..:: ,... ..: 
:..:, ::::: : .:::..::::::::;;:: :,:Jj. ..’ .’ :.. : .,.:.: j: : .:. 

)PW 

31’W 

IPW 

:: : .‘. /: :.:j : .,:,.. .:: 



Milig”Uoo 
&leasurc4.Y-l(u) 

Mitigulion 
Mceumuc 4.s 
I(h). 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC .- .- 

Prior to mV+pwmit [construction], Stilnford shnll lilt ” 
Notice of lxtenl for covcragc under the Stzxtc Gcncrul Cowtroction Aclivily 
Storm Waler Permit. The pennit Stanford shall be required to prepare, 
rclain on c”ch cons(ructio” site and imnplcment II SWPPP which describes 
the site, erosion ““d sedi”x”t co”lxoIs, nvxx of mnteriul storage and waste 
disposal, implcme”tntiuo oft~pproved local plans, postsonstruclion co”til 
~“OUSUICS rued mnintcoavx responsibilities, ud no”-storm water 
managc~ne”l controls. RMPs which could bo implcmentcd “s pwt of the 
SWPl’P could include, hut would “ot bc lilnited to: 

Reduction of the xeo and length of tilnc thrill the site is chxed wid 
gmded, cqrcially during UE r&y seww (Octotzr I5 through April 
15). 

i~~sluilntion oi comprchensivc erosion. dust nnd .x&molt controls 
such us straw bale dikes, silt fences, sodi~nent tmps, placing tarps over 
cxcitvalcd mataids slmll be co~lq~lcted prior to initistio” of 
colistnxtion xtivilics. 

hnplcmentnlio” of n progmm to control potnitial cu~istrwtiorl activity 
pollutunts such ns concrete, “sphult, pninintr o”d solvents, fuel wd 
luhric;lting oils, pcsticidcs told hcrbicidcs. 

lmpleme”lutio” of B hauvdous mat&Is spill, prevention. co~itml aid 
c,eilnup progIl”“. 

lhe SWPPP shall be prepared by a” erosion co~itml profcssiolud (such ss u 
kmdscapc nrchilcct or civil engineer spcciulizing in erosion control) and 
sohmitted lo the Cou”tv Director of Public Works-& 
“fPHkli~aIhrm& 

‘. up for review und 
spprowl prior lo construction. 

DPW = sm Mate” County Director of Public Works 

SMC Roadway Proiecl MMP (J).WC 
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MITlGATION MONITORING PRO< -.. --- 

Mmitoring rd 
Hclmiin~ Procehxf 

Stuford shall docwut submilinl of n 
Notice of hitent for covcrnge under the State 
Ciencml Co”atruclion Activity Storm Water 
Pennit 

Slwford shall document implcme”tation of 
SWPPP aml BMI’s, if upplicnble, nt ezwh 
construction site. 

Slnnford shnll document implemcntatio” 
nnd monitoring of the SWPPP at each 
construclion site. 

Prior to construction 

During constructi”” 

During constroctio” 

Monitoring 
Renpunxil~ility 

DPW 

DPW 

DPW 



SAN MATE0 COUNTY ‘ROADWAY PROJEt --- 

The SWWP shall ineludc as part of tinnl project design nppropriute BMPs 
selcctcd hy tbc City from the SFHWQCU’s Staff Rccommcn&tion for New 
and Uedevclopm~t Controls for Sbmn Wats Programs and could include ” 
comhiwtiun ofibc followi~rg tlMPs, or cqwdly clfeclive maskers: 

n incorporate peak llow reduction und intiltmtion pmcticer, such as 
grass swalcs, inliltmtion Lrenchcs and grass lilter strips (Stanford bas 
imlicatcsl tbcse mcwures on tbr Project plans); 

MITIGATION MONlTORING PROC - -., 

Mmaitcwinl: antI 
-- Rctmlin~ I’mcrdurc .- 

See Mitigation Measures 4.Y-l(a)-(b). 

Stdord slmll submit SWPPl? for City 
review and npprovul. 

DPW = San Mateu Counly Director of Public Works 
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See Mitigation Measures 
Z.L)-l(u)-(b) 

IPrior to construction 

see Mitiguuml 
Measures 4.Y- 
I (a)-(b) 

DPW 



- 

Mitigation 
Mcaswe4.11-3. 

SAN MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJEC MITIGATION MONITORING PROt -- 

lube1 storm dmin inlcts to cducnle tic public of the adverse impacts 
ussociatcd with dumping on receiving w~tcrs (i.e., “No Dumping1 
Fluws to San Francisquito Crcckl” 

educate residcnta on San Francisquito Creek water quality issues; 

Imxlscnpe, including borders using warm scson gmsses and drought 
tolcmnt vcgclltion whercvw fusible to reduce demand tin inig$ion 
and Uweby reduce iwigation runoff; and/or 

in&d1 cflicicnt irrigation systems in ltlndrwpal wtas to minimize 
runoll‘wd cvapomtion und muimizc the water the will reach pliud 
rools. Such irrigation systems include drip irrigation, soil moisture 
sensnrs. and nutomatic irrigation systems. 

” . ...: :. : ‘.. . ...’ 
: : ‘4.1 I tiilLi’&s:EN&Y, 

To rcducc water consumption. the project design shall incorporate ~~DSIJI~S 
to maximize the et?icicnt use of wutcr and minimize tutal water 
consumption S~L~B include UX following: 

. 

Cornpliunce with Project Spxifications as 
d&cd in the San Mstco County Roadway 
Project Agreement will satisfy Mitigation 
Mewure 4. I l-3. 

/,,‘, :. :.. 

Prior to npprovat 0r 

Mtmilsring 
ResponsilClily 

DI’W 

DPW = San Mntco County Dircclor ofl’uhlic Works 
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Mitigaliun 
M,CSWC 
1.12-3(u). 

IJses tbc City of Palo Alto’s, Menlo Rwk’s, and County’s cstnhlishcd 
Inick roules for the project’s large c4mstn1ction vehicle qxmtors 
when going to and from prujcct sites in order to minimize tmllic 
congestion; 

Ostlblishcs a constmctiou plan tu minimix construction impacts 
during peak nnnwl tratlic periods (e.g., alwAd wcnts nt Stanford 
illlivciaily, huliduy seasons, etc. j. lids plon shall addnx in detail the 
nctivilics to bc carried oul in each construction phase, the polcntinl 
tmnspoflalion impacLs of each activity, and an acceptable method of 
reducing or eliminuting signiticant Lmnspwtation impacL% Details 
such as the routing nnd scheduling o~matcrials nnd deliveries, 
conslructian cmploycv arival and departure schcdudcs and nnployee 
parking locations shnll ix dcscribzd (also refer to Miligation Meawrc 
4.4-X). lhc plaal shall bc submitted to the v 
Gii~1l-r~ i- 
DefkCfur review and approvnl; and 

Bnsures that Sand Hill Road will remuin open al all times in each 
direclion to allow direct ~cccss to Stanford University Medical Center 

DPW = San Mnleu County Director of Public Works 

25 

i An;l) ScII~H~I.S 

Ihc required conslmction vehicle 
nanagcmcnt plan shall he included in 
itnnford’s Cunstmction Manngcmcnt Plun. 



--..__. -. S@d MATE0 COUNTY ROADWAY PROJECT MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM -- ._.._.. --... .-. 

Mitigation 
MIXSUI~ 
4:12-3(b) 

With consideration ofthc construction sites and Lhe City of Pulo Alto and Stanford shall incltie thcmquired Prior to construction City of Menlo 
Menlo Park’s buck routes, Stanford shall prepare an emagency response cmcrgcncy response plan in its Construction Park 
plum for the construction period that specilics ultematc unerg~~~cy rcsponsc Muwgnent Plan. 
routw to the project sitcs and vicinily which meet the PAliD und PAPD 
(and the MPFPD and MI’PD (for those potions of the projects located in 
Menlo Park) response time goals. In addilion, the Plan shall stipulate that 
one lunc in each direction of Sad Hill Road will be open at all times. The 
Plan shull specify rcquircments of Stanford Lo ewsure response time goals 
wilt be mcl and shall bc appoved by the MPPI’D and MPPD for lhosc 
portions of lhc projects lucntcd in Menlo Park. 

Mitigalion 
Mcnsurc 4.12-g 

hnplemcnl Mitigation Mcnswe 4.12-3(b). SW Mitigation Mcuurc 4.12-3(b). Sn: Miti@im Maswc See Mitigation 
4.12-J@). Mensurc4.12- 

3(b). 

._ 

L:\Clinll\P_Th~rls~‘l~~~llihg\Snlc Rwdwuy Project Mmp (3).Doc 

26 




