REVISED INITIAL STUDY
MILLS PARK CENTER
(July 3, 2019)
Project Information
1.

Project Title
Mills Park Center

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address
City of San Bruno
567 El Camino Real
San Bruno, CA 94066

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number
Michael Smith, AICP
Senior Planner
Community Development Department
(650) 616-7062

4.

Project Location
See Figure 1. The project site is located at the intersections of El Camino Real, Angus
Avenue West (Angus Avenue), Kains Avenue, San Bruno Avenue West (San Bruno
Avenue), Linden Avenue, and White Way, within the City of San Bruno Transit
Corridors Plan (TCP) Area. The 5.38-acre site is bordered by El Camino Real on the
east, Angus Avenue on the south, Linden Avenue-Kains Avenue-White Way on the west,
and San Bruno Avenue on the north. Kains Avenue bisects the project site.

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address
Jamie Choy
Signature Land Advisors, Inc.
2335 Broadway, Suite 200
Oakland, California 94612

6.

General Plan Designation
Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

7.

Zoning
C (General Commercial)
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8.

Description of Project
See Figures 2 through 12. The 5.38-acre project site includes 12 commercial buildings
plus parking lots, adjacent to El Camino Real, which runs along the entire eastern side of
the site, and is comprised of two parcels generally separated, in the middle by Kains
Avenue running approximately east-west. The northern parcel (Parcel A) is bordered by
San Bruno Avenue West, White Way, and Kains Avenue, and the southern parcel (Parcel
B) is bordered by Kains Avenue, Linden Avenue, and Angus Avenue. The applicant
proposes to demolish all existing structures and parking lots and construct a new mixeduse project comprised of 425 residential units, commercial space, and parking in two
buildings. “Building A” would be in the northern part of the project site (Parcel A), and
“Building B” would be in the southern part of the project site (Parcel B). The site slopes
downward from White Way/Linden Avenue to El Camino Real.
In compliance with current Transit Corridors Plan (TCP) height restriction for the El
Camino Real Character Area, the building would be 70'-0" at the top of the parapet (plus
an additional approximately 10 feet for mechanical screening, as allowed by the TCP).
The project would be an infill development within the TCP urban environment of the El
Camino Real corridor.
Building A would include approximately 48,620 square feet of commercial space (an
approximately 41,893 square-foot grocery store on the basement level and approximately
6,727 square feet of mezzanine commercial area), and up to 182 residential units on
floors 2 through 5 (10 studios, 118 one-bedroom units, and 54 two-bedroom units). All
units would have a private deck/balcony. Parking would be located on three levels: one
“subterranean level” (underground) off El Camino Real, one “basement level” (partly at
ground level) off El Camino Real, and one ground level off White Way. Open space for
residents (approximately 27,889 square feet) would include five second-floor courtyards
totaling approximately 21,976 square feet and an approximately 5,913 square-foot roof
deck. An additional 12,297 square feet would accommodate the leasing office and space
for amenities (such as a fitness studio, a community room, and private storage areas).
Public plazas would be located at street level at the corners of San Bruno Avenue West
and El Camino Real, and Kains Avenue and El Camino Real.
Building B would include approximately 4,000 square feet of ground-level commercial
space and up to 243 residential units on floors 1 through 5 (20 studios; 154 one-bedroom
units, including 1 townhouse unit; and 69 two-bedroom units, including 3 townhouse
units). All units would have a private deck/balcony. Parking would be on two levels:
one “basement level” (partly at ground level) off El Camino Real, and one ground level
off Kains Avenue. Open space for residents (approximately 38,470 square feet) would
include seven second-floor courtyards totaling approximately 34,180 square feet and an
approximately 4,290 square-foot roof deck. An additional 10,276 square feet would
accommodate space for amenities (such as a fitness studio, a community room, and
private storage areas). Public plazas would be located at street-level at the corners of
Kains Avenue and El Camino Real, and Angus Avenue and El Camino Real.
Subterranean and basement level parking would be accessible for both buildings from El
Camino Real, with ground level parking accessible from White Way for Building A and
Kains Avenue for Building B. Building A subterranean level parking would be for
residents only, with basement level parking for grocery store customers and residential
guests. Additional grocery store customer and residential guest parking would be
provided at ground level. Building B basement level parking would be for residents,
guests, and retail customers; additional residential parking would be provided at ground
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level. The Building A subterranean parking level would include 8 spaces for electric
vehicles (EV), including 6 ADA-accessible spaces; some residential parking on this level
would be stacked parking, and some would be tandem spaces. The Building A basement
parking level would also include 5 ADA-accessible spaces and 3 EV spaces, parking for
5 motorcycles, and two storage rooms for residents’ bikes. Building A ground-level
parking would also include 3 EV spaces, two bikes rooms (one for residents, and one for
grocery store customers), showers, and tandem parking spaces for employees. The
Building B basement parking level would include 9 EV spaces (including 4 ADAaccessible spaces) and 7 additional ADA-accessible spaces, plus a bike room for retail
use. Building B ground-level parking would include 5 EV spaces, 4 ADA-accessible
spaces, and tandem parking spaces for residents in addition to regular residential parking;
this level would also include a bike room and showers for residents. Access to the
grocery store loading dock would be from White Way at San Bruno Avenue West.
Trash rooms would be located in both building garages on the basement and ground
levels.
The project would require the merging of existing parcels and abandonment/vacation by
the City of Camino Plaza (to create Parcel A) and the southern portion of White Way
between Kains Avenue and Angus Avenue (to create Parcel B). In addition, the project
proposes to realign Kains Avenue to provide better traffic circulation for the
neighborhood. Existing sanitary sewer lines, storm drain lines, water lines, and other
infrastructure would also require realignment (rerouting) to create the two project parcels
and to provide necessary service upgrades. All new utilities would be undergrounded.
The project also proposes to widen the San Bruno Avenue West right-turn lane at El
Camino Real; the widening would require Caltrans approval.
To implement the proposed project, the following actions (tentative list of entitlements)
by the City of San Bruno would be required:


Zoning District Amendment (from C--Commercial District, to P-D--Planned
Development District, and adopt a related District Development Plan);



Architectural Review Permit;



Planned Development Permit;



Sign Permit;



Vesting Tentative Tract Map for Condominium Purposes, which will cause the street
abandonment;



Development Agreement; and



Environmental (CEQA) Clearance.

Development on the site is regulated by the Transit Corridors Plan (TCP).
Previous CEQA Analysis and Purpose of Initial Study
In February 2013, the City of San Bruno certified a program environmental impact report
(EIR) for the City of San Bruno Transit Corridors Plan (TCP) (State Clearinghouse
#2010122029). The TCP objectives are to facilitate future improvements of the TCP Area
by establishing a clear vision and development framework, associated development
standards and design guidelines for public and private realm improvements, a
combination of related transportation and infrastructure improvements, and other
implementation strategies.
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The certified Transit Corridors Plan EIR is a program EIR.1 As described in the EIR,
subsequent development activities must be examined in the light of the program EIR to
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If a later
activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial
Study would need to be prepared, leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration. If
the lead agency finds that, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162 (Subsequent
EIRs and Negative Declarations), no subsequent EIR would be required, the lead agency
can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required. Under CEQA Guidelines
section 15168 (Program EIR), a lead agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives developed in the program EIR into later activities in the
program. Where the later activities involve site-specific operations, the lead agency
should use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and
the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were within
the scope of the program EIR.
Accordingly, the task at hand is to determine whether the project proposed for Mills Park
Center requires further environmental review beyond that which was provided by the
TCP program EIR. The following Initial Study has been prepared for this task. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines sections 15168 (Program EIRs) and 15162 (Subsequent EIRS and
Negative Declarations), it analyzes whether there are any new significant environmental
effects not identified in the TCP program EIR or substantial increases in the severity of
any previously identified significant effects.
It also analyzes whether further
environmental review is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15183 (Projects
Consistent With a Community Plan or Zoning).
It should be noted that four other projects located within the TCP Area have used the
analysis within the TCP EIR to determine if additional environmental review was
necessary. All four of these projects were found to be within the scope of the certified
TCP program EIR.
9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project site is located in downtown San Bruno. The surrounding area is developed
primarily with commercial and office uses (including the San Bruno Avenue Medical
Office Building) to the north, across San Bruno Avenue West; auto-related and other
commercial (car sales and service, gas station, hotel, professional services) to the east
across El Camino Real, with residential farther east; institutional uses to the south across
Angus Avenue (the San Bruno Library, and City Hall farther south; Allen Elementary
School to the southwest); and single-family residential to the west across Linden Avenue
and White Way.

10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement):
Development would be subject to entitlements from the City of San Bruno. Additionally,
the C/CAG Board, acting as the Airport Land Use Commission, has made a formal
determination that the proposed project is consistent with the policies found within the
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco

1

“A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project”
(CEQA Guidelines section 15168[a]).
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International Airport. Caltrans must approve the proposed San Bruno Avenue right-turn
lane extension at El Camino Real.
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Mills Park Center Initial Study
San Bruno, California

Figure 1. Project Site and Vicinity
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Mills Park Center Initial Study
San Bruno, California

Figure 2. Proposed Site Plan
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Mills Park Center Initial Study
San Bruno, California

Figure 3. Building A--Perspective from El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue
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Figure 4. Building A--Perspective from El Camino Real
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Figure 5. Buildings A and B--Perspective from El Camino Real and Kains Avenue
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Figure 6. Buildings A and B--Perspective from Kains Avenue and Linden Avenue
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Figure 7. Perspective along Linden Avenue Looking North
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Figure 8. Mid-block Perspective along Linden Avenue Looking North
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Figure 9. View of Townhouses along Linden Avenue
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Figure 10. Building A--Site Lighting Plan

Light spillage does not encroach on residential house lots.
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Figure 11. Building B--Site Lighting Plan

Light spillage does not encroach on residential house lots.
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Mills Park Center Initial Study
San Bruno, California

Figure 12. Landscape Plan

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a
“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Public Services

Agriculture /Forestry Resources

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Recreation

Air Quality

Hydrology/Water Quality

Transportation

Biological Resources

Land Use/Planning

Tribal Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Mineral Resources

Utilities/Service Systems

Energy

Noise

Wildfire

Geology/Soils

Population/Housing

Mandatory Findings of Significance

◼ No New Significant Impacts or Substantial Increase in the Severity of Previously
Identified Significant Impacts; this activity is within the scope of the previously
certified Transit Corridors Plan EIR.
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Determination:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described
on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that
remain to be addressed.
X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated to the extent feasible pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions, mitigation measures, and uniformly applicable development
policies that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. The proposed project would not result
in any new or substantially more severe significant environmental effects than those identified in the earlier

CEQA document. The previously certified Transit Corridors Plan (TCP) EIR adequately describes the
proposed project for the purposes of CEQA.

July 2, 2019
Signature

Date

Michael Smith

July 2, 2019

Printed Name
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:
(1) Because this Initial Study is evaluating if the proposed project is within the scope of the project covered by the certified
TCP program EIR, an explanation is provided for all answers in the checklist. A "No Impact or No New Impact" answer
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like
the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone) or that there is no new significant impact that was
not adequately identified or analyzed within a previous CEQA document (e.g., certified TCP EIR) and no substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact. A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it
is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
(2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
(3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is new or substantially more severe than identified in the TCP program EIR and whether the
mitigation measures identified in the program EIR would mitigate the impact to a less than significant level. "Potentially
Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or
more new or substantially more severe "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, and if
the mitigation measures identified in the TCP program EIR would not mitigate such impacts to a less than significant
level, then a subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required.
(4) "Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has
reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less than Significant Impact." The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level
(mitigation measures from "Earlier Analysis," as explained in [5] below, may be cross-referenced).
It is noted that many potential environmental impacts can be avoided or reduced through implementation of uniformly
applicable development policies, standards, or regulations – such as building and fire codes, design guidelines, a noise
ordinance, a historic resource ordinance, a tree preservation ordinance, and other requirements that the lead agency
applies uniformly toward all project proposals. Consistent with CEQA streamlining provisions (e.g., sections 15183 and
15183.3), these uniformly applied requirements are not distinguished as project-specific “mitigation measures,”
primarily because they have already been adopted to avoid or reduce potential environmental impacts of all future
project proposals, not only the particular project being evaluated at the moment. Therefore, in the upcoming
environmental checklist, there may be instances where uniformly applied requirements are described, followed by the
conclusion, “No mitigation is required.”
(5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063[b][1][c]). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:
(a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated," describe the
mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.
(6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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(7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should
be cited in the discussion.
(8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.
(9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
(a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
(b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less-than-significant.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

I.

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

AESTHETICS -- Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

x
x

In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

x

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

x

c)

Documentation:
a.

The Transit Corridors Plan program EIR (pp. 4-20 and 4-21) concluded that no scenic vistas or view corridors would
be substantially obstructed or degraded by future development under the Transit Corridors Plan (TCP). The impact
of the TCP on scenic vistas and view corridors was considered to be less-than-significant, and no mitigation was
required. The proposed project complies with all aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site layout, height,
setbacks), and was reviewed by the City’s Architectural Review Committee (ARC) on March 14, 2019. The project
design incorporates revisions directed by the ARC. As a result, no additional or more severe impact on a scenic
vista or view corridor would occur.

b.

Within San Bruno, Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) and Interstate 280 are designated by Caltrans as State Scenic
Highways. Other roads in San Bruno are designated as County Scenic Roads or, in the case of Sneath Lane, a City
scenic corridor. None of these resources traverse the TCP. The TCP program EIR (p. 4-21) concluded that
development under the TCP would result in more coherent and compatible land use patterns and more unified visual
character, which are expected to have a beneficial aesthetic effect on potential views from identified scenic
highways and roads. The proposed project complies with all aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site
layout, height, setbacks), and the project was reviewed by the ARC on March 14, 2019. The project design
incorporates revisions directed by the ARC. As a result, no additional or more severe impact on a scenic highway or
road would occur.

c.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 4-16 and 4-17) concluded that development facilitated by the TCP would result in more
coherent and compatible land use patterns and more unified visual character. In addition, TCP EIR
Impact/Mitigation 4-1 (Plan Building Height Impacts on Visually Sensitive Residential Edges, TCP Final EIR pp. 419 and 4-20) and Impact/Mitigation 4-2 (Plan Building Height Shade and Shadow Impacts, TCP program EIR pp. 422 and 4-23) apply to the project site because the site is included in the inventory of locations identified in those
impacts/mitigations; the mitigations require a minimum stepback of 15 feet above the project’s third floor along
White Way north of Kains Avenue, which the proposed project meets. The proposed project complies with all
aesthetic-related development standards (e.g., site layout, height, setbacks), and the project was reviewed by the
ARC on March 14, 2019. The project design incorporates revisions directed by the ARC. Therefore, consistent
with the TCP program EIR, the proposed project’s impact on visual character and quality would be less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.

d.

The TCP program EIR (p. 4-21) noted that new development in the TCP would be subject to various regulations,
standards, and guidelines, which would also apply to the proposed project, including: (1) State Public Resources
Code Title 24 lighting power allowances; (2) State-mandated Lighting Zone 3 (LZ3: urban environment) standards
contained in Title 24, Parts 1 and 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards; (3) TCP section 5.2 (Private Realm
Design Guidelines, A7: Lighting); and (4) TCP chapter 6 (Public Realm Design Guidelines, A4: Street Furniture,
Lighting, and Public Art). The TCP EIR concluded that the light, glare, and sky glow impacts of the TCP would be
less-than-significant, and no mitigation was required. As shown on Figures 10 and 11, project lights would not spill
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onto adjacent residential parcels. Because the above regulations, standards, and guidelines also would apply to the
proposed project, no additional or more severe light, glare, or sky glow impact would occur.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
aesthetics than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES -- Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

x

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or with a Williamson Act
contract?

x

c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

x

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

x
x

e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Documentation:
a.

The TCP Area is designated Urban and Built Up Land in the California Department of Conservation Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program. The TCP, including development of the proposed project, would have no impact
on Farmland. (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, Notice of Preparation and Initial Study, pp. 11 and 12) No mitigation is
required.

b.

The TCP Area and surrounding area are urbanized, are not zoned for agricultural use, and do not contain any land
under Williamson Act contracts. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on agricultural uses, and no
mitigation is required.

c. and d. The TCP Area and surrounding area are urbanized, are not zoned for forest land or timberland, and do not
contain any such lands. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on forest land or timberland, and no
mitigation is required.
e.

There is no Farmland or forest land in or near the TCP Area. The proposed project would not involve any changes
that could directly or indirectly affect any such lands. See items (b) and (c). No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
agriculture and forestry resources than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would
the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 5-21 and 5-22) concluded that the TCP: (1) would be consistent with and would further
implementation of the applicable Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan transportation control measures, (2) would not
disrupt or hinder the implementation of any Clean Air Plan control measures, and (3) would result in a projected rate
of increase in vehicle trips less than the projected rate of increase in residents and employees. Therefore, the TCP,
including the proposed project, would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan. The impact would be less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.

b. and c. The TCP program EIR (pp. 5-18 through 5-21) concluded that: (1) demolition and construction activities
under the TCP could generate short-term temporary emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), and respirable (inhalable) particulate matter (PM10) which exceed Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) thresholds of significance; and (2) related construction dust could cause localized health and
nuisance impacts on adjacent residential sensitive receptors (e.g., children, seniors, athletes, people with heart or
respiratory disease). TCP EIR Mitigation 5-1 conditions all discretionary approvals for private or public realm
grading, demolition, or construction activity – including the proposed project – to implement BAAQMD-defined
“feasible control measures,” including dust control measures as well as best management controls on emissions by
diesel-powered construction equipment. EIR Mitigation 5-1 shall be required as a condition of project approval and
will reduce the project impact from short-term temporary construction emissions to a less-than-significant level.
Regarding TCP-related localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations, the TCP program EIR (p. 5-22) concluded
that intersections affected by the TCP, including those affected by the proposed Mills Park Center project, would
have traffic volumes below the BAAQMD screening threshold for CO hotspots. The impact would be less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.
Regarding TCP-related exposure of people to toxic air contaminants (TACs) (e.g., diesel exhaust) and PM2.5 (fine
particulate matter that can lodge in the lungs), the TCP program EIR (pp. 5-23 through 5-27) concluded that
development under the TCP could expose sensitive receptors to levels of TACs and PM2.5 that result in an
unacceptable cancer risk or hazard. TCP EIR Mitigation 5-2 requires mitigation for sites located within specified
distances from Interstate 380, El Camino Real, San Bruno Avenue, or the Caltrain tracks. Based on the plan
drawings (Plan Sheets A3.3, A3.4, A3.5, and A3.6) for the proposed Mills Park Center project, it appears that 64
proposed residential units located on El Camino Avenue project border would be within the calculated 25-foot
threshold from El Camino Real for potential TAC and PM2.5 exposure, and 7 proposed residential units located on
the San Bruno Avenue West project border would be within the calculated 10-foot threshold from San Bruno for
potential TAC and PM2.5 exposure. Therefore, in accordance with Mitigation 5-2, a health risk assessment was
prepared to determine potential risks for residential units and to identify appropriate mitigation to reduce identified
impacts related to cancer risk to a less-than-significant level.
The health risk analysis was prepared for the proposed project by Ramboll (Onsite Health Risk Analyses for the
Proposed Mills Park Development in San Bruno, California; August 23, 2019). The BAAQMD Highway Screening
Analysis Tool and Roadway Screening Analysis Tables were used to evaluate exposure of project residents to nonMills Park - Revised Initial Study Checklist - July 3 2019
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x
x
x
x

cancer and cancer risks from El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue. The BAAQMD Stationary Source Screening
Analysis Tool for San Mateo County was used to evaluate exposure of project residents to nearby BAAQMDpermitted stationary air pollution sources (San Bruno Shell, Valero, Iron Port Systems, The Last Group, ASNTanforan Crossing, and San Bruno Chevron). Cancer risk impacts were evaluated using 2015 California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment guidelines in conjunction with the BAAQMD screening analysis tools.
Thresholds of significance were based on regional standards adopted by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), in cooperation with BAAQMD:


100 in a million excess lifetime cancer risk;



10 chronic hazard index; and



0.8 μg/m3 PM2.5 concentration

Based on their analysis, Ramboll determined (p. 3) that “All areas of the Project will experience lifetime excess
cancer risks of less than 100 in a million, and an onsite PM2.5 concentration of less than 0.8 μg/m3 [which are] below
the cumulative threshold of significance indicating that a buffer distance from the major roadways is not needed.”
In addition, Ramboll noted that the “total chronic HI [health index] was 0.12,”2 which would also be less than the
threshold of significance. Because these exposure risks would not exceed the thresholds of significance, this would
be a less-than-significant impact, and no additional mitigation would be required.
d.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 5-27 and 5-28) concluded that the introduction of food service uses or other odorgenerating uses in close proximity to, or in the same building as, residential or other odor-sensitive uses would
represent a potentially significant impact. The project proposes a 41,893 square-foot grocery (in Building A), which
would include a food service use such as a deli. TCP program EIR Mitigation 5-3 requires that this situation be
mitigated through, for example, grease filters, activated carbon filters, appropriate food waste packaging and
disposal, and strategic location of exhaust vents. Mitigation 5-3 shall be required, as needed, as a condition of
approval and would reduce odor impacts to a less-than-significant level.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to air
quality than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

x

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

x

c)

x

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

x

e)

x

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

2

Sarah Manzano, Ramboll, memorandum to Jamie Choy, April 17, 2019.
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

f)

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved, local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, pp. 15 and 16)
concluded that suitable habitat for candidate, sensitive, and special-status species is absent from the TCP Area
(including the project site) and surrounding areas. Therefore, the TCP including the Mills Park project would have a
less-than-significant impact on these species, and no mitigation is required.
The EIR Initial Study (pp. 15, 16, and 18) does note that bird nests in active use (with eggs or young) are protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and that raptor nests in active use are further protected under section 3503.5 of
the California Fish and Game Code. Included under these protections are requirements for nesting bird surveys.
The proposed project will implement standard regulatory requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and
California Fish and Game Code during demolition/grading activities (including tree removal), as follows:
The project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist (subject to approval by City staff) to conduct a nesting bird
survey prior to any demolition/grading activities that are planned to take place during the nesting/breeding season
of native bird species (typically February through August). The survey shall include all potential nesting habitat on
the project site and within 200 feet of the grading boundaries. Where the 200-foot distance encompasses trees on
other private properties, the biologist shall survey the trees using binoculars. The survey shall be conducted no
more than 14 days prior to commencement of demolition/grading activities.
If active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the California Fish and Game Code
(which, together, apply to all native nesting birds) are present in the demolition/grading zone or within 200 feet of
the zone, temporary construction fencing shall be erected within the project site at a minimum of 100 feet around the
nest site. This temporary buffer may be greater depending on the bird species and demolition/grading activity, as
determined by the biologist.
At the discretion of the biologist, demolition and grading within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted until
juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. The biologist shall serve as a
construction monitor during any periods when demolition/grading activities will occur near active nests to ensure
that no inadvertent impact on these nests will occur.
Implementation of the above standard regulatory requirements of the Migratory Bird Act and California Fish and
Game Code will ensure that potential impacts on active bird nests will be less-than-significant. This requirement
shall be included as a condition of project approval.

b.

The TCP program EIR NOP and Initial Study (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, pp. 16 and 17) concluded that there is no
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community within or adjacent to the TCP Area. Therefore, the TCP,
including the proposed project, would have no impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. No
mitigation is required.

c.

The TCP program EIR NOP and Initial Study (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, pp. 17 and 18) concluded that: (1) there are
no jurisdictional wetlands in or adjacent to the TCP Area, and (2) the TCP would not involve the direct removal or
fill of wetlands or indirectly affect the hydrology, soil, vegetation, or wildlife of wetlands. Therefore, the TCP,
including the proposed project, would have no impact on wetlands, and no mitigation is required.

d.

The TCP program EIR NOP and Initial Study (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, p. 18) concluded that the TCP Area is
limited in its function as a wildlife movement corridor, and the TCP would have a less-than-significant impact on
wildlife movement and native wildlife nursery sites. As part of the TCP Area, the proposed project likewise would
have a less-than-significant impact on these resources, and no mitigation is required.

e.

The TCP program EIR NOP and Initial Study (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, pp. 18 and 19) noted that no portion of the
TCP Area is located in an area identified as a Vegetative Community or Special Species Habitat. The Initial Study
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No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

x

also noted that all development under the TCP, including the proposed project, would be subject to the City’s
Heritage Tree Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 8.25). To verify and detail the project’s compliance with the
Ordinance, the applicant submitted an arborist report prepared for the project by HortScience, Inc. (Arborist Report,
Mills Park, San Bruno, CA; HortScience; December 2017), which has been reviewed by the appropriate City staff.
The City of San Bruno has adopted a Heritage Tree Ordinance to preserve the urban forest and protect trees that are
significant to the community. According to the Ordinance, a tree is considered a Heritage Tree if it meets any of the
following criteria:


Any native Bay (Umbellularia californica) Buckeye (Aesculus species), Oak (Quercus species), Redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens), or Pine (Pinus radiata) tree that has a diameter of 6 inches or more measured at 54
inches above natural grade;



Any tree or stand of trees designated by resolution of the City Council to be of special historical value or of
significant community benefit;



A stand of trees, the nature of which makes each dependent on the others for survival; or



Any other tree with a trunk diameter of 10 inches or more, measured at 54 inches above natural grade.

The arborist report concluded (p. 5) that 13 of the 33 on-site trees qualify as “Heritage” trees. In addition, two offsite trees evaluated in the report also qualify as “Heritage” trees (these trees were evaluated because their canopies
extend into White Way and could be disturbed during project construction).
The project proposes to remove all 33 on-site trees. (The two off-site trees evaluated in the report were determined
to be candidates for preservation, although their canopies would require some pruning for construction equipment
clearance into White Way.)
Section 8.25.050.B of the City of San Bruno Municipal Code states, “Tree replacement shall be a minimum of either
two twenty-four inch box size trees, or one thirty-six inch box size tree, for each heritage tree removed, to be
determined by the director of public works or designee.” In the particular case of the Mills Park Center project,
because 13 heritage trees would be removed, a minimum of 26 24-inch replacement trees or 13 36-inch box trees
would be required. The applicant is currently proposing 269 new trees along the streetscape, around the podium
courtyards, and on the roof decks (Plan Sheets L2-L6). Also, see Figure 12 for general project landscaping.
Based on the proposed project’s compliance with the City of San Bruno Heritage Tree Ordinance as a condition of
project approval, the project’s impacts on Heritage Trees would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is
required.
f.

There is no habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other adopted habitat conservation
plan applicable to the TCP Area. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
biological resources than were identified in the TCP program EIR.

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to section 15064.5?

x

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to section 15064.5?

x

c)

x

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
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Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 7-3 through 7-5) identifies previously recorded significant historical resources within
and adjacent to the TCP Area. The existing buildings on the project site are not included on the list. One listed
historic resource is located nearby: the J.A. Helm House at 652 Hensley Avenue (APN 020-135-170), two parcels
east of the project site (approximately 260 feet). The proposed project does not include any component that would
affect this historical resource.
In order to address Impact/Mitigation 7-2 (Plan-Related and Cumulative Impacts on Historic Resources) in the TCP
program EIR (pp. 7-13 through 7-16), a historic resource evaluation was conducted by Carey & Co., in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical
Resources) for the Mills Park Center project (April 3, 2018). The report has been reviewed by the appropriate City
staff. Through a review of existing history records, historic resource inventories, and a reconnaissance of the
existing on-site buildings, the historic resource evaluation concluded that seven of the buildings did not fulfill any of
the four standards to be considered a potential historic resource eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR): (1) though most of the buildings are associated with the historical development of El
Camino Real in the 20th century, none was determined to be associated in an individually significant way; (2) no
persons of significance are known to be associated with any of the buildings; (3) all of the buildings were
determined to be constructed of common materials with no notable or special attributes, and several demonstrated no
evidence of being the work of a master architect, or were not architecturally significant, or lacked original design
elements; and (4) all of the buildings were unlikely to yield information that is significant to history or prehistory.
One building, 799 El Camino Real, constructed in 1985, was determined not to exhibit any of the elements
necessary for being considered eligible for listing on the CRHR primarily because buildings “less than 50 years old
can be considered historic resources only if they constitute an exceptional achievement in architecture or
engineering, or are of otherwise exceptional importance” (Historic Resources Report, p. 11) Also, because the 799
El Camino Real building has been altered over the years, the historic resources report (p. 11) determined that “This
structure is not architecturally exceptional, and thus cannot be considered [a] historic resource at this time.”
The historic resource evaluation concluded (p. 15): “The buildings within Mills Park Plaza [Center] do not appear
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. No historic events are associated with the
property. While the company who developed the site is known in the area, the firm is not particularly significant.
The buildings also fail to be a distinctive example of a style, the work of a master, or architecturally significant in
any other respect.” Therefore, none of the buildings on the Mills Park Center are considered historic resources as
defined by CEQA. EIR Impact 7-2 would not occur under the proposed project, and no additional mitigation is
required.

b. and c. The proposed project would not cause a significant impact on any known archaeological resource on the
project site or in the vicinity (TCP EIR, pp. 7-2 and 7-3). However, the TCP program EIR (p. 7-12,
Impact/Mitigation 7-1) concluded that the potential exists for new TCP-facilitated development to disturb
unrecorded archaeological resources, including Native American remains; this situation represents a potentially
significant impact. EIR Mitigation 7-1 requires that, in the event that any deposit of prehistoric or historic
archaeological materials are encountered during project grading or excavation, work shall avoid the materials and
their context until a qualified professional, in consultation with the City, has determined the appropriate treatment of
the materials, possibly including complete avoidance of the resources, in-place preservation, or data recovery – in
accordance with Public Resources Code section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4. If human remains
are identified as Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission is required to be notified. Mitigation
7-1 shall be required as a condition of project approval and would reduce impacts on archaeological resources and
human remains to a less-than-significant level.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
cultural resources than were identified in the TCP program EIR.

Mills Park - Revised Initial Study Checklist - July 3 2019

28

Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

VI. ENERGY – Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

x

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

x

Documentation:
a.

The proposed project would not result in a significant environmental impact due to inefficient, wasteful, or
unnecessary consumption of energy primarily because of project commitment to use of energy efficient equipment,
techniques, and materials, such as (but not limited to) lamps and lighting fixtures with occupancy sensor controls,
ENERGY STAR appliances, optimal window size and coatings, water-saving appliances, water-conserving
plumbing fixtures, insulated hot and cold water pipes, durable roof materials, and recycled rubble for backfill drain
rock. As discussed in the TCP program EIR, there are a number of City policies to which the project would be
subject that would promote the conservation of energy (TCP program EIR pp 6-11 and 6-12).
The project would also minimize wasteful or inefficient energy use because of the nature of its design as a transitoriented, mixed-use development located near transit facilities, which would reduce potentially inefficient
transportation use. In addition, the project design also includes rooftop photovoltaic (“solar ready”) areas. Project
landscaping would use water-conserving plants and other climate appropriate trees, shrubs, and ground cover, and
would incorporate irrigation techniques in compliance with City Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance standards.
The project would include approximately 20 electric vehicle charging stations and approximately 288 bicycle
parking spaces. In addition, construction and demolition waste would be recycled.
The TCP was adopted in part to promote energy- and resource-efficiency in new buildings; the proposed project
would be consistent with these goals. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy
consumption would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

b.

See item (a). The proposed project would comply with local sustainable building goals (San Mateo Countywide
sustainability building goals) and also would adhere to State energy plans, including the California Building Code
(CALGreen Code and California Energy Code). Because the proposed project would be consistent with these
sustainability and energy plans, there would be no conflict with adopted plans, and the impact would be less than
significant; no mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
energy than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

x

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)

x

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

x
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

x
x
x
x

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?

x

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

x

f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

x

Documentation:
a.

(i) The only Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone in San Bruno extends about 800 feet on either side of the San
Andreas Fault, northeast of Skyline Boulevard, approximately three miles outside the TCP Area. The potential San
Bruno Fault (first proposed in the early 1900s) could traverse the TCP Area in a north-south alignment; however,
this “potential” fault has never ruptured, and related seismic activity in the region may be the result of the San
Andreas Fault or the Hillside Fault. There is not enough seismic information to determine any present activity
related to the potential San Bruno Fault. (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, Notice of Preparation and Initial Study, pp. 21
through 22). The responses to the questions below conclude that potential seismic impacts would be less-thansignificant, and no mitigation is required.
The City’s standard development review procedures, including requirements for site-specific geotechnical
investigations, address the geology and soils issues identified by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
A geotechnical investigation, including five on-site soil borings and six cone penetration tests during field
explorations between January 3 and January 13, 2017, was prepared for the proposed project and reviewed by the
appropriate City of San Bruno staff (Geotechnical Exploration, Mills Park, San Bruno, California; ENGEO, Inc.;
February 10, 2017).
Techniques and standards for effective geotechnical/geologic practices are widely known and accepted within the
industry. Individual measures for particular sites and projects are typically specified at a detailed level of design.
The City routinely requires such geotechnical investigations and specifications as conditions of project approval, and
a substantial record exists demonstrating the effectiveness of such design and engineering requirements in
adequately addressing potential geology and soils issues. Under the City’s grading permit and building permit
regulations, an individual development project cannot be given final approval without project compliance with
geotechnical/geologic requirements. These requirements and related City inspection and verification procedures
before project occupancy provide reasonable assurances that the project will incorporate the necessary design and
engineering refinements. Consistent with these City requirements and procedures, the project-specific geotechnical
report states (p. 20) that “the risk of costly design, construction, and maintenance problems can be significantly
lowered by retaining the design geotechnical engineering firm to…review the final grading and foundation plans and
specifications prior to construction…[and]…perform construction monitoring….”
The project-specific geotechnical report concludes (p. 4): “The primary geotechnical concerns are settlement due to
presence of existing non-engineered fill, and settlement due to potential liquefaction of the sandy soil below the
groundwater table.” The proposed building structures could be supported on mat foundations or, depending on the
technique selected for non-engineered fill, shallow footings with floor slab-on-grade (p. 11). Both should use soil
vapor membrane to reduce migration of water vapor (pp. 13-14).
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(ii) The project site lies in a seismically active region and is subject to ground shaking from an earthquake along
major active regional faults. This is common to virtually all development in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Development of the proposed project would be subject to review and approval by the City, and shall be designed
and constructed in accordance with all applicable seismic standards adopted by the City of San Bruno, including the
2016 California Building Code (CBC). The project-specific geotechnical report (p. 7) classifies the site as Site Class
D, which helps define the CBC seismic design parameters. Application of existing laws, regulations, and policies,
including the City’s standard development review procedures, would ensure that the impact of seismic ground
shaking would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
(iii) Liquefaction is a process that occurs when strong ground shaking causes loose, saturated, unconsolidated
sediments to lose strength and behave as a liquid. The geotechnical report (p. 4) found: (1) groundwater at a depth
between 15 to 20 feet below ground surface, though “[f]luctuations in the level of groundwater may occur due to
variations in rainfall, irrigation practice, and other factors not evident at the time measurements were made”; and (2)
during a major earthquake, the risk of surface disruption due to liquefaction would be “low to moderate,” with
potential for “up to 2 inches of total liquefaction-induced settlement.” To address this issue, the geotechnical report
(pp. 8-11, 15-16, 20) recommends the following:


After removal of all demolition debris (including existing on-site improvements), any vegetation and
organically contaminated soils in the building area should be removed, and soft compressible soil (i.e., nonengineered fill) should be removed from areas planned for new fill or structures.



Excavation below design grades should be cleaned to a firm undisturbed soil surface with the surface scarified,
moisture conditioned, and backfilled with compacted engineered fill.



Because of the size of the project site and variations in existing fill depth and composition, removal of all
existing fill may not be feasible, and therefore the following fill options should be considered:



–

Remove all existing fill, then moisture condition and compact before reusing it as engineered fill;

–

Subexcavate existing fill beneath spread footings and replace with engineered fill; or

–

Leave existing non-engineered fill in place, and use spread footings supported on ground-improved soil
with stone columns extending at least five feet into dense native soil.

Any fills should conform with the following:
–

Use organic-free soils available at the site or import materials (soils should exclude demolition debris and
should be non-expansive or mixed with other non-expansive soil);

–

Prior to placement of fills, the geotechnical consultant should be provided samples of proposed fill
materials for evaluation;

–

Areas to receive fills should be stripped of organics;

–

Loose or near-surface soils with any exposed surfaces should be scarified to a depth of 12 inches, moisture
conditioned, and recompacted;

–

Lifts (layers) should not exceed 12 inches; and

–

Non-engineered fill used as engineered fill should meet the geotechnical engineer’s recommended
specifications.



Because groundwater was encountered between 15 and 20 feet below ground surface, dewatering for deeper
utilities and basement slab construction might be required, depending on the construction time of year.



Though tieback anchoring is not currently anticipated to be required for shoring, if during construction
conditions change this conclusion, the geotechnical consultant should be contacted for design recommendations.



Drainage improvements (such as closed conduits) should be used to direct discharge from roof downspouts
away from foundations and to drainage devices or collection systems.



A surface drainage system should be considered to reduce surface drainage across the site, and water should not
be allowed to pond near foundations, pavements, or exterior flatwork.



Either graded rock drains or a geosynthetic drainage composite should be used behind the retaining walls, in
consultation with the geotechnical engineer.
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Ground improvements in general should address soil mix and content, moisture, gradient (slope), and surface
drainage.



All site preparation (i.e., earthwork operations), including demolition and stripping, should be observed by the
geotechnical consultant.

In conjunction with the project-specific geotechnical report, the application of existing laws, regulations, and
policies, including the City’s standard development review procedures, would ensure that the impact of seismicrelated ground failure, including liquefaction, would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
(iv) Although there is a minor westward slope towards El Camino Real between Camino Plaza and El Camino Real,
the project site is generally level and, therefore, not subject to landslides (TCP program EIR appendix 19.2, p. 23;
ENGEO report, p. 3). No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. Furthermore, the TCP program EIR
(p. 9-18) concluded that the TCP area is not subject to risk from debris flow source areas as mapped by ABAG,
based on data from the U.S. Geological Survey, and that the potential impact of the TCP related to mudflow would
be less than significant, and no mitigation was required.
b.

The project site includes 12 one- and two-story commercial buildings with paved parking areas. The potential for
erosion (during both construction and operation) would be limited by the current substantially impervious site
surface, generally flat terrain, and accepted best management practices (BMPs) routinely required by the City,
County, and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and included as conditions of project approval. For
example (TCP EIR, p. 9-15), the proposed project would be required to obtain an NPDES (National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System) General Construction Permit from the State Water Resources Control Board,
including preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in compliance with the City’s NPDES
Permit Requirements Checklist and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. Also, the project grading plan (see
Plan Sheet C6.0, Conceptual Grading–Parcel A, and Plan Sheet C6.1, Conceptual Grading–Parcel B) and
stormwater treatment plan (see Plan Sheet 9.0, Conceptual Storm Water Control Plan) are subject to review and
approval by the City. For example, the Conceptual Storm Water Control Plan illustrates roof drainage directed to
flow-through planters and media filter vaults to address water quality and runoff rate in accordance with County
technical guidance (“C.3” requirements) for “special projects” (which are defined by the County's Water Pollution
Prevention Program as “smart growth, high density, or transit-oriented developments”). The remaining surface
areas (such as hardscape areas draining into landscaped areas) total approximately 10,655 square feet in Parcel A
and 10,201 square feet in Parcel B, and are considered self-retaining. For construction, the project proposes
approximately 91,800 cubic yards of cut (soil removed), with re-use of excavated soils for on-site fill subject to
geotechnical engineer approval. All construction activities would be required to implement the BMPs specified in
the SWPPP. As discussed item (a), the proposed project’s geotechnical report (p. 11) also recommends that roof
downspouts should be discharged “into closed conduits and direct[ed] away from foundations to appropriate
drainage devices” and that “use of surface drainage collection systems” should be considered “to reduce overland
surface drainage.” Based on the discussion above, erosion impacts would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation
is required.

c.

The TCP Area generally is prone to differential settlement because it is underlain by alluvial material and artificial
fill (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, pp. 23 and 24). The proposed project’s geotechnical report (p. 3) characterizes the
site’s subsurface conditions: “The site is covered with fill in variable amounts. In general, the fill consisted of
medium stiff to stiff clay with small amounts of debris. Below the fill, we encountered stiff to hard sandy silt with
trace fine gravel, and medium dense to dense silty sand with occasionally silty clay lenses. This formation is known
locally as the Colma Formation and can extend to hundreds of feet in depth.” While the geotechnical report (p. 6)
concluded that potential for lateral spread (i.e., lateral ground movement resulting from seismic shaking) “is
nominal,” the report (p. 6) noted, “The results of our liquefaction analyses indicate relatively thin and discontinuous
sand and silt layers as potentially liquefiable.” As discussed in item (a), although risk of surface disruption due to
liquefaction would be considered low to moderate, the geotechnical report (p. 6) recommends “designing the
structure for a differential settlement of 0.5 inch over a lateral distance of 25 feet in a design-level seismic event.”
In conjunction with the project-specific geotechnical report, the application of existing laws, regulations, and
policies, including the City’s standard development review procedures, would ensure that project geotechnical
impacts would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

d.

Expansive soils exhibit “shrink and swell” where they expand and contract during wetting and drying. These soils
are likely to be encountered in the TCP Area (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, p. 24 and 25). The proposed project’s
geotechnical report (p. 10) concludes that “Portions of the site identified potentially expansive near-surface soils.
During excavation, if an expansive clay material is encountered, the soil should be removed or mixed with other
non-expansive soil onsite.” In conjunction with the project-specific geotechnical report, the application of existing
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laws, regulations, and policies, including the City’s standard development review procedures, would ensure that the
effects of expansive soils would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
e.

The project would be connected to the sewer system and does not propose septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

f.

The proposed project would not cause a significant impact on any known paleontological resources on the project
site or in the vicinity (TCP EIR, p. 7-6). However, the TCP program EIR (pp. 7-16 and 7-17, Impact/Mitigation 73) concluded that the potential exists for new TCP-facilitated development to disrupt, alter, or eliminate as-yet
undiscovered paleontological resources; this situation represents a potentially significant impact. EIR Mitigation 73 requires that, in the event that a paleontological resource is encountered during project grading or excavation,
work shall avoid altering the resource and its stratigraphic context until a qualified paleontologist, in consultation
with the City, has determined the appropriate treatment of the resource. Mitigation 7-3 shall be required as a
condition of project approval and would reduce impacts on paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
geology and soils than were analyzed in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?

x

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

x

Documentation:
a.

A limited amount of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) would occur during demolition and construction. As
discussed in the TCP program EIR (p. 6-14), while BAAQMD and the City have not adopted a threshold of
significance for construction-related GHG emissions, due to the temporary duration of construction (estimated to be
approximately three years, with building construction start dates staggered – separated – by one year), construction
emissions from the project would not be substantial and would not significantly contribute to regional GHG levels.
In addition, construction emissions from the project would be subject to standard City requirements and BAAQMDrecommended procedures to minimize construction air emissions (e.g., properly tuned equipment subject to on-site
monitoring, idling time limits) as conditions of project approval.

b.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 6-14 and 6-15) analyzed GHGs under TCP buildout assumptions for both the years 2020
and 2030. Under both scenarios, the EIR concluded that GHGs would be below the BAAQMD-recommended
significance threshold of 4.6 metric tons per service population (new residents plus employees generated by new
TCP development) per year, with CO2E emissions of approximately 3.0 metric tons per year per service population
in 2020 and approximately 2.8 metric tons per year per service population in 2030. The TCP program EIR (pp. 6-14
and 6-15) concluded, “GHG emissions resulting from occupancy and operation under Transit Corridors Plan
buildout would represent a less-than-considerable contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate
change, and thus a less-than-significant impact.” Therefore, the TCP, including the proposed project, would not
conflict with the adopted federal, State, and regional GHG regulations, including Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and the
California Global Warming Solutions Act (see EIR pp. 6-5 through 6-15), and the proposed project would not result
in impacts associated with GHG emissions beyond those disclosed in the TCP EIR. Therefore, the impact would be
less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Since San Bruno certified the TCP EIR, the Air Resources Board adopted an updated Scoping Plan in response to
Senate Bill 32, which is applicable to state agencies, and is not directly applicable to cities/counties or individual
projects. However, new regulations adopted by the state agencies outlined in the Scoping Plan result in GHG
emissions reductions at the local level. As a result, local jurisdictions benefit from reductions in transportation
emissions rates, increases in water efficiency in the building and landscape codes, and other statewide actions that
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would affect a local jurisdiction’s emissions inventory from the top down. Statewide strategies to reduce GHG
emissions include the low-carbon fuel standards, the corporate average fuel economy standards (e.g., Pavley I and
California Advanced Clean Cars program), and the Cap-and-Trade program. In addition, since adoption of the
updated Scoping Plan, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill 100, which requires electricity providers to have at least
60 percent of its supply from renewable sources by 2030 and adopts a state policy for the state’s electricity to be
carbon neutral by 2045. The project’s GHG emissions would be reduced these statewide measures, and the project
would not hinder implementation of any of these measures. Finally, the Association of Bay Area Governments and
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission have updated the Sustainable Communities Strategy (Plan Bay Area
2040), which continues to designate the project site as a transit priority area and priority development area where
development is encouraged.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
greenhouse gas emission than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

x

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

x

c)

x

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

x

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?

x

f)

Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

x

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
Documentation:
a.

The proposed project would include the construction of two 5-story mixed-use buildings, comprised of 425
residential units and 45,890 square feet of ground floor commercial retail space, plus parking. The project would
not involve routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials (including hazardous waste), nor would it result
in hazardous emissions. The TCP program EIR (pp. 8-13 and 8-14) explains that hazardous materials associated
with new residential and commercial uses could include, for example, liquid chemical products (e.g., household
cleaners), used motor oil, building maintenance supplies, paints and solvents, and pesticides. Such products do not
generate hazardous air emissions or involve the use of acutely hazardous materials that could pose a significant
threat to the environment or human health. The City implements regulations and guidelines regarding the transport,
storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials. These regulations include requirements for Hazardous Materials
Business Plans subject to review and approval of the San Bruno Fire Department, and hazardous chemical materials
storage regulations administered by the San Mateo County Department of Public Works. In addition, household
hazardous waste disposal is available through the City's solid waste disposal collector as well as the County. Given
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x

the existing federal, State, and local hazardous materials regulations already in place, the proposed project’s
potential threat to public health and safety and the environment from hazardous materials transport, storage, use, and
disposal would be less-than-significant. Therefore, the proposed project’s potential threat to public health and safety
and the environment from hazardous materials transport, storage, use, and disposal would be less-than-significant.
No mitigation is required.
b.

The TCP program EIR (p. 8-16, Impact 8-1) concluded that there is a possibility that future development in
accordance with the TCP could expose construction workers and occupants to hazardous materials contamination.
Related to the potential for hazardous materials on the project site and in the existing buildings (which are all slated
for demolition), six site-specific reports were prepared for the project applicant and reviewed by the appropriate City
staff. These include:


Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mills Park Development Project, San Bruno, California, Northgate
Environmental Management, Inc.; February 14, 2017 (Phase I-Mills Park): this report covers the majority of
the project site, with the exception of the two structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real;



Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 601 and 611 El Camino Real, San Bruno, California, Northgate
Environmental Management, Inc.; April 13, 2018 (Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real): this report covers the two
structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real;



Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, Mills Park Development Project, San Bruno, California, Northgate
Environmental Management, Inc.; December 29, 2017 (Phase II-Mills Park): this report covers the majority of
the project site, with the exception of the two structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real;



Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 601-611 El Camino Real, San Bruno, California, Northgate
Environmental Management, Inc.; July 9, 2018 (Phase II-601/611 El Camino Real): this report covers the two
structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real;



Asbestos and Lead Paint Demolition Survey Report for Mills Park, 643-799 El Camino Real, 701-751 Camino
Plaza, 711-777 Kains Ave, 632-698 Linen Ave (Asphalt Parking Lot), 751 San Bruno Ave West (Asphalt
Parking Lot), San Bruno, CA 94066, ECS Environmental Construction Services, Inc.; February 8, 2018
(ACM/LBP Study-Mills Park): this report covers the majority of the project site, with the exception of the two
structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real; and



Asbestos and Lead Paint Demolition Survey Report for 601-611 El Camino Real, San Bruno, CA 94066, ECS
Environmental Construction Services, Inc.; April 3, 2018 (ACM/LBP Study-601/611 El Camino Real): this
report covers the two structures located at 601 and 611 El Camino Real.

The reports listed above document the existing hazardous materials conditions on the project site, including
mitigation strategies in compliance with TCP EIR mitigation requirements, as summarized below.
(1) Phase I Environmental Site Assessments. The two Phase I ESAs revealed six recognized environmental
conditions, historic recognized environmental conditions, or potential environmental conditions related to the project
site. (Phase I-Mills Park, pp. 3-4, and Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real, p. 2-3)


The former Mills Park Cleaners at 709 Camino Plaza is currently undergoing remedial action under the San
Mateo County Groundwater Protection Program (GPP) for volatile organic compound (VOC) concentrations in
groundwater associated with a plume beneath the northern part of the property; vapor intrusion mitigation
measures could be necessary for new construction and/or a land use covenant restriction required for
development on the site.



A former gasoline service station was located on the northeast corner of Parcel A from the early 1950s to 1981;
low levels of petroleum hydrocarbon contamination remained in the ground after four USTs were removed with
closure of the service station in 1981, which could indicate the presence of potential contamination.



An oil/water separator could still remain in the building at 643 El Camino Real (Parcel B) from a former auto
sales use; a previous investigation showed possible low levels of petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in the
area, which could indicate the presence of potential contamination.



Three underground storage tanks (USTs) (one gasoline and two waste oil) may have been removed from Parcel
B (generally identified as 600-698 White Way, and 751-777 Kains Avenue), although exact locations and other
information are not well documented; this could indicate the presence of potential contamination.



601 El Camino Real (a former Ford dealership and service facility) had one UST removed from the property,
and received site closure from the San Mateo County Office of Environmental Health Department (2001);
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however, residual contamination following UST removal exists. In addition, a possible “fill cap” associated
with USTs was identified by the building, which suggests a UST could still be present. Therefore, there is the
potential for previous residual contamination that could impact soil, soil vapor, or groundwater quality at the
project site.


611 El Camino Real (an existing auto service shop) includes several potential sources of contamination: a
former below-ground service pit; engine and other auto parts storage; and storage of motor oil and automotive
chemicals. One UST was removed from the property, and the site received closure from the San Mateo County
Office of Environmental Health Department (1995); however, residual contamination remains since removal.
In addition, oil staining was identified on the concrete floor throughout the building, as well as other indications
of generally poor hazardous materials management. Therefore, the potential exists that residual contamination
could exist that would impact soil, soil vapor, or groundwater quality at the project site.

(2) Phase II Environmental Site Assessments. Based on the findings of each Phase I, Northgate determined that
further investigation would be required prior to site excavation activities. The two Phase II ESAs were conducted to
evaluate overall soil and groundwater quality conditions potentially impacted from handling and disposal of soil and
groundwater during construction and future development of the project site. (Phase II-Mills Park, pp. 1, 5, 11-12,
and Phase II-601/611 El Camino Real, pp. 1-3)
The Phase II studies determined that concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), petroleum
hydrocarbons, and metals were below the Water Board environmental screening levels and would therefore not
represent and environmental concern, with the following exceptions:


At 799 El Camino Real, concentrations of benzene and TPHg in groundwater represent potential environmental
concerns; additional measures identified below would reduce risks to a less-than-significant level (Phase IIMills Park, p. 11).



At 709 Camino Plaza, the ongoing remediation program is scheduled to conclude in 2019; however, pending
results of post-closure sampling, Northgate recommends additional measures identified below to reduce
potential vapor intrusion concerns (Phase II-Mills Park, p. 12).



At 601 El Camino Real, two suspected UST vent pipes and a fill cap were investigated for evidence of USTs.
No subsurface features were detected adjacent to the vent pipe at the northern part of the building. However, in
the southern part, it could not be determined if the vent pipes and connecting piping to the fill cap extended
underneath the building or terminated because the building adjacent to the vent pipe was inaccessible. No
additional subsurface investigation took place. (Phase II-601/611 El Camino Real, p. 6).

There are eight properties within 150 feet of the project site, as reported on regulatory databases, that were known to
have had a release of hazardous materials (leaking underground storage tanks). However, six of the properties have
been cleaned up (i.e., cleanup status is “complete–case closed”). The remaining two are still undergoing
groundwater monitoring, although the subject underground storage tanks have been removed. The Phase I studies
concluded that none of the eight represents a significant environmental concern to the Mills Park Center project site
because all eight sites are located across El Camino Real or across San Bruno Avenue West (in two cases), and are
either cross gradient or down gradient of the project site. The following summarizes the Phase I studies (Phase IMills Park, pp. 17-21, and Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real, pp. 14-18):


732 to 740 El Camino Real (the “Gootnick Property”): The site was remediated under the oversight of the San
Mateo County Groundwater Protection Program (GPP), and closure was granted in 2011. The site is located
across El Camino Real, east of Kains Avenue between Parcel A and Parcel B, and down gradient of the project
site.



750 Camino Real (Melody Toyota property): The site was remediated, and closure was granted in 2014 by the
State Water Resources Control Board, over County GPP objections. The site is located across El Camino Real,
east of Parcel A, and down gradient of the project site.



798, 800, and 801 El Camino Real (RELLC properties3): 798 El Camino Real (a Shell station) and 800 El
Camino Real (former ExxonMobil, currently Valero) were granted closure by the County GPP in 2013 based on
long-term groundwater monitoring. Groundwater monitoring is currently ongoing for 801 El Camino Real (the
ChevronTexaco facility, now SpeeDee Oil Change and Auto Service). The three sites are located generally

3

RELLC = Resource Environmental, LLC, formed by Chevron, Phillips 66, ExxonMobil, Marathon, and Shell/Motiva to
manage hazardous materials site remediation.
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north of Parcel A and across El Camino Real (798 El Camino Real), El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue
West (800 El Camino Real), or San Bruno Avenue West (801 El Camino Real), and are cross gradient or down
gradient of the project site.


700 El Camino Real (Midas San Bruno): This site was closed in 1998 under San Mateo County Department of
Environmental Health (SMCDEH) oversight, and is located across El Camino Real, east of Parcel B and down
gradient of the project site.



“601 Kains Avenue” (692 El Camino Real): The site contains or contained a waste oil UST between 1988 and
1994, and a hydraulic oil tank in 1988. The site is located across El Camino Real, east of Parcel B and down
gradient of the project site.



620 El Camino Real: This site was closed in 2003 under SMCDEH oversight. The site is located across El
Camino Real, east of Parcel B and down gradient of the project site.

The Phase II studies determined that with the exception of portions of soils at 799 El Camino Real, site soils may be
conditionally suitable for reuse on-site or off-site.
(3) Current hazardous materials storage includes common cleaning supplies, and nail and hair salon related
chemicals, at the 709 Camino Plaza site (former Mills Park Cleaners); motor oil, waste oil and used oil, used oil
filters, coolant, other automotive chemicals, and batteries at 611 El Camino Real (Rolling Motors automobile
dealership service shop); and paint, furniture polish, motor oil, antifreeze, and common cleaning supplies at 601 El
Camino Real. No significant chemical use or storage currently exists on the project site, and no further action is
currently required (Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real, p. 13). In addition, 751 Camino Plaza is listed on the
HAZNET database as a generator of asbestos containing waste (Phase I-Mills Park, pp. 2, 16).
(4) Two asbestos site surveys were conducted in the existing buildings on the project site (ECS Environmental
Construction Services, Inc.) in November/December 2017 and March 2018. Asbestos containing materials (ACM)
were identified in all but two buildings, including various building components such as roof sealers, drywall joint
compounds, concrete walls, caulking, transite panels, floor tiles, heating duct insulation, and pipe insulation. Any
removal or demolition which may impact any amount of ACM shall be performed by a California Division of
Occupational Health and Safety certified asbestos contractor in compliance with EPA, CalOSHA, and Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) standards. (ACM/LBP Study-Mills Park, pp. 1-2 and 67; ACM/LBP
Study-601/611 El Camino Real, pp. 1 and 18)
(5) Two comprehensive lead-based paint (LBP) surveys were conducted in the existing buildings on the project site
(ECS Environmental Construction Services, Inc.) in November/December 2017 and March 2018. Lead-based paint
was found in all but one building, including window and door components, ceilings trusses, fences, light poles, and
parking bollards. Lead-based paint removal would require lead-trained personnel complying with OSHA training,
worker protection, and monitoring requirements in accordance with all applicable federal, State, and local
regulations. (ACM/LBP Study-Mills Park, pp. 1-2 and 67; ACM/LBP Study-601/611 El Camino Real, pp. 1 and
18)
(6) During two site reconnaissances (conducted for each of the two Phase I studies, on 1/17/17 and 4/6/18), a
limited amount of building interior areas was observed, but there were no visible or olfactory indications of the
presence of mold, nor were there any obvious indications of significant water damage that would indicate presence
of mold. (Phase I-Mills Park, pp. 57-58; Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real, pp. 27-29)
(7) No on-site sampling of radon was performed. On-site radon measurements would need to be collected in order
to determine the subject property radon levels; however, radon potential at the subject property is considered low
based on information collected by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) from two indoor air
samples in the County, which showed radon concentrations of 0.10 picocuries per liter (pCi/L), below the USEPA
action level of 4.0 pCi/L. (Phase I-Mills Park, p. 28; Phase I-601/611 El Camino Real, p. 19)
Summary. TCP EIR Mitigation 8-1 (Plan-Related Exposure to Existing Hazardous Materials, p. 8-16) shall be
required as a condition of project approval and would reduce potential risks to human health or the environment due
to existing hazardous materials conditions to a less-than-significant level. The environmental reports described
above are considered to comprise the Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessment (ESA) requirements of
Mitigation 8-1. The Phase II ESAs concluded that the following measures need to be incorporated into the project:


Incorporate the following measures into a Health and Safety Plan for construction:
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-

best practices for personal hygiene on the job site (e.g., hand washing, no eating or smoking) shall be
implemented to minimize exposure to naturally occurring levels of arsenic in native soil; and

-

an odor control product shall be identified for use as a contingency measure in the event that odor nuisance
to construction workers becomes necessary during site grading and excavation.

Incorporate the following measures into construction plans and specifications:
-

perform targeted remediation (e.g., excavation, oxidation, bioremediation) and/or vapor intrusion
mitigation in conjunction with development to address the benzene and gasoline in groundwater detected at
799 El Camino Real, as identified in the February 14, 2017 Phase I ESA, Mills Park Development Project;

-

perform targeted excavation in conjunction with development to address any isolated residual
contamination associated with the former Mills Park Cleaners at 709 Camino Plaza; and

-

install a passive vapor barrier and/or venting system beneath the Building A development area where there
is ground floor residential or commercial occupancy.

The remainder of Mitigation 8-1 requires project compliance with standard regulations administered by the
appropriate jurisdictional agencies (e.g., SMCEHD, CalOSHA, BAAQMD).
c.

No schools are located in or proposed for the TCP Area (TCP EIR, p. 8-14); however, one school is within onequarter mile of the Mills Park Center project site (Decima M. Allen Elementary School, at 875 Angus Avenue, about
75 feet south – diagonally opposite – of the project site), and one school is about a half-mile east of the project site
(Belle Air Elementary School, at 450 3rd Avenue). The TCP EIR found because no new industrial or heavy
commercial uses would be permitted in the TCP, and because of existing federal, state, and local regulation, the
potential hazardous materials risk to schools would be less than significant. As discussed in item (a) above, the
proposed project may store, use, or dispose of limited quantities of common hazardous materials, but none of these
materials would emit hazardous emissions or be acutely hazardous. Given these circumstances plus the existing
federal, State, and local hazardous materials regulations already in place, the proposed project’s potential hazardous
materials risk to existing or proposed schools would be less-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

d.

The proposed project is located on three sites that are included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 (Cortese List) (TCP program EIR, pp. 8-1 through 8-4); however,
two of the sites (San Bruno Ford at 601 El Camino Real, and San Bruno Ford II at 625 El Camino Real) are closed
(i.e., hazardous materials have been cleaned up), and no further review is required. The third site (former Mills Park
Cleaners at 709 Camino Plaza) is in a cleanup program. As discussed in item (b) above TCP program EIR
Mitigation 8-1 (Plan-Related Exposure to Existing Hazardous Materials, p. 8-16) will be required as a condition of
project approval, and Parcel A may require a vapor barrier, as recommended by Northgate Environmental, which
would reduce potential vapor concerns. With the recommendations listed in item (b), the project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment ([1] Department of Toxic Substances Control [DTSC] Envirostor
database, www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public, viewed April 12, 2019. [2] Phase I Environmental Site Assessment,
Mills Park Development Project, San Bruno, California, Northgate Environmental Management, Inc.; February 14,
2017, pp. 22-24. [3] Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 601 and 611 El Camino Real, San Bruno, California,
Northgate Environmental Management, Inc.; April 13, 2018, p. 18.) No impact related to the Cortese List would
result, and no mitigation is required. See related item (b) above.

e.

As discussed in the TCP EIR, the TCP Area is located within the San Mateo Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the
Environs of San Francisco International Airport (CALUP) and is included in the CALUP-designated Height Referral
Area and San Francisco International Airport Imaginary Surfaces Height Restrictions Map boundaries (TCP
program EIR, p. 8-17). The TCP – including the proposed Mills Park Center project – complies with CALUP
policies and criteria, and with related Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77 Obstruction Criteria, and the TCP
program EIR concluded that airport safety hazard impact of the TCP would be less than significant. Additionally,
the C/CAG Board, acting as the Airport Land Use Commission, has made a formal determination that the proposed
project is consistent with the policies found within the CALUP. Based on the discussion above, the project would
not result in any new or substantially more severe potential airport safety hazard impacts that discussed in the TCP
program EIR and the airport safety impacts of the proposed project would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation
is required.

f.

Consistent with the TCP program EIR (p. 8-17), the proposed project would maintain emergency access to the
project site and vicinity during demolition and construction. Following established City practice, a traffic control
plan would be developed and synchronized with specific phases and activities, subject to review and approval by the
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City. Any need for construction-related traffic lane reductions or partial street closures would be temporary,
intermittent, and localized, and managed through standard City traffic management practices. Related to long-term
operation, the project would require Camino Plaza and the part of White Way between Kains Avenue and Angus
Avenue to be abandoned by the City to facilitate parcel consolidation. The project would also (1) realign Kains
Avenue to provide better vehicular access to the site; (2) widen the San Bruno Avenue West right-turn lane at El
Camino Real; and (3) modify the median west of the San Bruno Avenue West/El Camino Real intersection to
lengthen the eastbound left turn lane. The does not propose any other changes to the street circulation system,
beyond street and sidewalk improvements already planned in the TCP. These project site circulation improvements
would improve emergency access, response, and evacuation, and therefore would be a beneficial effect. No
mitigation is required.
g.

As discussed in the TCP program EIR (p. 8-18), the TCP Area is located within a Non-Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (FHSZ) as mapped by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire
and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). Given this designation and consistent with the analysis set forth in the
TCP EIR, the TCP Area’s accessible terrain, and the local availability of adequate fire suppression services (see item
XX below), the proposed project’s potential impact related to wildland fires would be less-than-significant. No
mitigation is required. (TCP EIR, p. 8-18)
In summary, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to hazards or
hazardous materials than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

x

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

x

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i)

result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or offsite;

x
x

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or

x

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

x
x

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?
e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

x

f)

Expose people or structures to a significant loss, injury, or death involving
flooding caused by sea level rise resulting from global climate change?

x

Documentation:
a.

The project site includes a dozen commercial buildings along with paved parking areas that would be demolished in
order to form two larger parcels, one approximately 2.42 acres for Parcel A, and the other approximately 2.96 acres
for Parcel B. As analyzed in the TCP program EIR (pp. 9-14 through 9-16), the potential for erosion, urban
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pollutant discharge (e.g., pesticides, oil drips from vehicles), and subsequent water quality impacts (during both
construction and operation) for development under the TCP would be addressed through accepted best management
practices (BMPs) routinely required by the City, County, and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and
included as conditions of project approval. For example (TCP EIR, p. 9-15), the proposed project would be required
to obtain an NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) General Construction Permit from the State
Water Resources Control Board, including preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in
compliance with the City’s NPDES Permit Requirements Checklist and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program.
Also, the project grading plan (see Plan Sheet C6.0, Conceptual Grading–Parcel A, and Plan Sheet and C6.1,
Conceptual Grading–Parcel B) and stormwater control plan (see Plan Sheet C9.0, Conceptual Storm Water Control
Plan) are subject to review and approval by the City. The Conceptual Storm Water Control Plan illustrates roof
drainage directed to flow-through planters and media filter vaults to address water quality and runoff rate in
accordance with County technical guidance (“C.3” requirements) for “special projects” (which are defined by the
County's Water Pollution Prevention Program as “smart growth, high density, or transit-oriented developments”).
The remaining surface areas (such as hardscape areas draining into landscaped areas) are considered self-retaining.
For construction, the project proposes approximately 91,800 cubic yards of cut (soil removed), with re-use of
excavated soils for onsite fill subject to geotechnical approval. All construction activities would be required to
implement the BMPs specified in the SWPPP. In addition, the proposed project’s geotechnical report (p. 11) also
recommends that roof downspouts should be discharged “into closed conduits and direct[ed] away from foundations
to appropriate drainage devices” and that “use of surface drainage collection systems” should be considered “to
reduce overland surface drainage.” Based on the discussion above, the proposed project’s potential water quality
impacts would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
b.

Given the already developed condition of the TCP Area, including the project site, development under the TCP
would not result in a substantial increase in impervious surface area. As discussed in item (a), the project would
include flow-through planters and media filter vaults, in compliance with C.3 requirements. Also, as described in
the TCP EIR (pp. 9-3 and 9-4), “the Transit Corridors Area is not a groundwater recharge area,” and the aquifer
underneath the TCP Area “is capped by a 100- to 150-foot clay layer that acts as a barrier…”. Based on the
discussion above, the TCP, including the proposed project, would not: (1) substantially interfere with groundwater
recharge, (2) substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or (3) substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff. The impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required. (TCP EIR, pp.
9-13 through 9-16)

c.

As previously analyzed in the TCP program EIR (pp. 9-13 through 9-16), and as discussed in item (a) above and the
subparts below, the TCP, including the proposed project, would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff. The project’s conceptual stormwater
control plan (Plan Sheet C9.0) illustrates roof drainage directed to flow-through planters and media filter vaults to
address water quality and runoff in accordance with County technical guidance (“C.3” requirements) for “special
projects” (see above). In addition, the City’s adopted Stormwater Master Plan and the TCP identify drainage
improvements that would reduce the occurrence of localized flooding in the TCP Area, including in and near El
Camino Real, San Mateo Avenue, Huntington Avenue, Angus Avenue, and Easton Avenue. In order to implement
drainage improvements, the City of San Bruno operates a Stormwater Fund, an enterprise fund that is fully funded
by a drainage parcel fee assessed against all properties; the proposed project would be subject to this fee.

i)

As discussed in item (a), the project would be subject to Waster Board construction requirements, including
obtaining coverage under the General Construction Permit, which requires preparation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Possible construction period erosion and contamination effects would be adequately
mitigated with the required implementation of the extensive City, County, and RWQCB requirements, such as the
SWPPP, which would be implemented during construction and monitored by the City Engineer. The impact would
be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required. (TCP EIR, pp. 9-14 and 9-15)

ii) As discussed in items (a) and (b), the project would not result in substantial surface runoff that would result in
flooding on- or off-site. The impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
iii) A Storm Drainage and Hydraulic Study was prepared for the project (BKF, March 15, 2019), which described
existing storm water flow characteristics for the project site and adjacent off-site areas, and computed future storm
water flows based on project design and storm drain improvements. The study noted several currently undersized
pipes and, based on computer modeling, determined that existing storm drains are undersized for a 25-year storm
event (the City’s design standard), resulting in surcharging at several points. The proposed project, which would
replace all existing on-site structures and pavement, would reduce the amount of impervious surface area on the site
from 98 percent to 95 percent, thereby reducing on-site contributions to storm water flows. Also, as discussed in
Mills Park - Revised Initial Study Checklist - July 3 2019

40

item (a), project storm water retention/filtration measures would be designed to meet C.3 storm water criteria, and
would thereby minimize potential project-related pollutant runoff. The project would also include the rerouting of
several existing storm drains (currently crossing the project site), and would replace undersized pipes with larger
pipes, as determined by the City. With these larger pipes, most of the surcharging would be reduced or eliminated
during the 25-year storm event; however, a few storm drain locations would continue to experience surcharges
during the 25-year storm event. As determined in the March 2019 BKF study (p. 8), “Although there are issues with
the capacity of the existing system, the project is not adversely impacting the existing drainage conditions. The
proposed Mills Park Development project will not increase runoff from the site for the 25 year storm event. The
addition of landscaping and flow-through planters on the site with the proposed project will also slow the rate of
runoff compared to existing conditions.” Because the project would provide on-site treatment of storm water, it
would not create a substantial additional source of polluted runoff. Also, because project-related pipe replacements
would reduce storm drain capacity exceedances, the project impact would be less-than-significant.
iv) As analyzed in the TCP program EIR (p. 9-16) and discussed in section (d) below, the project site is not located in
an area susceptible to flooding. The site is located in FEMA Zone X, which is an area of minimal flood hazards
(FEMA, 5/29/19).
d.

The TCP Area, including the project site, contains no areas within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map. In particular, this conclusion has been confirmed for
the project site (Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel 06081C0043F, Effective Date April 5, 2019). The impact would
be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required. The TCP Area, including the project site, is also not close
enough to San Francisco Bay to be affected by a tsunami or seiche, as mapped by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required. (TCP
EIR, pp. 9-16 and 9-18)

e.

The project would be required to comply with the County's stormwater runoff treatment standards, and would
therefore be consistent with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan, which
designates water quality objectives for surface waters and groundwater and includes implementation programs to
achieve water quality objectives. Also, as discussed in item (b), the project is not in a groundwater recharge area
and therefore would not conflict with a groundwater management plan. In addition, the project would be required to
comply with San Bruno Municipal Code section 10.18.065, which governs discharge of pollutants in water. The
impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

f.

The TCP program EIR (p. 9-17) concluded that the TCP Area could be subject to flooding due to sea level rise
associated with global climate change. The EIR also notes that sea level rise would have to first inundate most of
San Francisco International Airport (SFO). The project site is not identified as a “potentially exposed area” to
projected sea level rise at mid-century (12-24 inches) or end-of-century (36-66 inches) (San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission [BCDC], Bay Area Sea Level Rise Analysis and Mapping Project, San
Mateo County, MHHW [Mean Higher High Water] + 12" Sea Level Rise; MHHW + 24" Sea Level Rise; MHHW +
36" Sea Level Rise;
and MHHW + 66" Sea Level Rise; http://www.adaptingtorisingtides.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/08/SanMateoCoARTSLRMaps2017WEB.pdf; viewed May 30, 2019). Therefore, TCP EIR
Mitigation 9-1 related to sea level rise, which requires that TCP projects in areas that are identified as subject to
flooding as a result of sea level rise comply with specific flood damage avoidance requirements, is not required for
the Mills Park Center project. The impact related to sea level rise would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation
is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
hydrology and water quality than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:
a) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of a community?
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
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x
x

Documentation:
a.

The proposed project would replace a dozen commercial buildings on four blocks in the TCP El Camino Real
Character Area. The project proposes construction of 425 residential units and 45,890 square feet of ground floor
commercial retail space, in two 5-story mixed-use buildings that would be 70’ in height at the top of the parapet.
The proposed project would be an infill development within the TCP urban environment. Sidewalk, crosswalk, and
landscape improvements would be included to better connect the site to the existing community. Consistent with the
TCP program EIR, which concluded that the TCP would not divide the physical arrangement of the community and
no mitigation is required (pp. 10-18 and 10-19), the proposed project would improve the physical arrangement of the
project vicinity. This would represent a beneficial land use effect, and no mitigation is required.

b.

The proposed project is consistent with the type, intensity, and character of the anticipated new uses and
development facilitated by the TCP, as well as other City-adopted policies, regulations, and guidelines that
implement the General Plan, and the TCP EIR concluded that the environmental impacts as a result of inconsistency
with plans and policies would be less than significant (TCP program EIR, p. 10-22). The proposed project would
also be consistent with the San Mateo County Airport Compatibility Land Use Plan and the Grand Boulevard
Initiative (see item IX[e] above and TCP EIR pp. 10-21 and 10-22).
To implement the proposed project, the following actions (tentative list of entitlements) by the City of San Bruno
would be required:


Zoning District Amendment (from C--Commercial District, to P-D--Planned Development District, and adopt a
related District Development Plan);



Architectural Review Permit;



Planned Development Permit;



Sign Permit;



Phased Vesting Tentative Tract Map for Condominium Purposes, which will cause the street abandonment;



Development Agreement; and



Environmental (CEQA) Clearance.

Development on the site is regulated by the Transit Corridors Plan (TCP).
The proposed Mills Park Center project cannot be approved unless the City of San Bruno City Council approves the
actions described above. If the City Council approves these actions, the proposed project would be considered
consistent with all applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. The impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to land
use and planning than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project result in:
a) The loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?

x

b) The loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

x
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Documentation:
a.

The Initial Checklist for the TCP, which is an appendix to the TCP program EIR, determined that based on
California Geological Survey classifications, no significant mineral deposits exist, or are likely to exist, in the TCP
Area (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, p. 33). No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

b.

There are no locally important mineral resource recovery sites delineated in the San Bruno General Plan, including
with respect to the project site. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required (TCP EIR appendix 19.2, p.
33).
Consistent with TCP EIR appendix 19.2, p. 33, the proposed project would have no impacts related to mineral
resources, and would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts relating to mineral
resources than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XIII. NOISE AND VIBRATION – Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

x

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

x
x

c)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR (p. 11-26) concluded that noise levels from Plan-related development would increase
primarily due to new traffic patterns, and that traffic noise increases resulting from Plan-related development would
be from 0 to 2 dB; these increases are considered less-than-significant because they are imperceptible to the average
human ear within the existing TCP Area. (TCP program EIR, p. 11-4) In order to evaluate the proposed project’s
consistency with the TCP regarding noise and to implement EIR Mitigation 11-1 (Plan-Related Exposure of NoiseSensitive Land Uses to Noise Levels Exceeding Standards, p. 11-18), a project-specific environmental noise
assessment was submitted by the applicant and reviewed by the appropriate City staff (Mills Park, San Bruno, CA –
Environmental Noise Assessment; Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc.; November 30, 2018). As concluded by the projectspecific noise assessment, traffic noise levels along San Bruno Avenue West and El Camino Real would be
anticipated to increase by up to 1 decibel (dBA) as a result of the proposed project because traffic generated by the
proposed project. Therefore, the project’s generation of traffic noise would be less-than-significant, and no
mitigation is required for this issue.
A related noise issue is the exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise levels exceeding City and State land
use/noise compatibility standards. For example, project residents and off-site neighbors could be exposed to
collective environmental noise (e.g., traffic, airplanes, mechanical equipment) whether or not the proposed project
itself generates substantial noise. The TCP program EIR (p. 11-17) concludes that occupants of new TCP
residential and other noise-sensitive development could be exposed to noise levels in excess of City General Plan
land use/noise compatibility guidelines and State Title 24 standards. Consistent with State Title 24, the City of San
Bruno specifies that exterior noise levels in multifamily dwellings must be maintained at or below 65 dBA Ldn
(average noise level during a 24-hour day) to be considered normally acceptable in usable outdoor activity areas,
excluding balconies and residential stoops and porches facing existing roadways. For interiors, noise levels must be
maintained at or below 45 dBA Ldn. (TCP EIR, pp. 11-10 through 11-14)
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Exterior Noise. The project-specific noise assessment (p. 12) concluded that the outdoor noise level for building
courtyards and the roof deck facing El Camino Real would range between 63 to 73 dBA Ldn, assuming no
shielding; however, due to setbacks from the roadways, height of the courtyards and roof deck relative to the
roadways, and shielding from building elements, a reduction of 10 to 15 dBA would be a reasonable conclusion.
The noise assessment determined that these exterior noise levels would therefore be less than the 65 dBA Ldn
threshold. For building courtyards facing White Way, Kains Avenue, and Linden Avenue, outdoor noise levels
would range between 61 to 70 dBA Ldn, again assuming no shielding. The noise assessment determined that given
the same setback, height, and building element shielding assumptions, a reduction of 15 to 20 dBA would be
reasonable, and therefore these exterior noise levels would be less than the 65 dBA Ldn threshold, and project
exterior uses would be compatible with the City's exterior noise standard.
The outdoor noise level for the four project plazas – at the building corners of San Bruno Ave West and El Camino
Real, El Camino Real and Kains Avenue (one for each of the two buildings), and El Camino Real and Angus
Avenue – would range between 70 to 75 dBA Ldn, assuming no shielding. The buildings would provide only partial
shielding from traffic noise, and even with setbacks the noise levels would exceed the 70 dBA Ldn threshold for
commercial use. However, future exterior noise levels would be in the “conditionally acceptable” range of 77.5
dBA Ldn or below. The noise assessment determined (p. 12) that a barrier-style noise mitigation would be
unacceptable because it would block access from the roads to the plazas, and concluded, “The conditionally
acceptable future exterior noise level threshold would be adequate at the outdoor ground floor commercial plazas,”
and compatible with the proposed land use.
Interior Noise. Project residential units would be exposed to noise from San Bruno Avenue West (the northern
façade of Building A) and noise from El Camino Real (the eastern façade of both buildings). The noise assessment
determined (p. 13) that traffic noise could range from 71 to 73 dBA Ldn. However, standard construction materials
and methods would reduce noise levels to 56 to 58 dBA Ldn. This would still exceed the City's interior noise
threshold of 45 dBA Ldn. TCP program EIR Mitigation 11-1 shall be required as a condition of project approval to
ensure that the project’s interior noise levels meet adopted land use/noise compatibility guidelines and standards.
Mitigation 11-1 requires new multifamily residential projects to prepare and submit a noise study to identify noise
reduction measures necessary to achieve compatibility with General Plan and Title 24 noise compatibility standards.
In addition, in order to meet the residential indoor noise standard, the noise assessment concluded:


Exterior building walls for the northeast corner residential units on the north end of Building A would need to
be stucco sided with an STC (Sound Transmission Class) 46 rating; windows and doors in all northeast corner
residential units of Building A would require a 33 and 35 STC rating, as diagrammed in the noise assessment.
Remaining units in both buildings facing El Camino Real or San Bruno Avenue West would also require
windows and doors with a 33 to 35 STC, and remaining windows and doors of residential units in both
buildings without line-of-sight to El Camino Real or San Bruno Avenue West would require windows and doors
with a 28 STC rating. With these specifications, interior noise levels would be below 45 dBA Ldn.



All residences would need an alternative method of supplying fresh air (e.g., mechanical ventilation) so that
closed windows could insulate outdoor noise.

In addition, final building plans, when available, shall be reviewed by the appropriate City staff to ensure that the
above specifications are included. With these performance standards incorporated in the project, the residential land
use/noise compatibility impact would be less-than-significant, and EIR Mitigation 11-1 will be completed.
Commercial land uses require interior noise levels of 50 dBA Leq(1-hr) or less during hours of operation.
Commercial uses on the ground floor exposed to San Bruno Avenue West or El Camino Real would be exposed to
exterior noise levels ranging from 65 to 77 dBA Leq(1-hr) during the daytime. A reduction of 30 dBA could be
achieved through standard commercial construction; therefore, with these construction standards, and assuming that
windows and doors generally remain closed, interior noise levels for commercial areas would range from 35 to 47
dBA Leq(1-hr), which would be below the CALGreen Code standard of 50 dBA Leq(1-hr). (Noise Assessment, p.
15)
Construction Noise. The TCP program EIR (pp. 11-21 through 11-26) concluded that demolition and construction
activities could temporarily increase noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive residential and commercial receptors
which would exceed the City’s Noise Ordinance limits (Impact 11-4). Construction noise was addressed in a
separate noise assessment submitted by the applicant and reviewed by the appropriate City staff (Mills Park, San
Bruno, CA – Construction Noise and Vibration Assessment; Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc.; May 3, 2019).
Mills Park - Revised Initial Study Checklist - July 3 2019

44

The construction noise assessment (p. 12) determined that construction noise levels at 100 feet from the centers of
Buildings A and B would likely range from 72 to 84 dBA Lmax, which would not exceed the City's (Municipal
Code) threshold of 85 dBA Lmax at 100 feet. However, these levels would exceed the TCP EIR significance
threshold of 60 dBA Leq Therefore, TCP EIR Mitigation 11-4 (pp. 11-25 and 11-26) shall be required as a
condition of project approval to reduce temporary construction-related noise to a less-than-significant level. The
mitigation requirements address construction-related planning and scheduling, equipment, traffic, noise barriers, and
a noise disturbance coordinator. The project would also limit construction to between the hours of 7:00 AM and
6:00 PM, Monday through Friday, which is more restrictive than TCP program EIR Mitigation 11-4.
With incorporation of this mitigation, intermittent, temporary construction noise impacts would be less-thansignificant, and no additional CEQA-mandated mitigation is required. General Plan Policy HS-38 requires
“developers to mitigate noise exposure to sensitive receptors from construction activities. Mitigation may include a
combination of techniques that reduce noise generated at the source, increase the noise insulation at the receptor, or
increase the noise attenuation rate as noise travels from the source to the receptor.” Although not required as CEQA
mitigation, the project would incorporate the following standards recommended by the construction noise
assessment (p. 13):

b.



Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be strictly prohibited.



Where feasible, temporary power service from local utility companies should be used instead of portable
generators.



Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible at existing residences
bordering the project site.



Locate cranes as far from adjoining noise-sensitive receptors as possible.



During final grading, substitute graders for bulldozers, where feasible. Wheeled heavy equipment are quieter
than track equipment and should be used where feasible.



Substitute nail guns for manual hammering, where feasible.



Avoid the use of circular saws, miter/chop saws, and radial arm saws near the adjoining noise-sensitive
receptors. Where feasible, shield saws with a solid screen with material having a minimum surface density of 2
lbs/ft2 (e.g., such as ¾” plywood).



Maintain smooth vehicle pathways for trucks and equipment accessing the site, and avoid local residential
neighborhoods as much as possible.



During interior construction, the exterior windows facing noise-sensitive receptors should be closed.



During interior construction, locate noise-generating equipment within the building to break the line-of-sight to
the adjoining receptors.



Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that will create the greatest distance between the
construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all project
construction. Locate material stockpiles, as well as maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as far as
feasible from residential receptors.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 11-18 and 11-19) identified an impact and mitigation (Impact/Mitigation 11-2) related to
exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to permanent ground-borne vibration from Caltrain. However, the project
site is not located within the 100-foot impact threshold distance from the Caltrain tracks. At its closest point (San
Bruno Avenue West and El Camino Real), the project site is over 1,600 feet from the Caltrain tracks. The impact
would not occur, and no mitigation is required for this issue.
The TCP program EIR (pp. 11-19 through 11-21) concluded that TCP-facilitated demolition and construction could
generate substantial temporary ground-borne vibration exceeding standard vibration thresholds, which could
interfere with normal activities or cause a nuisance for, or damage to, adjacent properties (Impact 11-3). Vibration
impacts were addressed in the May 3, 2019 Illingworth & Rodkin Construction Noise and Vibration Assessment
(see above). Because the City does not have a vibration threshold, the assessment determined (p. 14) that the
Caltrans standard for structurally sound buildings where damage could be a major concern (0.3 in/sec PPV [peak
particle velocity]) would be sufficient for evaluating project vibration effects. The noise assessment determined (p.
15) that operation of the project would not produce perceptible vibration levels, but that construction activities could
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exceed the 0.3 in/sec PPV standard for heavy construction equipment operating within 20 feet of structures.
However, because the nearest existing structures to project construction boundaries are residential buildings 50 feet
from Building A, the construction vibration levels would only reach 0.1 in/sec PPV (and would be lower as the
distance from the vibration source increased). Therefore, vibration levels from project construction would likely not
exceed the vibration threshold, and this would be a less-than-significant impact.
However, because the nuisance impact could remain, TCP EIR Mitigation 11-3 shall be required as a condition of
project approval. The mitigation mandates restricting vibration-generating activity to between 7:00 AM and 5:00
PM, Monday through Friday. The mitigation includes other restrictions as well.
With TCP EIR Mitigation 11-3, the project’s impact resulting from temporary construction ground-borne vibration
would be less-than-significant.
c.

The TCP program EIR requires mitigation (p. 11-27 in Final EIR, Impact/Mitigation 11-5: Plan-Related Airport
Noise Impacts) for projects within the 65 to 70 dBA CNEL (average 24-hour noise level) aircraft noise exposure
contours. The Mills Park Center project site is not located within those noise contours (TCP EIR Figure 11.2, in
Final EIR). Therefore, the impact from aircraft noise exposure would be less-than-significant, and Mitigation 11-5
is not required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impact relating to noise
or vibration than was identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

x

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

x

Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 12-8 through 12-11) concluded that the TCP is substantially consistent with the City of
San Bruno General Plan vision and guiding and implementing policies, which anticipate planned growth in the TCP
Area. The EIR explains that, in addition to the overall program-level environmental analysis in the TCP EIR,
potential new development projects – such as Mills Park Center – require their own project-level environmental
review in accordance with CEQA. Therefore, future growth in the TCP Area has been planned and evaluated, and
individual development proposals require project-specific evaluation related pursuant to adopted plans and policies.
The proposed project is considered consistent with TCP land use policy (see item XI[b] above). The project and
cumulative impacts related to population growth would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required
beyond that already identified in the TCP EIR, as described in other sections of this environmental checklist.

b.

The TCP program EIR (p. 12-11) concluded that infill development in the TCP Area could result in the demolition
of housing units, associated displacement of people, and the need for the construction of replacement housing.
However: (1) the TCP forecasts an increase of 1,610 dwelling units in the TCP Area over 2010 conditions; (2) any
displacement would occur incrementally over time; and (3) the City implements policies and programs that promote
the development and preservation of housing, including affordable housing. In the particular case of the Mills Park
Center project, the existing buildings on-site are commercial buildings, and the proposed project would provide 425
new residential units. No displacement of people or housing would occur, and no mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
population and housing than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

x
x
x
x
x

a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c)

Schools?

d) Parks?
e)

Other public facilities?

Documentation:
a. The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-24 and 13-25) concluded that, since development in the TCP Area would be subject
to the City’s standard development review and permitting procedures, building and fire code requirements, and
individual project development review, the impacts of the TCP related to fire protection and emergency medical
service would be less-than-significant. The proposed Mills Park Center project would be subject to the same
standard requirements. Therefore, the impacts would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
b.

The TCP program EIR (p. 13-21) concluded that the TCP impact on police service would be less-than-significant
because: (1) the revitalization and economic growth of the TCP Area might help reduce crime; and (2) the
additional revenue to the City from increased property taxes and sales taxes would help offset increased demand for
police service. The proposed project would contribute to each of these improved conditions. Therefore, the
project’s impact on police service would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

c.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-28 and 13-29) concluded that the TCP impact on schools would be less-thansignificant because the school districts collect school impact fees from new development in accordance with the
California Government Code; these fees are deemed by law to be full and complete mitigation. The proposed
project would be subject to those school impact fees. Therefore, the project’s impact on schools would be less-thansignificant, and no additional mitigation is required.

d.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-34 and 13-35) concluded that the TCP impact on parks and recreation would be lessthan-significant because implementation of the TCP would make important contributions to the City’s parks and
public realm. Specific to the proposed project, the two buildings would have courtyards located on the second level,
totaling approximately 56,160 square feet courtyard (five courtyards in Building A; seven courtyards in Building B),
plus two roof decks (one for each building) totaling approximately 10,200 square feet. In addition, four public
plazas would be located at ground level at the major intersections: San Bruno Avenue and El Camino Real and El
Camino Real and Kains Avenue (for Building A), and El Camino Real and Kains Avenue and El Camino Real and
Angus Avenue (for Building B). The courtyards and plazas would provide on-site, outdoor space for the residents.
The project’s impacts on parks and recreation would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

e.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-30 and 13-31) concluded that the TCP impact on libraries would be less-thansignificant and no mitigation was required. The proposed project would not require the construction of any new
library facilities. Therefore, the project’s impact on libraries would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is
required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to public
services than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XVI. RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

x

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

x

Documentation:
a. and b. See item XV (d) above. Impacts on recreation would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XVII. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

x

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
(Note that CEQA section 15064.3 becomes mandatory on July 1, 2020.)

x

c)

x

Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

x

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
Documentation:
a.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 14-24 through 14-60) identified significant unavoidable traffic impacts resulting from
TCP buildout (full development capacity) at the following four locations:


El Camino Real/San Bruno Avenue intersection (Impact 14-1)



Southbound US 101 ramps/San Bruno Avenue intersection (Impact 14-2)



El Camino Real/westbound I-380 ramps intersection (Impact 14-3)



Eastbound I-380 Freeway segment between I-280 and US 101 (Impact 14-4)

Engineering solutions (mitigations) for these impacts were recommended in the EIR. For the following reasons, the
City considered the recommended mitigations infeasible: (1) the recommended improvement is to a Caltrans facility
and beyond the City’s authority to implement; and/or (2) the recommended improvement is not currently
programmed and funding is not assured (the impact would not occur until TCP buildout); and/or (3) freeway
widening would require property acquisition. The TCP EIR further explains that: (1) by facilitating mixed use and
higher intensity infill development, including Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, in an existing
urban area with good local and regional transit access, the TCP would minimize Plan-related peak hour vehicle trips;
and (2) the City may work with Caltrans to pursue mitigation as development in the TCP Area occurs over time.
The Mitigation Monitoring Checklist (pp. 23 and 24) for the TCP notes, “If and when improvements adopted, City
shall implement improvements and fair-share requirement” from future individual project applicants. At this time,
the recommended improvements have not been programmed by Caltrans or the City, and the impacts remain
significant and unavoidable, as described and evaluated in the TCP program EIR. The proposed Mills Park Center
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project would not result in any additional or more severe traffic impact than those already analyzed in the TCP EIR
(see below).
A project-specific traffic study was prepared for the applicant and reviewed by appropriate City staff (Mills Park
Mixed-Use Development Draft Traffic Impact Analysis; Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.; March 5, 2019).
The study included an evaluation of AM and PM traffic conditions at the following 19 intersections near the project
site:4
1.

El Camino Real and Sneath Lane

2.

El Camino Real and I-380 WB Off-Ramp

3.

El Camino Real and I-380 EB Off-Ramp

4.

San Bruno Avenue and I-280 NB Ramps

5.

San Bruno Avenue and I-280 SB Ramps

6.

San Bruno Avenue and Cherry Avenue

7.

San Bruno Avenue and Elm Avenue

8.

San Bruno Avenue and El Camino Real

9.

San Bruno Avenue and Huntington Avenue

10. San Bruno Avenue and San Mateo Avenue
11. San Bruno Avenue and US 101 NB Ramps
12. San Bruno Avenue and US 101 SB Ramps
13. Elm Avenue and Kains Avenue (unsignalized)
14. Linden Avenue and Kains Avenue (unsignalized)
15. White Way and Kains Avenue (unsignalized)
16. El Camino Real and West Kains Avenue (unsignalized; proposed to become signalized)
17. Linden Avenue and Angus Avenue (unsignalized)
18. El Camino Real and East Angus Avenue
19. El Camino Real and Jenevein Avenue
Also, because the project would generate more than 100 net peak hour trips on the County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) network, a CMP analysis was required, and the following freeway segments and freeway ramps
were studied:
Freeway segments:
1.

US 101 between San Bruno Avenue and San Francisco International Airport

2.

US 101 between San Mateo Avenue/South Airport Boulevard and I-380

3.

I-380 between US 101 and El Camino Real

4.

I-380 between El Camino Real and I-280

5.

I-280 between San Bruno Avenue and Chrystal Springs Road

6.

I-280 between Sneath Lane and Avalon Drive

Freeway ramps:
1.

US 101 northbound ramps at San Bruno Avenue

2.

US 101 southbound ramps at San Bruno Avenue

3.

I-380 eastbound ramps and El Camino Real

4.

I-380 westbound ramps and El Camino Real

5.

I-280 northbound ramps at San Bruno Avenue

4

These include six of the eight study intersections evaluated in the TCP program EIR. The traffic study determined that
project impacts on those two remaining TCP study intersections would be less than for the other intersections due to their
distance from the project site.
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6.

I-280 southbound ramps at San Bruno Avenue

Traffic conditions were evaluated for the following scenarios:
Scenario 1: Existing Conditions. Existing traffic volumes at the study intersections were obtained from traffic
counts conducted in November 2016, March 2017, and September 2018, and the study intersections were
evaluated in accordance with the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual methodology. Study freeway segments were
analyzed in accordance with San Mateo CMP methods, and study freeway ramps were analyzed using demand to
capacity ratios.
Scenario 2: Background Conditions. Background traffic volumes reflect traffic added by projected volumes from
approved but not yet completed and/or occupied developments in the project area. The approved project trips and/or
approved project information was obtained from the City of San Bruno.
Scenario 3: Existing Plus Project Conditions. Existing traffic volumes with the project were estimated by adding
to existing traffic volumes the additional traffic generated by the project, then the totals were evaluated relative to
existing conditions to determine potential project impacts.
Scenario 4: Background Plus Project Conditions. Background traffic volumes with the project (“project traffic
volumes”) were estimated by adding to background traffic volumes the additional traffic generated by the project,
then the totals were evaluated relative to background conditions in order to determine potential project impacts.
Scenario 5: Consistency with the 2030 General Plan and the Transit Corridors Plan EIR. Project traffic conditions
were compared with the traffic conditions of the 2030 General Plan, which are reported in the San Bruno Transit
Corridor Plan (TCP) EIR, to determine if the Mills Park Center project would exceed any of the cumulative traffic
impacts identified in the TCP EIR.
The traffic study concluded:
(1) The proposed project would generate 229 total net AM peak hour trips, 234 net PM peak hour trips, and 3,632
net daily trips (Traffic Study Table 9, p. 30).5
(2) Under Existing Plus Project conditions and Background Plus Project conditions, all study intersections would
operate at acceptable Level of Service (LOS) D or better, and the proposed project’s traffic impacts would be lessthan-significant (Traffic Study Table 10, p. 35, Table 13, p. 39). No mitigation is required.
(3) To determine consistency with the TCP program EIR, the six TCP program EIR study intersections evaluated in
the project traffic study were reviewed to determine if they would exceed cumulative traffic impacts identified in the
TCP program EIR. Under Background Plus Project conditions, all six intersections would operate at acceptable
LOS D or better; however, vehicle delay at two of these intersections (El Camino Real and I-380 Westbound Ramps
during the AM, and El Camino Real and I-380 Eastbound Ramps during the PM) would worsen under Background
Plus Project conditions. Because overall intersection operations would be below the LOS standard (LOS D), the
proposed project’s traffic impacts would be less-than-significant (Traffic Study Table 14, p. 41). No mitigation is
required.
(4) Following C/CAG Congestion Management Program (CMP) methods, freeway ramps and segments near the
project site were analyzed. The traffic study concluded that the project would not cause significant increases in
traffic volumes (i.e., one percent or more of freeway capacity) on any of the study freeway segments currently
operating at LOS F, and none of the study freeway segments currently operating at an acceptable level would
worsen to an unacceptable level (Traffic Study Table ES-2, p. ii). In addition, freeway ramps studied would continue
to have sufficient capacity to serve projected traffic volumes (i.e., all study freeway ramps would be expected to
have a volume-to-capacity ratio well below 1.0) (Traffic Study Table ES-3, p. iii).
5

After preparation of the traffic study, the project commercial/retail square footage was reduced while 17 commercial parking
spaces were added. Hexagon Transportation Consultants reviewed the new commercial/retail configuration and determined
that with the revised square footage, the project would generate 3,386 daily trips, 222 AM peak hour trips, and 213 PM peak
hour trips, or 246 fewer daily trips, 7 fewer AM peak hour trips, and 21 fewer PM peak hour trips. According to Hexagon,
this “reduction in vehicular traffic would have a positive effect on the traffic analysis since the project would generate less
traffic.” Hexagon determined that this “reduced project would not change any conclusions or recommendations presented in
the March 5, 2019 traffic report” (Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., letter to Tom Quaglia, Signature Development
Group; May 12, 2019).
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(5) The traffic study (pp. iv, 45, 47) also determined that the project would provide adequate access, with three
driveways accessing the garage in Building A (two on El Camino Real and one on White Way), and two driveways
accessing the garage in Building B (one on El Camino Real and one on Kains Avenue). The traffic study
determined that overall connectivity within the parking areas would be adequate. Though not required to mitigate
any impacts, the traffic study recommended additional access and on-site circulation improvements:


the project should ensure that garage ramp slopes, including interior ramps, have a grade no greater than 20
percent, with transition grades no greater than 10 percent;



because three parking spaces on the lower level of the Building A garage at the El Camino Real entrance are
close to the garage entrance and could block vehicles exiting the parking garage, these three spaces should be
removed (the project would still meet its parking requirement); and



because drive aisles in the Building B garage are dead-end and could thereby prevent vehicles from turning
around, they should be redesigned.

(6) The TCP program EIR analyzed vehicle delay at the TCP program EIR’s study intersections (pp. 14-1 through
14-43). The traffic study (pp. 58-61) determined that vehicle queuing storage deficiencies would occur for four turn
pockets under Background Plus Project conditions: Elm Avenue and San Bruno Avenue (minimal effect on traffic
operations at this intersection); El Camino Real and Angus Avenue (addition of project traffic would exceed the
storage capacity by one vehicle); El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue, westbound approach (insignificant effect
on traffic operations at this intersection); and El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue, eastbound approach (traffic
conditions with the project would improve because of the project-proposed extended turn pocket). Though not
required to mitigate any impacts, for El Camino Real and Angus Avenue, the traffic study (p. 61) included the
following recommendation:


Extend the southbound left/U-turn pocket on El Camino Real at the intersection with Angus Avenue by
approximately 25 to 50 feet to accommodate the increase in traffic generated by the project.

(7) The traffic study (p. 52) determined that the project would provide adequate parking: approximately 641
residential parking spaces (540 residential parking spaces required) (Plan Sheet A0.2) and approximately 238
commercial spaces (162 commercial spaces required) (Plan Sheet A0.2). The traffic study notes that “excess of
parking supply would not create an increase in the project’s trip generation.” Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 21099(d) the parking impacts of the project would not be considered significant impacts on the
environment.
The traffic study (p. 48) also noted that the project would eliminate approximately 40 existing public parking spaces
on streets around the site: 22 spaces along El Camino Real, 9 spaces along Kains Avenue, and 9 spaces at the
Library. The project would add 19 parking spaces along El Camino Real, 5 spaces along Kains Avenue, and 17
spaces on Linden Avenue (9 of these spaces would be reserved for the Library). This proposed arrangement would
result in the net gain of 4 on-street parking spaces, in addition to the project providing 72 more public spaces for its
commercial component than required by the TCP.
(8) The TCP program EIR concluded that the bicycle, pedestrian, and transit system impacts of the TCP would be
less than significant (TCP program EIR, pp. 14-50 through 14-52). The project would have minimal effects on
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. Project plans show sidewalks ranging from 5 feet to 12 feet in width along
the project frontage. Private sidewalks on the project site would be publicly accessible through an easement
dedicated to the City. The project would include four plazas at intersection corners on El Camino Real, all
accessible to the public; the plazas near Kains Avenue would also allow pedestrian access to project commercial
areas. The project proposes converting the unsignalized intersection at El Camino Real/Kains Avenue to a
signalized intersection. The traffic study (p. 62) notes that pedestrian crosswalks (in the north and west intersection
legs) would need to be provided; this proposed signalized intersection would improve pedestrian access and safety.
The project would include bicycle storage rooms for residents (with approximately 288 bicycle parking spaces), and
public bicycle racks adjacent to pedestrian plazas. The project would not remove any bicycle facilities, nor conflict
with adopted bicycle facilities plans or policies. Also, the project would not remove any transit facilities, nor
conflict with adopted transit facilities plans or policies. The traffic study (p. 63) recommends project cooperation
with the City and SamTrans staff to improve bus stop amenities.
The proposed project would not include on- or off-site improvements that would conflict with existing policies,
plans, or programs that support alternative transportation. The project site is located approximately 1/3-mile from
the San Bruno Caltrain station, and 2/3-mile from the San Bruno BART station with connecting SamTrans bus
stops. Both locations are within immediate walking distance of the project site. Streetside bus stops are located at
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the northern project boundary on San Bruno Avenue West, adjacent to the El Camino Real/San Bruno Avenue West
intersection, and also on the eastern project boundary along El Camino Real.
In addition, the TCP program EIR (pp. 14-50 through 14-52) concluded that: (1) the TCP would facilitate increased
transit ridership, which can be accommodated by existing transit capacity, and (2) the TCP would enhance the
bicycle and pedestrian circulation systems, and does not contain any design aspects that would increase the potential
for bicycle/vehicle conflicts. The proposed project includes implementation of a TDM plan. Proposed TDM
measures include: bicycle storage; a bike sharing program; shower and change facilities; high-bandwidth internet
connections; TDM coordinator; promotional programs; an online kiosk; and new resident orientation packets. The
project proposes six bicycle storage rooms (four in Building A, and two in Building B), and bicycle racks adjacent to
the pedestrian plazas and intersection corners of each project parcel. The impact on non-vehicle modes of travel
would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Conclusion. The proposed Mills Park Center project would not result in any new significant impacts or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts related to transportation, traffic, and
circulation beyond those impacts already identified in the certified TCP program EIR and adopted Statement of
Overriding Considerations.
b.

The City of San Bruno does not currently have an adopted vehicle miles traveled (VMT) standard; however, the
traffic study (p. 61) provided the following overview of VMT: “The [Governor's Office of Planning and Research]
OPR guidelines state that transit-oriented development projects located within ½ mile of an existing major transit
stop would likely have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. The proposed project is located within 2,500 feet of
the San Bruno Caltrain station ([and] in close proximity [to] a BART station and near a bus stop on El Camino
Real), which qualifies as a major transit stop, and would thus be presumed to have [a] less-than-significant impact
on VMT per OPR guidelines.”
The traffic study (p. 61) also reviewed data from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to compare
VMT for resident-based trips and employment-based trips, defined as VMT per capita (or population) and VMT per
job, respectively. Residential and commercial projects located in areas with low VMT and incorporating features
similar to the proposed project (such as high-density, mix of uses, and transit accessibility) would tend to exhibit
low VMT. The proposed project would have a higher density than other buildings in the area, would include mixed
uses (housing and retail), and would be close to high-quality, high-frequency transit service.
The following table shows a general comparison of VMT per capita and VMT per job for the project area, the
average countywide VMT, and regional VMT, based on MTC data. As shown, the VMT per capita for the project
area would be lower than the countywide and regional averages. The VMT per job would be slightly higher than the
regional average but lower than the San Mateo County average.
Vehicle Miles Traveled Comparison
Area
VMT per capita
Project Area1
14.2
San Mateo County
15.8
Bay Area Region
15.0
SOURCE: Hexagon, MTC, 2019.

VMT per job
22.6
25.9
21.8

1

The project is located in MTC traffic allocation zone 235.

c.

The TCP program EIR (pp. 14-44 through 14-50) concluded that the roadway design hazard impacts of the TCP
would be less than significant and that no mitigation is required. As noted above, the traffic study includes
recommendations to improve on-site and adjacent circulation and access. In addition, the traffic study (p. 45)
determined that proposed parking restrictions near project driveways would provide adequate sight distance for
vehicles exiting the parking garages, allowing them to see oncoming traffic on the roadways. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to hazards due to design features. The impact
would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

d.

The TCP program EIR (p. 14-50) concluded that the road diets, roundabouts, intersection reconfigurations, and
pedestrian and bicycle improvements proposed by the TCP, as well as the temporary effects of construction, would
not impede emergency access. The traffic study (p. 50) determined that emergency vehicle access would be
provided via White Way along the western project boundary, and the project would also be accessible through its
parking garages. Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
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In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
transportation than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms
of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

x

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American
tribe.

x

Documentation:
a.

i) As discussed in item V (Cultural Resources), the project site does not contain structures or objects listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register or on a local register of historical resources. No impact would occur,
and no mitigation is required.
ii) As discussed in item V (Cultural Resources), because the TCP program EIR (p. 7-12, Impact/Mitigation 7-1)
concluded that the potential exists for new TCP-facilitated development to disturb unrecorded archaeological
resources, including Native American remains or other tribal cultural resources (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 21074), TCP EIR Mitigation 7-1 shall be required as a condition of project approval and would reduce
impacts on archaeological resources and human remains to a less-than-significant level.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to tribal
cultural resources than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS -- Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

x

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

x

c)

x

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?
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Summary of Impacts
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
or No
New
Impact

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?

x

e)

x

Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Documentation:
a.

Water. Regarding impacts on water facilities, the TCP program EIR (pp. 13-10 through 13-13) describes water
main improvements proposed by the TCP to accommodate projected new development in the TCP Area, including
improvements already included in the City’s Water Master Plan, and the TCP program EIR concluded that the water
supply impacts of the TCP would be less than significant, and that no mitigation is required. The EIR notes that
scheduling the replacement of old pipes concurrently with the construction of roadway and frontage improvements
would save pavement and restoration costs, minimize construction impacts on neighborhoods, and optimize the
value invested in pipeline replacement.
Under standard existing City development permitting procedures, each individual future development project,
including the Mills Park Center project, would be required to: (1) pay applicable City development and connection
fees; (2) pay its fair share toward necessary water system facilities, as appropriate; and (3) submit final project water
system design specifications and construction modifications for review and approval by the City Engineering and
Construction Division. In addition, new service connections or the effects of construction might require replacement
of adjacent pipes. The proposed project would include rerouting or replacement of several water pipes. According
to the “Hydraulic Evaluation of Mills Park Development” prepared for the City by West Yost Associates, the project
would need to upgrade proposed 8-inch water pipelines in Linden Avenue between Kains Avenue and Angus
Avenue (shown on project plans) to 10-inch pipelines in order to meet the City’s water system performance criteria,
including fire flow requirements.6
Under its standard development review procedures for individual projects, including the proposed project, the City
would determine the actual fire flow and water system design requirements. Construction of water system
improvements to meet the demand of future development would occur within existing public rights-of-way.
Temporary construction period traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, and other potential impacts would be
mitigated through the City’s standard construction practices. The proposed Mills Park Center project would not
result in any more severe or new significant impacts on water facilities than those analyzed in the TCP EIR. The
impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Wastewater. Regarding impacts on wastewater facilities, the TCP program EIR (pp. 13-13 through 13-19) describes
wastewater system improvements proposed by the TCP to accommodate projected new development in the TCP
Area, and concluded that the impact of the TCP related to wastewater collection would be less than significant and
that no mitigation is required. Under standard existing City development permitting procedures, each individual
future development project, including the proposed project, would be required to: (1) pay applicable City
development and connection fees; (2) pay its fair share toward necessary wastewater system facilities, as
appropriate; and (3) submit final project wastewater system design specifications and construction modifications for
review and approval by the City Engineering and Construction Division.
Under its standard development review procedures for individual projects, including the proposed project, the City
would determine the actual wastewater system design requirements. Construction of wastewater system
improvements to meet the demand of future development would occur within existing public rights-of-way.
Temporary construction period traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, and other potential impacts would be
mitigated through the City’s standard construction practices. The proposed Mills Park Center project would include
rerouting or replacement of several wastewater pipes, but would not result in any more severe or new significant

6

West Yost Associates, “Hydraulic Evaluation of Mills Park Development,” prepared for City of San Bruno, May 22, 2019,
pp. 4-5.
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impacts on wastewater facilities than those identified in the TCP EIR. The impact would be less-than-significant,
and no mitigation is required.
Storm Drainage. The TCP program EIR concluded that the impacts of the TCP on storm drainage would be less
than significant and that no mitigation is required. (TCP program EIR, p. 9-14) As discussed in item IX, Hydrology
and Water Quality, the project proposes storm drainage improvements to meet City, County, and State storm water
standards. Temporary construction period traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, and other potential impacts would
be mitigated through the City’s standard construction practices. The proposed Mills Park Center project would not
result in any more severe or new significant impacts on drainage facilities than those identified in the TCP EIR. The
impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
Plan Sheet C7.0 (Conceptual Utility Plan–Parcel A) and Plan Sheet C7.1 (Conceptual Utility Plan–Parcel B)
illustrate proposed water, wastewater, and storm drain infrastructure. All new utilities would be undergrounded.
Like all project plans, these plans are subject to review and approval by the appropriate City staff.
b.

Water demand for net new development under the TCP by the year 2035 is projected at 420,000 gallons per day
(gpd) (TCP EIR, p. 13-10). The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-9 and 13-10) concludes that, based on the Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) prepared for the TCP, the City of San Bruno has sufficient water supplies to meet current water
demand and future water demand through 2035 within its service area, including the increased water demand
associated with the TCP, during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years. The water supply impact of the TCP
would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
The proposed project is estimated to result in a net increase in average daily water demand of 54,731 gallons per
day.7 This would be approximately 13 percent of the projected water demand associated with implementation of the
TCP. The City of San Bruno has issued a “will-serve” letter for water supply and service to the proposed project
“upon receipt of all applicable fees and construction of the improvements in accordance with the requirements as
detailed in West Yost Associates’ technical memorandum dated May 22, 2019” (Hae Won Ritchie, P.E., City
Engineer, May 24, 2019), to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The project’s impact on water supply would be
less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

c.

The TCP program EIR (p. 13-18) concludes that the available treatment capacity at the South San Francisco/San
Bruno Water Quality Control Plant (WQCP) is adequate to meet the estimated net increase of 144,169 gallons per
day (gpd) dry weather wastewater flow under the TCP, which includes the proposed project site. Project wastewater
generation was estimated by BKF, who determined that “the existing sanitary sewer system with [project] proposed
relocations is adequately sized to convey existing flows plus project flows. With the proposed Project, the system
meets the City’s capacity criteria for sewer pipe performance during peak dry weather flow and peak wet weather
flow.”8 The City of San Bruno has issued a “will-serve” letter for wastewater collection and treatment to the
proposed project “upon receipt of all applicable fees and construction of improvements to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer” (Hae Won Ritchie, P.E., City Engineer, May 24, 2019). The project’s impact on wastewater treatment
would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

d. and e. The TCP program EIR concluded that the impact of the TCP on solid waste disposal would be less than
significant and that no mitigation is required. (TCP program EIR, pp. 13-36 and 13-37) For the proposed project,
Plan Sheet A3.1 (Building Plan Basement Level) and Plan Sheet A3.2 (Building Plan Level 1) illustrate proposed
trash facilities for retail and residential uses in both Building A and Building B. Like all development in San Bruno,
the proposed project would accommodate recycling containers on-site in accordance with the City’s curbside
recycling program. The TCP program EIR (pp. 13-36 and 13-37) concluded that, given the sufficient permitted
capacity at the Ox Mountain Landfill (currently known as “Corinda Los Trancos”), the impact of TCP-facilitated
development on solid waste disposal and recycling would be less-than-significant. Likewise, the proposed project’s
impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
utilities and services systems than were identified in the TCP program EIR.

7

BKF, “Mills Park–Downtown Water Demand,” April 15, 2019.
BKF, “Mills Park Development–Sanitary Sewer Analyses,” April 15, 2019, p. 4.
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XX. WILDFIRE -- If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

x

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

x

c)

x

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
Documentation:
a., b., and c. The TCP program EIR concluded that the TCP would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation,
or interfere with locally-adopted emergency response or evacuation plans, and that the potential impact of the TCP
on emergency response would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. (TCP program EIR, pp. 8-17
and 8-18). See item XII(d) for a discussion of emergency access. The City of San Bruno is in a local responsibility
area regarding wildfire. As discussed in section IX, the TCP Area (including the project site and its occupants) is
located within a Non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) as mapped by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP). The TCP program EIR
concluded that the TCP’s impacts related to wildfire would be less than significant (TCP program EIR, p. 8-18).
The project would be subject to the City's standard fire requirements, including providing adequate roadway access
and fire suppression equipment. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. (TCP EIR, p. 8-18) .
d.

The project is not in an area prone to flooding or landslides. The TCP program EIR (pp. 9-16 and 9-18) concluded
that the TCP area is flat and not subject to risk from debris flow source areas as mapped by ABAG, based on data
from the U.S. Geological Survey, and that the potential impact of the TCP related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
would be less than significant, and no mitigation was required. Furthermore, the TCP program EIR (p. 9-16)
concluded that the TCP contains no areas within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map. Furthermore, the TCP would not place people or structures at unacceptable
risk of injury or loss from flooding. Hence, the flooding related impacts of the TCP would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. See section VII for project
geological impacts.
In summary, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts relating to
wildfire than were identified in the TCP program EIR.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

x

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

x

c)

x

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Documentation:
a.

Based on the preceding discussion and the program EIR prepared for the TCP, including applicable mitigation
measures from the EIR as identified in this environmental checklist, it has been determined that the proposed Mills
Park Center project will have a less-than-significant potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

b.

According to CEQA Guidelines section 15355, “Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.
There are currently no cumulative development projects nearby that were not
encompassed in the TCP program EIR analysis, and the project would not have any new or substantially more
severe cumulatively considerable contributions to significant and unavoidable impacts beyond those already
identified and analyzed in the TCP program EIR.

c.

The proposed project will not have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly, beyond those previously identified and analyzed in the TCP program EIR.
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