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Section 1.0 Introduction 
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Columbus Park Redevelopment 
project was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). This IS/MND was originally circulated for public review between February 8, 2023 to 
March 2, 2023.  Comment letters received during the initial public review period were responded to 
in a Response to Comments document posted to the City’s website on May 4, 2023. 
 
The City recirculated the Initial Study due to changes in the project description. The 20-day public 
recirculation period for the IS/MND started July 16, 2024, and ended August 5, 2024. The following 
pages contain responses to comments submitted by agencies, organizations, and individuals during 
the second IS/MND public review period. Copies of the comment letters are attached to this 
document in Appendix A. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15073.5, the recirculation of an MND is required when the document 
must be “substantially revised” after public notice of its availability. A “substantial revision” is 
defined as: 
 

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project revisions 
must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance; or  

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project revisions will 
not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or revisions must be 
required. 

 
CEQA does not require formal responses to comments on an IS/MND and the decision-making body 
shall adopt the proposed MND only if it finds on the basis of the whole record before it, that there is 
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment and the 
MND reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis [CEQA Guidelines §15074(b)]. 
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Section 2.0 Responses to Comments Received 
on Draft IS/MND 

Comments are organized in order of the date they were received. The specific comments from each 
of the letters and/or emails are presented, with each response to that specific comment directly 
following. Sensitive information included in comments have been redacted. Copies of the letters 
and emails received by the City of San José are included in their entirety in Appendix A of this 
document. Comments received on the Draft IS/MND are listed below. 

Comment Letter and Commenter Page of Response 

A. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (July 17, 2024) ................................................................ 3 

B. Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista & A.M.T.B. Inc. (July 17, 2024) .............. 4 

C. Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area Region (July 19, 2024) .... 5 

D. Rudy Ortega (July 25, 2024) ............................................................................................. 7 

E. Susan Hinton, Lead Plastic Pollution Prevention Team, Serra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
(July 29, 2024) ................................................................................................................ 12 

F. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (August 1, 2024) ........................................................... 19 

G. Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (August 5, 2024) .................................................... 19 

H. Jordan Moldow (August 5, 2024) ................................................................................... 21 

I. California Department of Transportation – Division of Aeronautics (August 5, 2024) ... 23

J. Cynthia Fan (August 5, 2024) ......................................................................................... 27 

K. Santa Clara Valley Water District (August 15, 2024) ...................................................... 65 
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A. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (July 17, 2024) 
 
Comment A.1: Thank you for submitting the ER20-025 plans for our review. PG&E will review the 
submitted plans in relationship to any existing Gas and Electric facilities within the project area. If 
the proposed project is adjacent/or within PG&E owned property and/or easements, we will be 
working with you to ensure compatible uses and activities near our facilities. 
 
Attached you will find information and requirements as it relates to Gas facilities (Attachment 1) 
and Electric facilities (Attachment 2). Please review these in detail, as it is critical to ensure your 
safety and to protect PG&E’s facilities and its existing rights. 
 
Below is additional information for your review: 

1. This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or electric 
service your project may require. For these requests, please continue to work with PG&E 
Service Planning: https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-requests/building-and-
renovation.html. 

2. If the project being submitted is part of a larger project, please include the entire scope of 
your project, and not just a portion of it. PG&E’s facilities are to be incorporated within any 
CEQA document. PG&E needs to verify that the CEQA document will identify any required 
future PG&E services. 

3. An engineering deposit may be required to review plans for a project depending on the size, 
scope, and location of the project and as it relates to any rearrangement or new installation 
of PG&E facilities. 

 
Any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement, may include a California Public 
Utility Commission (CPUC) Section 851 filing. This requires the CPUC to render approval for a 
conveyance of rights for specific uses on PG&E’s fee strip or easement. PG&E will advise if the 
necessity to incorporate a CPUC Section 851filing is required. 
 
This letter does not constitute PG&E’s consent to use any portion of its easement for any purpose 
not previously conveyed. PG&E will provide a project specific response as required. 
 

Response A.1: The commenter acknowledges receipt of the proposed plans for 
review. The City will continue to forward relevant plans to PG&E for review and 
coordinate with PG&E staff during the design process to ensure that there are no 
conflicts with existing PG&E facilities. This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-requests/building-and-renovation.html
https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-requests/building-and-renovation.html
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B. Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista & A.M.T.B. Inc. (July 17, 2024) 
 
Comment B.1: It is our pride and privilege to be of service for any Native American Cultural 
Resource Monitoring, Consulting and/ or Sensitivity Training you may need or require. We take our 
Heritage and History seriously and are diligent about preserving as much of it as we can. 
Construction is a constant in the Bay Area and with that new discoveries are bound to happen. If 
you choose our services, we will gladly guide all personnel through proper procedures to safely 
protect and preserve: Culture, Heritage, and History. 
 
It is highly recommended, if not previously done, to search through Sacred Lands Files (SLF) and 
California Historical Resource Information Systems (CHRIS) as well as reaching out to the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) In order to determine whether you are working in a Cultural 
and/ or Historic sensitivity. 
 
If you have received any positive cultural or historic sensitivity within 1 mile of the project area here 
are A.M.T.B Inc’s and Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista’s recommendations: 
 

• All Crews, Individuals and Personnel who will be moving any earth be Cultural Sensitivity 
Trained. 

• A Qualified California Trained Archaeological Monitor is present during any earth 
movement. 

• A Qualified Native American Monitor is prsent during any earth movement. 
 
If further Consultation, Monitoring or Sensitivity Training is needed please feel free to contact 
A.M.T.B. Inc. or Myself Directly. A.M.T.B. Inc. 650 851 7747 
 

Response B.1: As discussed on pages 48 and 49 of the IS/MND, a Literature Search 
was completed for the proposed project at the California Historical Resource 
Information System and Native American Heritage Commission, Sacred Lands File. 
The Literature search identified nine recorded archaeological resources within 0.25 
mile of the project site, including five Native American sites, three burials, and one 
reburial location. The Literature Search did not identify any recorded resources 
within the project site. However, based on the proximity of the site to Guadalupe 
River and recorded resources, the IS/MND concluded that the site has a high 
potential for buried Native American resources and human remains (refer to page 
49 of the IS/MND).  Due to the sensitivity of the site for Native American resources 
and human remains, Mitigation Measures MM CR-2.1 through CR-2.4 are required 
and will be implemented to reduce potential impacts to unrecorded archaeological 
resources and human remains if encountered during ground disturbing activities. 
Specifically, MM CR-2.1 requires all construction personnel complete Cultural 
Awareness Training prior to ground disturbing activities, and MM CR-2.2 requires 
on-going monitoring of ground-disturbing construction activities by a qualified 
archaeologist to avoid or minimize potential impacts to unknown archaeological 
resources. This comment does not provide new information that would change the 
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analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the 
IS/MND are required. 

 
 
C. Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area Region (July 19, 2024) 
 
Comment C.1: Thank you for contacting our Tribal administration with regards to the Columbus 
Park Project located in proximately to the Thámien Rúmmey (Guadalupe River) in downtown San 
José. Back on March 30, 2022 the Muwekma Ohlone Tribal leadership had recommended to change 
the name from Columbus Park to Thámien Rúmmey Park. As you may already know the Muwekma 
Ohlone leadership decided to rename the Guadalupe River in its Native Muwekma Ohlone language 
with Thámien being the original name of the lands surrounding present-day San José and Mission 
Santa Clara (Spearman 1963 The Five Franciscan Churches of Mission Santa Clara: 1777 to 1825). 
 
This recommended name change was reported back to the City in the Final Archaeological reports 
co-authored by the Tribe at ancestral heritage site [REDACTED] (Thámien Rúmmeytak [Guadalupe 
River Site]) as a result of the tribal burial recovery program conducted at the Hyatt Place Hotel in 
2012 (Leventhal et al. 2015). Furthermore, the name (Thámien Rúmmeytak [Guadalupe River Site]) 
was also named at the extended portion of [REDACTED]  (DiGiuseppe et al. 2021). 
 
As you may already know the City of San José falls within our ethnohistoric tribal territory to which 
we have direct lineal descent of ancestral tribal groups that include the Alson Ohlone, San Francisco 
Solano, Santa Agueda, and Estero all of whom were initially missioned into Mission Santa Clara (see 
BAE John Peabody Harrington’s interviews of Muwekma Elders 1925-1934; Milliken 1995, 2008, 
Milliken et al. 2009). Milliken noted that the Alson was “a tribe that held the low marshlands at the 
very southern end of the San Francisco Bay, probably both north and south of the mouth of the 
Coyote River [Creek] now the cities of Newark, Milpitas and Alviso” (1995:235). 
 

Response C.1: As noted on page 7 of the IS/MND, the project would change the 
name of the park from Columbus Park to a name selected by City Council. The 
Tribe’s park name recommendation, along with other park name recommendations 
received, will be considered by City Council. This comment does not raise any 
environmental concerns and no further response is required. 

 
Comment C.2: In the Revised Initial Study dated July 2024, it states under Tribal Cultural Resources 
“In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.” 
 
This section also acknowledges that the “Guadalupe River is located approximately 445 feet east of 
the project site, which is considered a highly sensitive area for prehistoric and archaeological 
deposits, including tribal cultural objects. No other tribal cultural features, including sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes or sacred places have been identified based on available information. 
Assembly Bill 52 requires lead agencies to complete formal consultations with California Native 
American tribes during the CEQA process to identify tribal cultural resources that may be subject to 
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significant impacts by a project. Where a project may have a significant impact on a tribal cultural 
resource, the lead agency’s environmental document must discuss the impact on a tribal cultural 
resource and whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures could avoid or substantially 
lessen the impact.” 
 
This Revised Initial Study section then concludes with: “As a result, the proposed project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource that is 
determined by the lead agency (i.e., the City of San José), in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. (Less than Significant Impact).” 
 
Although our site sensitivity maps do not show any previously recorded ancestral heritage sites 
within the subject property, we are concerned that during earlier pre-CEQA construction activities 
within this area, that no ancestral heritage cultural resources would have been recorded. Therefore, 
we do recommend monitoring of demolition, removal of foundations, and subsurface mechanical 
and utilities excavations. Furthermore, we do recommend Tribal Consultation as well. 
 
We are nonetheless concerned about this Negative Declaration based upon the recovery of several 
hundred ancestral remains recovered from other City of San José-based ancestral heritage sites 
such as: [REDACTED] where 126+ ancestral remains were discovered after the demolition of the old 
cannery at that location and more burial recovered years later. Similar Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) determinations by the City of San José Planning Department for the recent 
development at the olde Holiday Inn site recently renamed the Hyatt Hotel Place (2012) and later at 
200 and 180 Park Avenue projects at (Thámien Rúmmeytak [Guadalupe River Site]) [REDACTED] 
which also stated that the project will not have a significant effect on the tribal and cultural 
resources, even though our Tribe was involved in the monitoring and removal of over 50 ancestral 
human remains at these two adjacent locations. Furthermore, we are including a copy of one of our 
archaeological projects conducted by our Tribe at Kaphan Húunikma [REDACTED] located along 
Coyote Creek as another example of our previous CRM work that we did for Caltrans and SCCVTA; 
at which the hired CRM archaeologists declared that this location was “all historic fill,” and “that 
nothing was there to record as a site.” The recovery of 102 ancestral remains later, our Tribe 
demonstrated that there was indeed an ancestral heritage site of great significance under CEQA to 
both the Tribe and to the scientific community. 
 
Columbus Park is also located approximately 1.7 miles [REDACTED]  (Leventhal et. al 2011), and 
ancestral heritage site [REDACTED]. The Park is also located approximately 1.4 miles to the 
Northwest from ancestral heritage sites [REDACTED]  (Leventhal et. al 2012), therefore, this location 
should be consider potentially highly sensitive. 
 

Response C.2: As noted on page 49 of the IS/MND, the City identified the site has 
having a high potential for buried prehistoric Native American resources and human 
remains. Refer to Response B.1 for a summary of the Literature Search results 
(including a Sacred Lands File search), site sensitivity and required mitigation 
measures to address the potential discovery of unrecorded archaeological resources 
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and or human remains. Specific to Tribal Cultural Resources, tribes were notified 
and consulted consistent with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, and it was determined that the 
Mitigation Measures MM CR-2.1 through MM CR-2.4 would address potential 
impacts to as yet unrecorded resources on-site. This comment does not provide new 
information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; 
therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment C.3: As you nay already know, our Tribe has been engaged in CRM work since the early-
1980s and have published many archaeological reports pertaining to our ancestral heritage sites 
and human remains including recent burial recovery field work at several sites in the City of San 
José. 
 
We have also co-authored many journal articles with many scholars from various universities and 
private CRM firms on our ancestral remains, ceremonial grave regalia, AMS dating, Stable Isotope, 
and modern and Ancient DNA studies (see attached). 
 
Furthermore, as you may already know, our Tribe is a previously federally recognized tribe 
historically identified by the Bureau of Indian Affairs as the Verona Band of Alameda County which 
was never terminated by any act of Congress. Our aboriginal territory includes direct descent within 
the greater San Francisco Bay Region and specifically from the greater City of San José area. 
 
We are attaching other historic documents and an examples of our previous ancestral heritage 
recovery work for your review and consideration. and look forward in working closely with your 
team and the City of Tracy on any future related projects within our ethnohistoric homeland. 
 

Response C.3: The commenter offers cultural resources management services. The 
City will consider the information provided in selecting a tribal cultural monitor for 
the project. This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. No 
revisions to the IS/MND are required. 

 
 
D. Rudy Ortega (July 25, 2024) 
 
Comment D.1: This document serves to express strong objections to the proposed Columbus Park 
Redevelopment Project (File No. ER20-025). It is distributed to the City of San José Planning 
Department, Mayor Matt Mahan, the City Council, local businesses, residents surrounding 
Columbus Park, media outlets, and various third-party organizations. 
 
Impact on Homeless Population: 
 
The current redevelopment plan fails to provide adequate solutions for the displacement of over 
100 homeless individuals residing in Columbus Park and nearby areas. These individuals rely on the 
park for shelter and safety. Displacing them without a comprehensive relocation and support plan is 
both unethical and irresponsible. It is imperative that the City of San José considers the following: 
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• Developing a detailed plan for relocating displaced individuals to suitable housing, safe 

parking, or shelters prior to any demolition or construction. This plan should include clear 
timelines, designated relocation sites, and resources to ensure a smooth transition. 

• Providing access to social services, including mental health support, job training, and 
substance abuse programs, to assist in their transition to stable living conditions. These 
services should be readily available and accessible to those affected by the redevelopment. 

 
Mayor Matt Mahan's initiatives have demonstrated a concerning pattern of targeting the homeless 
population throughout the city. His policies and actions suggest a concerted effort to criminalize 
and displace these individuals, which is both inhumane and counterproductive. Despite the 
Supreme Court's recent ruling in City of Grants Pass v. Johnson allowing cities to enforce anti- 
amping ordinances, it is essential to highlight that such actions could still lead to potential civil 
rights violations and legal challenges if not handled with due care and consideration. 
 

Response D.1: The commenter expressed concern related to displacement of 
homeless individuals which is not an impact required for evaluation under CEQA. 
The encampments are located within the Inner Safety Zone of the San José Mineta 
International Airport and the FAA has ordered the City to disband the encampments 
as they are directly under the airport flight path.1   Moreover, relocation of 
unhoused individuals from Columbus Park will be addressed through separate City 
processes and programs designed to provide support and resources.  

 
This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or 
conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are 
required. 

 
Comment D.2: Environmental Concerns:  
 
The project includes the removal of 105 existing trees, significantly impacting the local ecosystem 
and reducing green space. Although the plan includes planting 133 new trees, it will take years for 
these trees to mature and provide comparable environmental benefits.  
 

Response D.2: As noted on page 43 of the IS/MND, there are 105 trees on and 
adjacent to the site, of which seven are dead and 52 have low suitability for 
preservation. Because project plans have not been finalized, the analysis 
conservatively assumed that all the existing trees would be removed. Assuming all 
trees are removed, 266 15-gallon trees would need to be planted to replace them. 
The City’s tree replacement requirements are structured to account for the loss of 

 
 
 
1 County of Santa Clara, Airport Land Use Commission.  Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San Jose International 
Airport. November 16, 2016. Figure 7.  
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value that mature trees provide, based on size and species. Pursuant to the City’s 
tree replacement policy, the project would plant 133 24-inch box trees on-site, 
which provides larger trees initially and is equivalent to 266 15-gallon trees. 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  

 
This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or 
conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are 
required. 

 
Comment D.3: Additionally, the area is known to have high levels of lead and hexavalent chromium, 
posing significant health risks. It is crucial that the City addresses these concerns seriously by: 
 

• Conducting a thorough environmental impact assessment to identify all potential negative 
effects. This assessment should include soil testing for contaminants, evaluation of air and 
water quality, and analysis of potential impacts on local wildlife. 

 
Response D.3: As noted on pages 77, 81, 82, 84 and 85 of the IS/MD, a Phase II 
limited subsurface investigation was conducted for the project which identified 
arsenic and lead concentrations in on-site soils in excess of applicable environmental 
safety limits. Hexavalent chromium was not identified as a contaminant in soil 
samples taken from the project site. Due to the presence of soil contamination on-
site, Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-1.1 is required and will ensure that the City 
obtains regulatory oversight, from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), or Santa Clara County 
Department of Environmental Health (SCCDEH), for the project, implements a Site 
Management Plan, Removal Action Plan, or equivalent document. Consistent with 
MM HAZ-1.1, the Site Management Plan, Removal Action Plan, or equivalent 
document will establish remedial measures and/or soil management practices 
implemented during project construction and operations to ensure construction 
workers safety and the health of future workers and visitors of the park. With 
implementation of this measure, potential exposure to contaminated soils would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. This comment does not provide new 
information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; 
therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment D.4:  

• Considering alternative designs that minimize tree removal and land disturbance. The City 
should explore options such as redesigning park facilities to preserve existing trees and 
using sustainable construction practices to reduce environmental impact. 

 
Response D.4: As noted on page 10 of the IS/MND, the proposed landscaping 
design, including tree removal and preservation have not been finalized at this time. 
The City will consider preserving existing trees within the proposed design, where 
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feasible. The commenter requested consideration of sustainable construction 
practices without providing a definition of this term. Therefore, it is unclear what 
actions the City should consider. Revisions to the IS/MND are not needed and 
recirculation of the IS/MND is not required. 

 
Comment D.5:  

• Implementing stronger mitigation measures to protect the local environment during and 
after construction. This could include creating buffer zones to protect sensitive areas, using 
non-toxic materials, and ensuring proper waste management and disposal practices. 

 
It is also important to note that Erin Brockovich's team has conducted soil testing near the airport 
site and found significant levels of hexavalent chromium, a known carcinogen. This raises serious 
concerns about the safety and environmental impact of any redevelopment in this area. The City 
must take these findings seriously and address the potential health risks associated with 
construction activities. 
 

Response D.5: Refer to Response D.3 for a summary of soil sampling results and 
proposed mitigation measures to address on-site soil contamination. Hexavalent 
chromium was not detected in on-site soil samples. As noted on page 84 of the 
IS/MND, consistent with Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-1.1, the project would be 
required to implement a Site Management Plan, Removal Action Plan, or equivalent 
document to ensure the safety and health of construction workers, future park 
workers, and visitors. This document may include buffer zones if determined 
necessary by the regulatory oversight agency (RWQCB, DTSC, or SCCDEH). The 
document will include measures to ensure compliance with applicable waste 
management and disposal requirements. No further mitigation is required to 
address on-site soil contamination. This comment does not provide new information 
that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, 
no revisions to the IS/MND are required. 
 

Comment D.6: Impact on Local Businesses:  
 
The proposed redevelopment will disrupt the operations of local businesses surrounding Columbus 
Park. Displaced individuals may be redistributed into nearby neighborhoods and business areas, 
leading to significant disruptions. Local businesses may experience decreased foot traffic, safety and 
security concerns, and financial losses. It is essential that the City engages with local businesses to 
understand their concerns and develop strategies to mitigate these impacts by: 
 

• Conducting outreach to local businesses to gather their input and address their concerns. 
This could involve surveys, focus groups, and public meetings to ensure all voices are heard. 

• Including business representatives in the planning and decision-making process. By involving 
local business owners and stakeholders, the City can ensure that their needs and concerns 
are taken into account. 
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• Developing comprehensive plans to support businesses during the construction phase and 
address potential disruptions. This might include providing financial assistance, marketing 
support to attract customers, and enhanced security measures to ensure the safety of 
business premises and patrons. 

 
Response D.6: The commenter expressed concern related to displacement of 
homeless individuals impacting local businesses. Homeless-related concerns such as 
the concern raised by the commenter are not an environmental topic recognized 
under CEQA, but are instead a social and economic topic (CEQA Guidelines 
§15064(e)). Furthermore, the comment does not provide any specific facts or 
substantial evidence to support the stated concern. While this comment regarding 
homelessness is noted for the record, as the comment does not raise any issues with 
respect to the content and adequacy of the IS/MND or an environmental effect of 
the Project, no further response is warranted.  
 

Comment D.7: Past Injustices and Environmental Violations:  
 
Less than two years ago, the City destroyed RVs that served as homes for mentally ill and homeless 
individuals at this location without due process or adherence to legal standards. This led to 
environmental contamination and raises serious concerns about the City's ability to manage the 
redevelopment project responsibly and ethically. To prevent a recurrence of such injustices, the City 
should: 
 

• Ensure transparency and accountability in the planning and execution of the redevelopment 
project. This includes regular updates to the public, clear documentation of decisions made, 
and adherence to legal and ethical standards. 

• Provide adequate compensation and support to affected individuals, including those 
previously displaced by City actions. This should go beyond token gestures and address the 
actual needs and losses of the affected community. 

 
Response D.7: The commenter expressed concern with regard to past injustices and 
environmental violations. The concerns expressed are not related to the 
redevelopment of the proposed project. Impacts of the project are comprehensively 
discussed in the IS/MND. As the comment does not raise any issues with respect to 
the content and adequacy of the IS/MND or an environmental effect of the project, 
no further response is warranted.  

 
Comment D.8: Community Involvement:  
 
The community has not been adequately involved in the planning process. The project should 
reflect the needs and desires of local residents, particularly those who use Columbus Park regularly. 
It is requested that the City: 
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• Extends the public comment period to allow for more community input. This extension 
would provide residents with ample time to review the project details and submit their 
feedback. 

• Holds additional public meetings to gather feedback from residents and address their 
concerns. These meetings should be scheduled at convenient times and locations to 
maximize participation. 

• Considers alternative proposals that balance the need for park improvements with the 
preservation of existing community assets and support for vulnerable populations. The City 
should be open to suggestions and willing to adjust plans based on community input. 

 
In conclusion, while the effort to enhance public amenities is appreciated, the current plan for 
Columbus Park redevelopment raises serious concerns that must be addressed. The public, along 
with advocates and local communities, urges the City of San José to reconsider the project and 
incorporate more inclusive, sustainable, and humane solutions. Continuing on the current path risks 
legal challenges, civil rights violations, and significant harm to vulnerable populations and the local 
environment. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  
 

Response D.8: The San José Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood 
Services held two community meetings for the project on August 25, 2021 and May 
12, 2022. Three surveys (occurring between April 4, 2022 and August 14, 2022) were 
completed to collect public input on the proposed design and solicit name 
suggestions. In addition, as noted on page 1 of the IS/MND, consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073, the City of San José circulated the Columbus Park Initial 
Study for public review from February 8, 2023, to March 2, 2023. Copies of the 
IS/MND were available for public review at public libraries in the City and were sent 
to regulatory agencies and persons with expertise on environmental impacts, as well 
as members of the public who filed written requests for notification on the project. 
After circulation of the Initial Study but prior to any public hearings, the project was 
revised. To allow public comments on the revised project design, the revised 
IS/MND was recirculated from July 16, 2024, to August 5, 2024. All of the meetings, 
surveys, and public review periods provided opportunity for public input.  This 
comment does not address any environmental concern, and no further response is 
necessary. 
 
 

E. Susan Hinton, Lead Plastic Pollution Prevention Team, Serra Club Loma Prieta Chapter 
(July 29, 2024) 

 
Comment E.1: Regarding the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project, File Nos: ER20-02  
The Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter welcomes this opportunity to provide comments on the 
recirculating Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Columbus Park 
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Redevelopment Project. The Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter strongly opposes installing synthetic 
turf.  
 
The project is planned on approximately 12.5 acres and includes construction of new lighted multi- 
sport playing fields and courts. The proposed playing fields would include synthetic turf and would 
be designed for use as softball or soccer fields. The IS/MND was originally circulated for public 
review from February 8, 2023 to March 2, 2023, and is currently recirculating until August 5, 2024.  
 

Response E.1: As noted on page 1 of the IS/MND and mentioned in Response D.8, 
the City circulated the Columbus Park Initial Study for public review from February 8, 
2023 to March 2, 2023. After circulation of the Initial Study but prior to any public 
hearings, the project was revised. To address these changes in the proposed project, 
the City prepared a revised Initial Study for the Columbus Park Redevelopment 
project which circulated for public review from July 16, 2024 to August 5, 2024. As 
noted on pages 3 and 7 of the IS/MND, the project, as reflected in the revised Initial 
Study would occur within the existing 10-acre Columbus Park and includes the 
replacement of existing park facilities with two new soccer fields, natural lawn 
practice area, kid’s soccer area, play area, sports courts, and horseshoe pitches. The 
proposed soccer fields would include synthetic turf and would be designed for 
soccer uses only. This comment does not address any environmental concern, and 
no further response is necessary. 

 
Comment E.2: On May 4, 2023 the document “Responses to Public Comments” was published by 
the CEQA Lead Agency (the City of San José Department of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement in consultation with David J. Powers & Associates). It includes responses to earlier 
questions concerning synthetic turf. Immediately below are observations, objections and questions 
regarding a few of the CEQA Lead Agency responses. 

I. Concerning the Response C.3 to Comment C.4: 2. Synthetic turf 
 
Synthetic turf is not solely made up of “natural infill” which is but one component of a multi-layered 
hardscape and semi-impervious sports field system. 
 
In addition to infill, which consists of loose granules meant to sit between carpet blades, the top 
“carpet” layer of synthetic turf (ST) typically consists of one or more of the following molded and 
stretched plastic threads: LLDPE (linear low density polyethylene), polypropylene, and nylon. The 
carpeting blade “tufts" are held in place by one or more backing layers, which may consist of an 
acrylic coating, polyurethane, latex or “other suitable coatings for fabrics.” Besides the carpeting 
layer and separate backing material, other layers may include a mixed plastics shock absorbing pad, 
a geotextile fabric layer (85% synthetic polymers containing stabilizers or inhibitors to resist UV 
light), a drainage layer, and an irrigation system. 
 
Each of the plastic layers includes stabilizers and conditioners, and may include colorants. Some of 
the known additives include PFAS and lead. Lead and particular PFAS chemicals are considered 
hazardous by the State of California. The City’s CEQA Lead Agency Response C.3 is not adequate 



 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  14 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

because the Agency did not account for the carpet layer or other layers of a synthetic turf sports 
field system. 
 

Response E.2: The comment refers to Comment C.4:2 Synthetic turf, however, it 
references Response C.3 which addresses outdoor lighting standards not synthetic 
turf. The comment was addressed in Response C.4 of the May 2023 memo and this 
response references only Response C.4 of the May 2023 memo.  
 
The commenter asserts that plastic layers in synthetic turf include stabilizers and 
conditioners and may include colorants. Additionally, the commenter notes that 
some of the known additives include PFAS and lead. The project would replace the 
existing natural turf fields with two new synthetic turf soccer fields (refer to page 7 
of the IS/MND). As discussed in Response C.4 in the Response to Comments 
memorandum prepared for the project in May 2023, the City has not selected the 
synthetic turf product that would be used on the project site at this time. However, 
the City will use a synthetic turf that includes fill made from natural materials and 
will not include crumb rubber, consistent with what is used on other recent City park 
redevelopment projects. There are many variations of synthetic turf products 
available, and the content of each product is also highly variable. Therefore, the 
exact materials used in that product are currently unknown and an analysis of 
potential hazards would be speculative. Text has been added to Page 7 of the 
IS/MND to clarify that a synthetic turf product has not been selected but will not 
include crumb rubber.  
 
As noted on page 77 of the IS/MND, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency has granted most enforcement authority over federal hazardous materials 
regulations to the California Environmental Protection Agency and, in turn, local 
agencies have been granted responsibility for implementing and enforcing 
hazardous materials regulations under the Certified Unified Program Agency. The 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) enforces hazardous waste 
laws and protects consumers against toxic ingredients in products. According to a 
Three-Year Priority Product Work Plan (2021-2023)2 issued by DTSC, Safer Consumer 
Products Program, the agency is completing an on-going investigation of the 
potential for synthetic turf fields to release chemicals into the environment and 
affect consumers. The results of this investigation have not been released at the 
time of this response and no regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the project 
site currently ban the use of synthetic turf fields. As previously noted, an analysis of 
the environmental impacts of potential materials used in the synthetic turf field 

 
 
 
2 Department of Toxic Substances Control, Safer Consumer Products Program. Three Year priority Product Work 
Plan (2021-2023).  Accessed July 30, 2024. https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-
2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf  

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf


 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  15 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

would be speculative. This comment does not provide new information that would 
change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions 
to the IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment E.3: II. Concerning the Response C.6 to Comment C.6 Microplastics  
All plastics are subject to wear, especially the ST carpet layer which is exposed to sunlight, air, 
weather elements including rain, wind, etc., foot traffic, dust, and miscellaneous items carried onto 
the field. It is well documented that carpet tuft plastic blades become thin and break into pieces, 
and that this wear is the reason for 8-year sports turf warranties. Blades and pieces, including 
microplastics and nanoplastics, wash or are blown into storm drains, which carry the plastic into 
watersheds and ultimately into the ocean. 
 
There is no single highly effective way to filter microplastics and nanoplastics from storm drains or 
at drinking water treatment plants using mechanical filtering, and costs increase with more 
effective mechanical methods. Bioretention areas (a.k.a. rain gardens) for example, are proposed to 
address these tiny particles, with research showing that they are able to filter as much as 85% of 
microplastics but not nanoplastics, so both still flow through the system. Another study of 13 
bioretention filters growing highly specific plants was shown to remove nanoparticles but 
unfortunately, for polyethylene and polypropylene, components of ST carpets, only 83% of them 
were removed. An incredible number of microplastics and nanoparticles are shed by ST, and 15% - 
17% of an incredible volume is still an incredible amount. As bad as that is, bioretention cells 
themselves degrade, the plants and soil eventually become overburdened, and there is not a way to 
effectively remove microplastics from the bioretention cells.  
 
Bioretention cells are clearly not a solution to ST microplastics problems. Furthermore, when there 
is no rain, as can be true for months at a time in San José, or irrigation, microplastics and 
nanoplastics are borne aloft by wind. This type of vector carries the microplastics and nanoplastics 
above and beyond any bioretention cells. The most common microplastics found in the 
atmosphere, even above Mt. Fuji in Japan, include polyethylene, polypropylene and polyurethane, 
which are three plastics found in ST. 
 

Response E.3: As noted on page 1 of the IS/MND, the proposed project has been 
revised and bioretention facilities are no longer proposed. Instead, stormwater on 
the project site would be directed to the proposed synthetic turf fields where it 
would filter through the permeable base rock and be absorbed into the native soils 
beneath the site (refer to pages 95-96 of the IS/MND). Therefore, any microplastics 
from the field that are transported in stormwater would be returned to the field and 
captured in carpet, fill, or base rock and would not enter the municipal stormwater 
system or nearby surface water bodies.  
 
The CEQA Guidelines do not require an analysis of airborne microplastic emissions 
from projects. A discussion of the project’s air quality emissions is included on pages 
27 through 31 of the IS/MND. As discussed in this section of the IS/MND, operation 
of the project would not result in air quality emissions above the applicable 
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BAAQMD thresholds. This comment does not provide new information that would 
change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions 
to the IS/MND are required. 
 

Comment E.4: III. Concerning Greenhouse Gas 
The IS/MND needs to look again at greenhouse gas emissions with ST in mind. 
 
While there are many research studies concerning artificial turf and greenhouse gasses reaching 
varying conclusions, it’s incontrovertible that plastic production is a key contributor to climate 
change and that polyethylene, polypropylene and polyurethane found in ST carpet and shock pad 
layers, along with other specific plastics, release significant amounts of greenhouse gas throughout 
their lifecycle. “Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, estimates that by 2050 plastic production could 
account for 21% to 31% of the global carbon emission budget required to limit global temperature 
increase to just 1.5 degrees Celsius.” The World Meteorological Organization states that we have 
likely already breached, if only temporarily, the 1.5°C threshold, making efforts to further contain 
temperature rise all the more urgent.  
 
Another highly cited article from 2018 found that when polyethylene, including virgin low-density 
polyethylene used in ST, reaches seawater and is exposed to sunlight, it releases methane and 
ethylene, which itself causes increases in ozone, carbon monoxide and other pollutants. As stated 
previously, bioretention cells allow at least 15 - 17% of detached microplastics and nanoplastics to 
enter our watershed.  
 
Properly installed and managed grass, on the other hand, has been repeatedly shown to sequester 
CO2 even “after accounting for mowing, fertilizer, and N2O emissions.” The sole exception to 
improved land-use CO2 sequestration upon installing and properly maintaining grass over 50 or 
more years comes from grass installed in previously forested areas.  
 

Response E.4: As previously noted in Responses E.2 and E.3 above, bioretention 
facilities are no longer proposed as part of the project and the City has not selected 
the synthetic turf product that would be used on the project site at this time. Any 
estimation of GHG emissions from the manufacture of a synthetic turf product that 
has not been selected would be speculative because details regarding the 
manufacturing methods, equipment, and materials used, as well as the location in 
which the product would be produced and shipped from are currently unknown. 
Furthermore, it is not required under CEQA for a project to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts from the manufacturing of projects it may utilize on-site as it 
is speculative, and manufacturing industries have their own regulations and 
oversight. 
 
An analysis of the GHG emissions impacts associated with construction and 
operations of the proposed project are included in pages 72-76 of the IS/MND. The 
analysis follows industry standards and found that project-related GHG impacts 
would be less than significant due to the project’s compliance with the San José 
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and Climate Smart San José. The analysis 
conducted is sufficient, and additional analysis is not required. This comment does 
not provide new information that would change the analysis or conclusions 
disclosed in the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required. 
 

Comment E.5: IV. Concerning Waste  
ST warranties are for 8 years since ST deteriorates and must be replaced every 8 - 10 years, and an 
average 80,000 sq. foot athletic field carpet layer contains 40,000 lb.s of plastic. There is not a way 
to sustainably recycle the mixed plastic with the various stabilizers, colorants and conditioners that 
are part of ST. ST is therefore either cut and resold through venues such as Facebook Marketplace 
(search “Facebook marketplace synthetic turf”) or landfilled every 8 - 10 years, meaning that 
eventually pieces of plastic, complete with their added chemicals, will degrade and enter the 
watershed or atmosphere. ST is a long way from a zero waste candidate. 
 

Response E.5: The CEQA Guidelines do not require an analysis of whether solid 
waste generated by a project can be recycled or the lifecycle of materials used in 
project construction. As noted on pages 46 and 47 of the IS/MND, typical usage of 
the park would generate approximately five pounds of solid waste per day 
(approximately one cubic yard per year).3 Solid waste generated on the project site 
would be disposed of at the Newby Island Sanitary Landfill, which has a remaining 
capacity of 12.7 million cubic yards. Thus, there is sufficient capacity to 
accommodate solid waste generated by project operations and the project’s CEQA 
solid waste impacts would be less than significant. This comment does not provide 
new information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the 
IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment E.6: V. Concerning Water Usage 
Regarding an anticipated reduction in water demand due to ST, there are a few considerations not 
taken into account by the IS/MND. 
 
ST does in fact use water, especially as temperatures rise. That ST heats up to 60°F - 80°F hotter 
than the ambient air temperature is so well known as a potential source of heat stress in humans, 
that the Netherlands Water Research Institute developed an experimental rain water capture and 
evaporative mechanism in an attempt to mimic the natural ability of grass to transpire. 
 
Also, while natural grass can make use of reclaimed water (purple pipe) water, ST must use potable 
(drinking) water. A California Coastal Commission memo, denying UC Santa Barbara’s request to 
replace a grass baseball field with a synthetic turf field, specifically discusses use of reclaimed 
(recycled) water while conserving potable (drinking) water, stating "The proposed impending 

 
 
 
3 Compaction rate of 1,850 pounds per cubic yard was assumed. 1,825 pounds / 1,850 = 0.98 cubic yards. Source: 
Daniel North, General Manager, Republic Services. Personal Communication. November 21, 2019. 
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development involves the installation of three acres of impermeable plastic-based artificial turf field 
where a permeable natural turf field had existed before, and would require a switch from reclaimed 
water use at the existing field to potable water use at the proposed field. … The project … does not 
provide necessary analyses in relation to impact minimization for potential increases to runoff 
volume, flow rate, timing, and duration that could be caused by the increase in impervious surface 
area that the field would entail ... Although water demand at the proposed artificial field was 
analyzed and confirmed to offer a significant reduction over the current field’s water demand, the 
proposed field would utilize potable water instead of currently-used reclaimed water, due to the 
higher salt and mineral content present in reclaimed water.” 
 

Response E.6: The City currently operates parks containing synthetic turf fields 
similar to the proposed project. Existing turf fields are watered using recycled water 
as needed in the case of spills and odors. The City does not water synthetic fields to 
combat overheating. As noted on page 146 of the IS/MND, water demand 
associated with the proposed project is estimated to be 1,622 gallons per day and 
adequate water supplies are available to serve the project.   

 
Comment E.7: Note that the Coastal Commission calls ST “impermeable.” While it’s true that ST can 
be made somewhat permeable by poking holes through the carpet’s backing layer and through the 
shock pad (if used), pores in ST can be overwhelmed by a heavy rain or even by purposeful 
irrigation, resulting in puddling on the field, or they may become plugged by the continually 
shedding ST. 
 
Sustainably managed, drought tolerant natural grass seed mixes and hybrids are the only 
environmentally sensible outdoor multipurpose athletic field ground covers. The Sierra Club Loma 
Prieta Chapter Plastic Pollution Prevention Team has information on drought tolerant grasses 
developed for the Western United States and on sustainable athletic field management practices 
which we would be glad to share. 
 

Response E.7: The commenter expresses the opinion that sustainably managed, 
drought tolerant natural grass seed mixes and hybrids are the only environmentally 
sensible outdoor multi-purpose athletic field ground covers. As noted in Response 
C.6 of the Response to Comments Memorandum prepared for the project in May 
2023, the City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff Policy 6-29 and the Municipal 
Regional Stormwater Permit classify synthetic turf playing fields as impervious 
surfaces. However, as noted on pages 95 and 96 of the IS/MND, the proposed 
synthetic fields would be designed in a manner that would allow stormwater to filter 
through the carpet backing, and all other layers of the field and permeable base rock 
before being absorbed into the native soil beneath the site. Therefore, while the 
synthetic fields may not be considered permeable under the City’s Post-
Construction Urban Runoff Policy 6-29 and the Municipal Regional Stormwater 
Permit, they would allow for permeation of runoff into on-site soils without 
puddling on the field. 
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While the commenter does not agree with the City’s choice of playing field material, 
this comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or 
conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, recirculation of the IS/MND is not 
required. 
 
 

F. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (August 1, 2024) 
 
Comment F.1: Thank you for providing PG&E the opportunity to review the proposed plans for the 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project within the same vicinity of PG&E’s existing electric and gas 
facilities that impact this property. 
 
PG&E operates gas and electric underground facilities within the franchise areas surrounding the 
subject property. In addition, PG&E operates a high-voltage underground electric transmission line 
within the northeasterly portion of the property. Once a fully developed site plan is ready, the 
Company requests that it be submitted for review and approval prior to any construction 
commencing. The site plan should include all existing utilities and easements. 
 
If the project requires PG&E gas or electrical service in the future, please continue to work with 
PG&E’s Service Planning department: https://www.pge.com/cco/. 
 
As a reminder, before any digging or excavation occurs, please contact Underground Service Alert 
(USA) by dialing 811 a minimum of 2 working days prior to commencing any work. This free and 
independent service will ensure that all existing underground utilities are identified and marked on-
site. 
 
If you have any questions regarding our response, please contact the PG&E Plan Review Team at 
pgeplanreview@pge.com.  
 

Response F.1: The City will forward relevant plans to PG&E for review and will 
coordinate with PG&E staff during the design process to ensure that there are no 
conflicts with existing PG&E facilities. This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  
 
 

G. Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (August 5, 2024) 
 
Comment G.1: Please accept these comments from the Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (SCVAS) 
regarding Nesting Bird Survey requirements for the IS/MND for the Columbus Park Redevelopment 
Project. SCVAS represents hundred of nature and bird enthusiasts in San José who have a keen 
interest in protecting birds in the City and complying with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA). We 
find Mitigation Measure Bio-1.2 inadequate and ask the City to amend it to ensure that the 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project does not harm nesting efforts by our local migratory birds. 

https://www.pge.com/cco/
mailto:pgeplanreview@pge.com
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This is especially concerning given the large number of trees and other habitat areas that will be 
impacted due to the project.  
 
MM BIO-1.2 provides, 

If demolition and construction cannot be scheduled between September 1st and January 31st 
(inclusive), pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be completed by a qualified 
ornithologist to ensure that no nests shall be disturbed during project implementation. This 
survey shall be completed no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction 
activities during the early part of the breeding season (February 1st through April 30th 
inclusive) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of the activities during the late 
part of the breeding season (May 1st through August 31st inclusive). 

 
MM BIO-1.3 provides, 

If an active nest is found within 250 feet of the project area to be disturbed by construction, 
the ornithologist, in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, shall 
determine the extent of a construction free buffer zone to be established around the nest, 
(typically 250 feet for raptors and 100 feet for other birds), to ensure that raptor or 
migratory bird nests shall not be disturbed during project construction.  

 
The IS/MND does not list all the species of birds that could potentially nest on site: 
 
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Nesting Bird Atlas shows that the following bird species may nest 
onsite: Canada Goose, Mallard, White-tailed Kite, Cooper’s Hawk, Red-shouldered Hawk, 
Red-tailed Hawk, American Kestrel, Killdeer, Rock Pigeon, Mourning Dove, Barn Owl, Western 
Screech-Owl, Great-horned Owl, Burrowing Owl, Black-chinned Hummingbird, Anna’s 
Hummingbird, Allen’s Hummingbird, Acorn Woodpecker, Nuttall’s Woodpecker, Downy 
Woodpecker, Northern Flicker, Western Flycatcher, Black Phoebe, Ash-throated Flycatcher, 
Western Kingbird, California Scrub-Jay, American Crow, Common Raven, Chestnut-backed 
Chickadee, Oak Titmouse, Bushtit, House Wren, Bewick’s Wren, Blue-gray Gnatcatcher, Western 
Bluebird, American Robin, Northern Mockingbird, Orange-crowned Warbler, Spotted Towhee, 
California Towhee, Song Sparrow, Dark-eyed Junco, Western Meadowlark, Brewer’s Blackbird, 
Brown-headed Cowbird, House Finch, Lesser Goldfinch and American Goldfinch. Additional species 
could potentially nest in the Guadalupe River corridor, adjacent to the site.  
 
Many of these species can start a nest and lay eggs within a week. Several of these species (In bold) 
may raise multiple broods in one or more nests during the official nesting season (February 1st to 
August 31st). This is why the California Department of Fish and Wildlife generally recommends 
  

“If Project-related work is scheduled during the nesting season (typically February 15 to 
August 30 for small bird species such as passerines; January 15 to September 15 for owls; 
and February 15 to September 15 for other raptors), a qualified biologist will conduct two 
surveys for active nests of such birds within 14 days prior to the beginning of Project 
construction, with the final survey conducted within 48 hours prior to construction.  
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Appropriate minimum survey radii surrounding the work area are typically the following: i) 
250 feet for passerines; ii) 500 feet for small raptors such as accipiters; and iii) 1,000 feet for 
larger raptors such as buteos. Surveys will be conducted at the appropriate times of day and 
during appropriate nesting times.” 

 
Mitigation Measure (“MM”) BIO-2 and MM BIO-3, fail to adequately address the Project’s potential 
impacts on nesting birds by: 
 

• Dividing the nesting season into arbitrary “early” and “late” 
• Providing diminished buffer requirements for nests 

 
San José should require the same mitigations for nesting birds that CDFW indicates in many 
comment letters on EIRs and MNDs. Failing to do so means that Project impacts on migratory birds 
remain potentially significant.  
 

Response G.1: As noted on pages 41 and 42 of the IS/MND, tree removal during 
project construction could result in impacts to nesting birds. Mitigation Measure 
MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-1.4 would be required to reduce potential impacts to 
nesting birds to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure MM BIO-1.2 has 
been revised to reflect California Department of Fish and Wildlife recommendations 
(refer to Section 3.0 Draft IS/MND Text Revisions). These text revisions would not 
change the significance of Impact BIO-1, therefore, preparation of an EIR and/or 
recirculation of the IS/MND is not required.  

 
 
H. Jordan Moldow (August 5, 2024) 
 
Comment H.1: Vehicle Parking 
Page 137, under “Vehicle Parking” contains an error: “The project proposes to meet the vehicular 
parking requirements in the City’s Municipal Code (Table 20-250), which requires 20 off-street 
parking spaces per acre of park for a total of 250 parking spaces.” The City lifted its parking 
minimum requirements. Table 20-250 no longer has anything to do with vehicle parking. To meet its 
climate commitments and mode shift targets, the City should not encourage 250 private vehicles to 
drive to this park by providing so much free parking. Furthermore, encouraging so much new 
driving challenges the basis for the Negative Mitigated Declaration. 
 
Some of the space for the current planned parking lot could be reclaimed for additional amenities 
or open space. Or, since the current park is being demolished and completely rebuilt anyway, the 
layout could be shifted north by the width of one lane of parking stalls, making room on W. Taylor 
St for a sidewalk-level Class IV bikeway.  
 

Response H.1: As noted on page 10 of the IS/MND, the project proposes two gravel 
surface parking lots with a total of 120 parking spaces. The text noted by the 
commenter on page 137 is inconsistent with the current project description and has 
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been modified as shown in Section 3.0 of this document. It should be noted that 
while the City is no longer required to enforce minimum parking standards, any 
project may still propose parking. Traffic trips associated with the project were 
calculated and accounted for in the analysis. The site plan for the project is provided 
on page 8, Figure 3.2-1, of the IS/MND. 
 

Comment H.2: Bicycle Parking 
For whatever number of parking stalls the City ultimately decides to project around the site of the 
new park, the City should commit to providing at least as many bicycle parking spaces as well. This 
may not be required by CEQA or by local/state codes, but I believe that it is important for 
encouraging people to cycle to the park rather than driving. With 250 private vehicle parking spaces 
and only 25 bicycle parking spaces, the City is vastly encouraging driving to the park rather than 
biking, which will generate negative climate impacts. If the City is serious about this development 
being climate neutral/positive, it needs to make biking to the park just as convenient as driving.  
 

Response H.2: The commenter’s suggestion for increased bicycle parking will be 
provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  

 
Comment H.3: Bikeways 
According to Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. Columbus Park Reconstruction Draft 
Transportation Analysis. December 17, 2021: "The project should construct a protected Class IV 
bicycle facility along its West Taylor Street frontage per the Better Bikeways Plan 2025." This is 
stated on pages iii, 40, and 45. The Initial Study rejects this proposal. But this project is a fantastic 
opportunity to create a comfortable Class IV facility that will facilitate climate-positive bicycle trips. 
This project is doing a facility demolition and rebuild along a frontage of nearly a quarter-mile. 
Cycling here today is dangerous and uncomfortable, as the Class II facility is narrow and adjacent to 
speeding traffic coming to/from Highway 87 and Coleman Ave. Cyclists may opt instead to ride on 
the sidewalk, which is dangerous for both themselves and pedestrians. The sooner that any 
portions of the Taylor St Class IV bikeway can be built, the better. And building this segment along 
with the park construction will mean no additional impact on park users and pedestrians, as 
opposed to coming back at a later time to construct a (possibly sidewalk-level) bikeway. 
 

Response H.3: The Initial Study does not reject the construction of a protected Class 
IV bicycle facility along the project’s W. Taylor Street frontage. An Initial Study does 
not determine what components are or are not included in a project unless there 
are project design features required as mitigation. An Initial Study is a tool utilized to 
assess the impacts of a proposed project and to inform decision-makers and the 
public of the environmental effects of a project approval. As noted on page 133-134 
of the IS/MND, the City has plans to improve the existing Class II bike lane along 
Taylor Street between North 1st Street and The Alameda to a Class IV protected bike 
lane. That project is independent of the proposed project and will proceed 
separately with its own environmental review. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  



 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  23 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

 
Comment H.4: I encourage the City to adopt the feedback given by the Santa Clara Valley Audubon 
Society on March 8, 2023 (in response to the first-draft of the Initial Study) and any feedback they 
send for this round of public comment. The City's response to their comments was essentially "the 
new lights will be better than the current lights, so the impacts are not significant". While that may 
be true, I believe that is a faulty comparison. The park is currently in a state of disrepair, and the 
ballfields are not used at all. When it comes to lighting and energy usage from lighting, that baseline 
should not pretend that the park is currently operational. that baseline should assume that the park 
isn't used currently, and that the stadium lighting isn't used at all. This would be a more accurate 
analysis of the impact of building and activating the new park lighting. If the stadium lighting is 
currently being used, the City should shut them off and stop wasting electricity and creating 
unnecessary light pollution. 
 

Response H.4: While the park is currently closed, the park was an open, active City 
park at the time the IS/MND analysis was prepared. Therefore, the baseline 
condition of an open, active City park, which was used in the IS/MND, is the correct 
baseline for determining potential impacts from the proposed project. Page 9 of the 
IS/MND provides details on the proposed lighting. Analysis of the lighting is provided 
on pages 18-19, including limitations on operation of the lights and requirements to 
comply with City Council Policy 6-34 to ensure the lighting avoids impacts to the 
Guadalupe River riparian corridor. Additional analysis of the impacts of the 
proposed lighting on biological resources is provided on pages 42-43 of the IS/MND. 
No revisions to the IS/MND are required.   

 
Comment H.5: Trees 
The project proposes to remove all existing trees within the project area. I believe that the City 
should try to maintain as many Moderate and (especially) High suitability trees (as detailed in the 
Arborist report) as possible, especially if they are in a location where the plan calls for trees anyway. 
Mature trees are a great resource for shade, animal habitats, soil retention, and many other 
environmental and climate benefits. It is good that the trees being removed would eventually be 
replaced with new trees, but new trees don’t provide the same benefits as health, already-mature 
trees. It is a shame to kill 18 high-suitability trees and 28 moderate-suitability trees, if some of them 
could instead be maintained or re-located.  
 

Response H.5: See Response D.2. 
 
 

I. California Department of Transportation – Division of Aeronautics (August 5, 2024) 
 
Comment I.1: Caltrans Division of Aeronautics (Division) has reviewed the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) for the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project in Santa Clara County. One of the 
goals of the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, is to assist cities, 
counties, and Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUC) or their equivalent, to understand and comply 
with the State Aeronautics Act (SAA) pursuant to the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 
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21001 et seq. Caltrans encourages collaboration with our partners in the planning process and 
thanks you for including the Division in the review of the MND. 
 
The project site is approximately 0.5 miles north of the San José Mineta International Airport and is 
within the Inner Safety Zone of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Santa Clara 
County. Therefore, it must adhere to the safety criteria and restrictions defined in the ALUCP, 
adopted by the ALUC pursuant to PUC Section 21674 and is subject to review and authority by the 
ALUC. The Inner Safety Zone represents the approach/departure zone and contains a high-risk level 
as assessed in the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook). Per the ALUCP, 
nonresidential uses in this zone should be activities that attract relatively few people.  
 

Response I.1: As discussed on page 82 of the IS/MND, the project site is located 
approximately 0.5 miles south of San José Mineta International Airport and is 
located within the Inner Safety Zone of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). 
The IS/MND identifies that the project site is within the Inner Safety Zone and an 
area regulated by the FAA Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 height requirements. 
As noted in Section 4.9, the project will comply with all Part 77 notifications and 
requirements. Pages 86-87 and 99-101 of the IS/MND provides an analysis of the 
project’s consistency with the CLUP for the Norman Y. Mineta San José International 
Airport, including site occupancy limitations. As discussed on pages 100-101, the 
FAA reviewed the proposed project and lighting design and issued a Determination 
of No Hazard for the project on July 8, 2019. Although this Determination of No 
Hazard has expired, the City is currently in the process of requesting a renewed 
determination which will be obtained prior to the start of construction. This 
comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or 
conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are 
required.   

 
Comment I.2: In accordance with the CEQA PUC Section 21096, the Handbook must be utilized as a 
resource in the preparation of environmental documents for projects within airport land use 
compatibility plan boundaries or if such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of an airport. 
In addition, per the SAA PUC Section 21674.7(b): 
 

“It is the intent of the Legislature to discourage incompatible land uses near existing 
airports. Therefore, prior to granting permits for the renovation or remodeling of an existing 
building, structure, or facility, and before the construction of a new building, it is the intent 
of the Legislature that local agencies shall be guided by the height, use, noise, safety, and 
density criteria that are compatible with airport operations, as established…and referred to 
as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the Division.” 
 

Response I.2: As noted in Response I.1, pages 86-87 and 99-101 of the IS/MND 
provide an analysis of the project’s consistency with the CLUP for the Norman Y. 
Mineta San José International Airport. As discussed on pages 100-101, the FAA 
reviewed the proposed project and lighting design and issued a Determination of No 
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Hazard for the project on July 8, 2019.  Although this Determination of No Hazard 
has expired, the City is currently in the process of requesting a renewed 
determination which will be obtained prior to the start of construction. This 
comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or 
conclusions disclosed in the IS/MND; therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are 
required.  

 
Comment I.3: The Project site is proposing to demolish and redevelop approximately 10 acres of an 
existing park that is within an airport safety zone. To this note, the Handbook states on the 
Expansion, Conversion, or Redevelopment of Existing Uses:  
 

“The limitation on ALUC authority over existing land uses applies only to the extent that the 
use remains constant. Merely because a land use exists on a property does not entitle the 
owner to expand the use, convert it to a different use, or otherwise redevelop the property 
if new or increased compatibility conflicts would result. To the extent that such land use 
changes require ministerial or discretionary approval on the part of the county or city, they 
fall within the authority of the ALUC to review” (PG. 4-41).  
 

Response I.3: As discussed under Responses I.1 and I.2 above, the proposed park 
renovation project, which includes new recreational facilities and increased users, 
was analyzed on pages 86-87 and 99-101 of the IS/MND. This analysis concluded 
that the proposed redevelopment would be consistent with the height, use, noise, 
safety, and density criteria for the site as identified in the CLUP. Additionally, 
although the project would increase park users compared to baseline conditions, 
projected future users would not exceed the maximum site density allowed for the 
site in the CLUP. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact.   

 
Comment I.4: Given the site's proposed use as a children's soccer area and play area, along with 
soccer and lawn practice areas that may have varying demographics, the Project should consider 
the uses in relation to Vulnerable Occupants per the Handbook's guidance:  
 

“Other types of land uses also tend to be given special deference by the community. These 
are uses for which risk acceptability cannot be measured simply in terms of the number of 
occupants. The vulnerability of the occupants to the risks of aircraft accidents must also be 
considered. In many instances, the appropriate policy may be outright prohibition of new 
instances of these uses and expansion of existing facilities… Two other segments of the 
population whom are often afforded special consideration and protection are the elderly 
and disabled. As with children, both groups include individuals who may not know how to 
respond to an emergency or maybe physically unable to do so” (PG. 4-29). 
 

Response I.4: The project proposes renovation to an existing City park. The project 
does not involve siting a new park in a flight path and is not introducing new uses to 
the site. Pages 86-87 of the IS/MND included an analysis of the project’s consistency 
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with airport safety regulations. The project was found to be consistent with 
applicable airport safety regulations. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.   

 
Comment I.5: The Project site is located in the 70 dB noise contour of the ALUCP. New construction 
or development of neighborhood parks is generally unacceptable in this noise contour and should 
be discouraged. The site is conditionally acceptable for outdoor spectator sports. However, it 
should be noted that outdoor activities may be adversely affected due to limited noise mitigation 
measures for outdoor use. While the redevelopment Project is not introducing a new sensitive land 
use, it would continue to expose those in the area to excessive noise levels. Additionally, due to its 
proximity to the airport, the Project site may be subject to frequent aircraft overflights and 
subsequent aircraft-related noise and safety impacts.  
Compatibility concerns regarding airport obstructions and hazards to flight (such as wildlife 
attractants, lighting, or glare, etc.) should also be considered for further review. Proposed 
structures that exceed FAA Regulations Part 77 height criteria are subject to an Obstruction 
Evaluation/Airspace Analysis for determination.  
 
These comments reflect the areas of review by Caltrans Aeronautics with respect to airport-related 
noise, safety, and land use planning issues. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
tiffany.martinez@dot.ca.gov. 
 

Response I.5: The IS/MND identifies that the project site is located 0.5-mile south of 
San José Mineta International Airport, is located within the 70 dBA noise contour 
and is within an area regulated by the FAA Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 
height requirements. As discussed on pages 86 and 87 of the IS/MND, the project 
would not include new sensitive land uses and would not expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. According to the CLUP for 
Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport, uses allowed within the Inner 
Safety Zone include non-residential uses that attract relatively few people. The 
maximum population density allowed is 120 people per acre. Noise Levels of 70 dBA 
are considered acceptable for sports arenas, outdoor spectator sports, and parking 
uses; however, this noise level is considered generally unacceptable for playgrounds 
and neighborhood parks.  

 
With implementation of the project, there would be a maximum of 1,800 users per 
weekday and 2,520 users per weekend day, resulting in a net increase of 1,783 to 
1,748 users per weekday and 2,506 to 2,471 per weekend day. During operating 
hours, two soccer fields would be available for reservation per hour and the kids’ 
field, sports courts and pedestrian paseo would be open to informal use to the 
general public. Based on user data from past reservations, it is estimated that a total 
of 250 people would occupy the two fields and up to 50 people would occupy the 
sports courts and paseos at one time, for a maximum of 300 people at the park at 
any one time. Therefore, the park would have a population density of approximately 
30 people per acre, consistent with the maximum density allowed for the site (refer 
to Page 86 of the IS/MND). As discussed in pages 110 and 11 of the IS/MND, overall, 
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noise levels produced during operation of the park would be below ambient noise 
levels produced by aircraft and local vehicle traffic along Coleman Avenue. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the ambient noise 
environment nor exceed City’s Threshold of 55 dBA DNL at the nearest noise-
sensitive receptors.  

 
The project will comply with all Part 77 notifications and requirements. Pages 99-
101 of the IS/MND provides an analysis of the project’s consistency with the CLUP 
for the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. As discussed on pages 100-
101, the FAA reviewed the proposed project and lighting design and issued a 
Determination of No Hazard for the project on July 8, 2019. This No Hazard 
Determination has expired, and the City is in the process of renewing it. The 
proposed project would be contingent upon renewal of the No Hazard 
Determination and construction of the project would not start until a renewed 
determination has been issued. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.   

 
 
J. Cynthia Fan (August 5, 2024) 
 
Comment J.1: As part of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a 
project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration must inform government decision-makers and the public 
about the potential environmental effects of proposed activities and an alternative to prevent 
significant, avoidable environmental damage. The July 2024 Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project (SCH No. 2024070568) indicates that the project 
includes replacement of natural turf playing fields with synthetic turf. As detailed in this letter, 
synthetic turf systems, even those that do not use crumb rubber, result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts. These impacts have not been disclosed in the MND and cannot be reduced 
to less-than-significant-levels with mitigation measures or best management practices. A project 
alternative exists that can completely avoid this significant environmental damage while still 
achieving all of the Project objectives. That alternative is well-designed, well-constructed, and well-
managed natural turf. 
 
Please add to the MND the undocumented environmental impacts I detail in this letter and add the 
following project alternative…Remove the artificial turf from the project and achieve the project 
objectives while avoiding significant environmental damage by (a) directly collaborating on the 
Project plans with a sports field management consultant that has a track record of keeping a high-
use athletic field of natural turf in safe condition for 15+ years for a public agency. (b) revising the 
Project to include reconstruction of the existing natural turf fields with (b1) modern irrigation, (b2) 
soil high in both organic matter and microbial activity, and (b3) a modern, drought-tolerant natural 
turf cultivar, and (c) placing the fields under the management of a professional with the above track 
record or under the management of an in-house or outsourced individual that will be provided with 
training and coaching from such a professional.  
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The City of San José has resolved to comply with the 7 principles of bay-friendly landscaping as 
detailed in Resolution #74231. Landscaping with synthetic turf is not compliant with this resolution.  
 

Response J.1: The commenter has provided a brief summary of the intent of CEQA. 
Please note that Mitigated Negative Declaration’s (MND) do not include discussion 
and analysis of project alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15071). Under CEQA, 
alternatives are only included in Environmental Impact Reports. Only the proposed 
project is analyzed in an MND. Refer to Responses J.2 through J.9 below for 
responses to specific comments on the MND. 

 
Comment J.2: 1. PFAS4 pollution 
The Lead Agency must consider “direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused 
by the Project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may 
be caused by the project.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d). The significance determination must 
be based on “substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.”  Id. Section 15064(f). 
“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate 
or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.”  
Consolidated Irrigation Dist. v. City of Selma, 204 Cal. App. 4th 187 (2012).  
 
One of the significant adverse environmental impacts of artificial turf is PFAS pollution. It wasn’t 
until 2019 that toxic PFAS chemicals were first found in artificial turf. That was in fact the first time 
that PFAS chemistry used in plastic production had been found in finished consumer products. 
Testing of numerous artificial turf samples detected elemental fluorine, and specific PFAS 
chemicals. Turf patents and industry literature were found discussing the widespread use of PFAS as 
a plastic processing aid (PPA) to enhance smoothness and reduce friction. PFAS are used in the base 
material for artificial turf as a slip agent that is intentionally added to the molten hydrocarbons in 
order to make the plastic grass blades free of defects. PFAS are also used during the extrusion 
process for artificial turf’s plastic fibers in order to avoid clogging of the extruding machines. One of 
the significant adverse environmental impacts of artificial turf is PFAS pollution. It wasn’t until 2019 
that toxic PFAS chemicals were first found in artificial turf. That was in fact the first time that PFAS 
chemistry used in plastic production had been found in finished consumer products. Testing of 
numerous artificial turf samples detected elemental fluorine, and specific PFAS chemicals. Turf 
patents and industry literature were found discussing the widespread use of PFAS as a plastic 
processing aid (PPA) to enhance smoothness and reduce friction. PFAS are used in the base material 
for artificial turf as a slip agent that is intentionally added to the molten hydrocarbons in order to 
make the plastic grass blades free of defects. PFAS are also used during the extrusion process for 
artificial turf’s plastic fibers in order to avoid clogging of the extruding machines. 
 

 
 
 
4 For the readers information, PFAS stands for perfluorinated alkylated substances. 
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Meanwhile, in 2022, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) drastically reduced the lifeline 
health advisory levels for several PFAS, bring PFOA5 down to 4 parts per quadrillion (ppq) and PFOS6 
down to 20 ppq. Parts per quadrillion levels are so tiny that this federal advisory means there are 
virtually no safe levels of these chemicals.  
 
On April 5, 2024, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) set the 
Protective Health Goal for PFOA at 0.0078 ppt7 for PFOA and 1.0 ppt for PFOS.  
 
The EPA in its 2024-2024 PFAS Strategic Roadmap also issued a directive to local governments, 
which includes school district boards and city/town/county councils/boards, to exercise increased 
and sustained leadership to prevent further PFAS contamination of the environment.  

 
 

Response J.2: The comment references CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(d) and 
15064(f), which require the Lead Agency to assess direct physical environmental 
impacts of the project and base significance determinations on substantial evidence. 
The comment provides data from news articles and a website indicating that PFAS, 
which are toxic chemicals, are present in artificial turf. The commenter also 
references the US EPA threshold for PFOA in drinking water which is not applicable 
to the proposed park development project, which does not utilize surface or 
groundwater on-site for drinking water.8  
 
With regard to the use of PSAS in consumer products, per the EPA, PFAS are a large 
class of thousands of organic chemicals.9 According to the American Cancer Society, 

 
 
 
5 For the readers information, PFOA stands for perfluorooctanoic acid.  
6 For the readers information, PFOS stands for perfluorooctane sulfonic acid. 
7 For the readers information, ppt stands for parts per trillion. 
8 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. “California adopts health-protective goals for 
forever chemicals in drinking water.” April 5, 2024. https://oehha.ca.gov/water/public-health-goal-press-release-
water/california-adopts-health-protective-goals-
forever#:~:text=The%20final%20public%20health%20goal,on%20their%20cancer%2Dcausing%20potency  
9 Federal Register. “PFAS National Primary Drinking Water Regulation Rulemaking” Accessed August 7, 2024. 
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-
regulation-rulemaking 

https://oehha.ca.gov/water/public-health-goal-press-release-water/california-adopts-health-protective-goals-forever#:%7E:text=The%20final%20public%20health%20goal,on%20their%20cancer%2Dcausing%20potency
https://oehha.ca.gov/water/public-health-goal-press-release-water/california-adopts-health-protective-goals-forever#:%7E:text=The%20final%20public%20health%20goal,on%20their%20cancer%2Dcausing%20potency
https://oehha.ca.gov/water/public-health-goal-press-release-water/california-adopts-health-protective-goals-forever#:%7E:text=The%20final%20public%20health%20goal,on%20their%20cancer%2Dcausing%20potency
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-regulation-rulemaking
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some of these chemicals have been in use since the 1940s. PFAS are very stable and 
don’t interact much with other chemicals, so they can be helpful in making products 
that resist oils, stains, water, and heat. These compounds are used in many 
industrial and manufacturing processes, including stain and water repellents in 
clothing, carpets and other consumer products, non-stick coatings on cookware, 
coatings for paper and cardboard food packaging, firefighting foams, ski wax, and 
other products.10 
The commenter encourages governments and agencies of all levels to exercise 
increased leadership to prevent new contamination of PFAs as well as make 
breakthroughs in the scientific understanding of PFAs. This highlights the ongoing 
need for further research to fully comprehend the effects of PFAS. However, it is not 
feasible to burden this project with responsibilities related to broader research 
initiatives or leadership expectations set by the roadmap. No revisions to the 
IS/MND are required.   
  

Comment J.3: A CEQA analysis of this Project needs to discuss the impacts associated with PFAS in 
the artificial turf, their ability to leach into the groundwater, surface water, San Francisco Bay, and 
drinking water, as well as potential impacts on the athletes using the fields and spectators. 
 
Regulatory bodies and state and federal governments have, over the past several years, increasingly 
prioritized rules related to PFAS reduction and safety for good reason. PFAS is a very serious threat 
to the environment with irreversible consequences. PFAS are a class of human-made chemicals 
comprised of thousands that provide [sic] heat, stain, and water resistance. Due to the strong 
caron-fluorine bonds that occur in these molecules. PFAS does not easily break down in the 
environment and are called “forever chemicals.” Well-studied PFAS are toxic to humans in 
concentrations as small as parts per quadrillion (ppq). 
 
Even minute amounts of PFAS are dangerous. Even if artificial turf has “minimal” PFAS or less PFAS 
than some other consumer products, that does not mean it’s safe. As an example, consider PFOS. 
PFOS is a type of PFAS. Any amount of PFOS should be viewed as a risk given that the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed a health-based value, the Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG), for PFOS, of zero, which is the same as the MCLG for lead. In other 
words, there is no safe level of exposure to PFOS. California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment recommends, as health protective limits, 7 ppq of PFOA and 1 ppt of PFOS. Tests show 
that PFAS compounds leach off artificial turf at levels much higher than this. “Every sample of 
artificial turf tested by academic institutions and NGOs have resulted in positive results for PFAS, 
writes Dr. Kyla Bennett of Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility. For evidence, refer to 
the testing from (a) Oak Bluffs, MA, (b) Franklin, MA, and (c) Woodbridge, CT. Also find evidence in 
that every sample of dozens of artificial turfs tested by university researchers, regardless of the 

 
 
 
10https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/chemicals/teflon-and-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa.html    
Accessed August 7, 2024 

https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/chemicals/teflon-and-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa.html
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manufacturer, have shown PFAS in the grass blades, the backing, and sometimes the shock pad and 
the infill. Moreover, Sythetic Precipitation Leaching Procedures (SPLPs) show that these PFAS leach 
off the fields into surrounding waters. 
 
The results of testing performed on a sample of a FieldTurf product proposed for use by a southern 
California school show that 4 distinct PFAS and a number of metals and semi-volatile organic 
compounds will readily leach off the artificial turf into surrounding soil and waters and expose field 
users to these carcinogenic chemicals. Among the PFAS detected were perfluorooctanesulfonic acid 
(PFOS), perfluorooctanesulfonamide (PFOSA), and 6:2 fluorotelomer sulfonic acid (6:2 FTSA). A 
recent study shows that PFOSA can lead to cardiac diseases in fish. PFOSA is a precursor to PFOS. 
Studies conducted on the PFAS 6:2 FTSA show adverse impacts on animals and humans.  
 
Researchers are concerned about the possible impact of artificial turf additives on aquatic life in the 
San Francisco Estuary. Risking the addition of more bioaccumulative PFAS to the San Franciso Bay 
via PFAS-laced microplastics and nanoplastics and PFAS-contaminated stormwater is of grave 
concern for Bay biota. PFAS are already ubiquitous in Bay bird eggs, harbor seals, and fish, including 
sport fish, particularly sport fish in the South Bay, which in the most recent study showed 
concentrations of PFAS exceeded thresholds established by other states for the development of 
consumption advisories. In addition, recent research highlights that cocktails of PFAS compounds 
can be additively toxic to wildlife, jeopardizing their reproductive success. 
 
There is potential for artificial turf fields to contribute to PFAS exposure for field users. Routes of 
exposure for PFAS include ingestion, inhalation, and dermal absorption. EPA states that routes of 
PFAS exposure include, “Breathing air containing PFAS [and] [u]sing products made with PFAS.” 
Recent studies have shown that some PFAS can migrate from car seat fabric to sweat, showing a 
potential dermal exposure route. 
 
Dr. Jamie DeWitt, current director of the Environmental Health Sciences Center at Oregon State 
University and former Professor of Pharmacology and Toxicology of the Brody School of Medicine at 
East Carolina University researching the toxicity of PFAS and how they affect the immune system, 
explains: “All PFAS, regardless of their specific chemistries present, have at least one ‘
characteristic of concern’ associated with them. The vast majority of PFAS are persistent, which 
means that they will remain in the environment for years, to decades, to centuries, serving as 
continual sources of exposure. Many PFAS are known to bioaccumulate, or move from the 
environment into the bodies of living organisms where they can potentially interact with biological 
molecules to produce toxicity.”  
 
A compilation of PFAS toxicity studies shows that virtually every PFAS examined is correlated with 
adverse health outcomes. PFAS are associated with cancer and have been linked to growth, 
learning, and behavioral problems in infants and children; fertility and pregnancy problems, 
including pre-eclampsia; interference with natural human hormones; increased cholesterol; and 
immune system problems. Epidemiological studies have found decreased antibody response to 
vaccines, and associations between blood serum PFAS levels and both immune system 
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hypersensitivity and autoimmune disorders like asthma and ulcerative colitis. The Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention released a “Statement on Potential Intersection between PFAS 
Exposure and COVID-19,” which recognized the “evidence from human and animal studies that 
PFAS exposure may reduce antibody responses to vaccines… and may reduce infectious disease 
resistance.” 
 
For the time being, industry regulation of artificial turf remains sorely lacking. The term “PFAS-free” 
is not defined. The hype around “PFAS-Free” artificial turf amounts to greenwashing. Communities 
are repeatedly misled by manufacturer and vendor claims of “certified PFAS-free” synthetic turf. 
Learn from the cautionary tales of the public agencies that have become greenwashing victims. The 
City of Portsmouth, N.H. was promised a “certified PFAS-free” synthetic field by their engineering 
consultants and manufacturer FieldTurf. This promise was not delivered; The community was 
deceived. The full story is recounted in the first-person and by a third-party news source. Experts 
had advised the City to have comprehensive PFAS testing of the artificial turf system components 
performed and completed prior to approving construction. The City opted not to heed the advice, 
so concerned residents arranged to have brand new, unused samples tested for PFAS by a certified 
lab. The results indicated that both the plastic carpet and shock pad had elevated fluorine levels, 
indicating the presence of PFAS chemicals. This motivated the City to have its own testing 
performed, and indeed it confirmed the same. Those PFAS-free promises made by the 
manufacturer and consultant turned out to be false. The promise had been based on a narrow risk 
assessment that did not evaluate leaching and contamination of PFAS into the surrounding area. 
South Philadelphia is home to another community that fell prey to the greenwashing. The 
community spent $7.5 million to install an artificial turf system at the rec center for which the turf 
manufacturer, Sprinturf, had provided a lab report to support its claim the turf did not contain the 
so-called forever chemicals. Three independent experts who separately reviewed the test results 
concluded the lab test is flawed and inadequate and that the turf likely still contains the PFAS 
chemicals. The test selected was both inappropriate and of incredibly narrow scope. The lab used a 
PFAS detection limit set about 20,000 times higher than what is typically used to determine 
presence of PFAS. 
 
Back in 2019, FieldTurf claimed their supplier confirmed their artificial turf filaments were free of 
PFAS. However, there exist public records of test results for FieldTurf since that time, specifically 
the product FieldTurf Vertex Core. A 2021 lab report shows that FieldTurf Vertex Core samples from 
Portsmouth, NH were not PFAS free. A separate set of lab test results from 2023 interpreted by 
credentialed experts from Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility also show the 
FieldTurf Vertex Core is not PFAS free and conclude PFAS will “readily leach off into surrounding soil 
and waters.” Specifically FieldTurf Vertex Core contains two PFAS of critical concerns, PFOS and 
PFOA. The authors warn that if FieldTurf Vertex Core artificial turf is installed, these PFAS “will 
contaminate the soil and waters around the project site, and expose both the athletes and others 
using the fields to these carcinogenic chemicals.” 
 
Citizens should not need a degree in analytical chemistry to debunk manufacturer claims and 
identify the ways in which interpretations of test reports have an inappropriately narrow focus, but 
thankfully they are stepping up. Kristen Mello, Masters in Analytical Chemistry from the University 
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of Delaware and member of both the Analytical and Fluorine Divisions of the American Chemical 
Society, has interpreted for communities the PFAS Analytical Laboratory Reports from testing of 
artificial turf athletic field system components. In April 2022, she was invited, with Dr. Graham 
Peaslee from Notre Dame University, to give the presentation “PFAS in Artificial Turf” at 
the New England Waste Management Operators Association. 
 
In July of 2022, on behalf of a group of concerned citizens, Mello reviewed for their local electeds a 
technical report that had been shared. She explained some of the key takeaways they may have not 
otherwise fully digested, namely that PFAS was detected in the artificial turf carpet, shockpad, and 
infill. She also reminds the electeds that, with regards to determining how much PFAS is too much 
to risk, “On June 15, 2022 the EPA issued updated advisories reducing what they consider a ‘safe 
amount’ in drinking water to be 5 orders of magnitude smaller than they announced in 2016.” 
 
Then in July of 2023, on behalf of separate group of concerned citizens, this time in a California 
community, Mello writes in her public testimony regarding the CEQA EIR for the proposed artificial 
turf project, “Based on all of the testing I have seen to date, there is every reason to believe that 
until there is a manufacturing revolution, any artificial turf field will be made with PFAS and PFAS 
will leach into the environment in communities where the field is manufactured, installed, and 
eventually disposed of.” She then proceeds to provide explanatory comments regarding a FieldTurf 
Testing Report, dated November 22, 2022 that summarized lab tests of artificial turf carpet and 
included the laboratory reports themselves, concluding that artificial turf fields are not a 
risk to human health based on the PFAS toxicity from dermal exposure to the players. Mello breaks 
down in her letter the errors and omissions in that FieldTurf Testing Report and reveals how the 
author “makes carefully true statements that don’t tell the whole story.” She includes an insightful 
summary in the appendix of her letter explaining the lacking context and the many risks not 
examined and addressed. 
 
Based on the advice Mello shares in her letters to public agencies, it’s clear an environmental 
analysis of artificial turf would be incomplete if it did not address at least all of the following with 
respect to the PFAS found in artificial turf system components: 

• PFAS volatility 
• Exposures to users and spectators, especially for babies/toddlers 

o Dermal 
o Ingestion 
o Inhalation 

• Human toxicity 
• Leaching protocol and calculations, with concentrations propagated out for installation 

mass and size, of how much PFAS has been and will be leaching off the field materials and 
into the stormwater management system 

• Aquatic toxicity 
• Bioaccumulation effects of stormwater runoff 
• Groundwater contamination 
• Surface water contamination 
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• PFAS contamination incurred by environmental justice populations where these field 
components are manufactured and destroyed or disposed of 

• Environmental cleanup that may be later required 
• Cost to dispose of field components at end-of-life should the chemicals they leach be, at 

that time, designated as hazardous. 
 
Objective voices like Mello’s must be a priority in environmental analyses. Signed affidavits from 
manufacturers and associated industries have been proven false, are reportable, and are not 
acceptable in lieu of independent third party testing. Independent experts should be consulted 
when it comes to questions around appropriate PFAS test methods. Dr. Graham Peaslee at 
University of Notre Dame is a leading researcher on the topic and would make an excellent 
resource. 
 
When it comes to artificial turf, CEQA document authors and readers are urged to critically review 
any input provided by Gradient, described as “rented white coats”, any input provided by Exponent, 
described as “science-for-hire,” any input provided by Laura Green, and any input provided by 
David Teter. 
 
David Teter has been brought by Verde Design Inc, a landscape architect that has a number of 
California public agencies as artificial turf project clients, into local government meetings here in 
California to downplay environmental concerns about artificial turf. Mr. Teter’s input can not be 
considered unbiased given his work as a paid industry consultant for the synthetic turf trade 
association and artificial turf manufacturers. His work for this trade association was specifically 
aimed at keeping synthetic turf from being investigated by California's Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), an agency which could potentially require artificial turf manufacturers 
to label the toxic chemicals in their products. The Synthetic Turf Council45 website at one point 
included the following text: 

 
 
Mr. Teter ultimately failed in his mission to compel DTSC to drop artificial turf from the short list of 
products it is now prioritizing and currently studying. The fact that our state’s own Department of 
Toxic Substances Control has concerns over synthetic turf’s hazards despite Teter’s input suggests 
that his input may not represent a comprehensive and balanced professional opinion on synthetic 
turf hazards. 
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PFAS are manmade chemicals, not naturally occurring in the environment. Every bit found in the 
environment, soil, rainwater, tap water, dust is there because of human activity. The fact that our 
environment has already been polluted with PFAS is not a reasonable justification to pollute 
further, especially given that these chemicals are persistent and bioaccumulative. 
 
Artificial turf promoters claiming a product contains no PFAS are routinely found guilty of citing the 
results of testing that uses very high detection limits designed to find no PFAS. 
 
Often the referenced tests: 

• Failed to reflect real-world abuse the product takes during the years it is installed on the 
site, such as harsh weathering conditions, frequent mechanical abrasion, and extensive UV 
exposure 

• Fail to conduct Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) tests, which shows what 
actually leaches off a field 

• Test for a mere fraction of the thousands of toxic PFAS (absence of proof is not proof of 
absence when only a small percentage of PFAS are tested for.) 

 
For example, the California Proposition 65 and US EPA Method 537 are not relevant standards for 
asserting a product is PFAS-free. Although more appropriate EPA-approved testing exists, these two 
aforementioned standards continue to serve as the basis of PFAS-free confidence by many of the 
misled and under-informed electeds, school district and city/town/county staff, landscape 
architects, civil engineering firms, and construction firms across the country who are unaware of 
this critical detail or who are uninterested in it given determination to promote or defend the 
choice of artificial turf. 
 
There are artificial turf manufacturers claiming “PFAS-free” products while presumably hoping 
customers won’t notice they are self-defining “PFAS-free” to mean their product may contain no 
more than 100,000,000 ppt of fluorine (i.e. 100 ppm of fluorine). 
 
100,000,000 ppt of fluorine can translate into a very significant amount of PFAS. Let’s put this in 
perspective... PFOS is one of the PFAS chemicals routinely found in artificial turf. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency states that PFOS is likely to cause cancer. EPA states that, similar 
to lead, there is no dose below which PFOS is considered safe. EPA has proposed a goal of 0 ppt of 
PFOS in drinking water but due to the limitations of testing will tolerate up to 4 ppt.48 With a goal 
of 0 ppt PFOS and a limit of only 4 ppt PFOS, how could an artificial turf’s whopping 100,000,000 ppt 
of fluorine possibly be safe?? 
 
The nonprofit Ecology Center recommends that an artificial turf manufacturer claiming PFAS-free 
turf fiber be expected to produce testing results evidencing no more than 1,000,000 ppt of total 
organic fluorine (TOF) or total fluorine. Stated more simply, the recommendation is no more than 
1ppm TOF. “A company claiming PFAS-free turf fiber should thus be able to produce testing results 
showing less than 1 part per million of total organic fluorine or total fluorine. We recommend that 
companies be required to test products and provide these results.” 
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Insist the manufacturer prove that there are zero amounts of these specific PFAS and their 
precursors: 

Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 
Perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) 
Perfluorobutanesulfonic acid (PFBS) 
Hexafluoropropylene oxide-dimer acid (GenX) 
Perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA) 
Perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS) 
Perfluorodecanoic acid (PFDA) 
Perfluorohexanoic acid (PFHxA) 
Perfluorobutanoic acid (PFBA) 

 
The reason to add this stipulation on top of meeting the 1ppm TOF limit advised by Ecology Center 
is that the above 9 PFAS encompass the PFAS that are to be regulated in drinking water plus the 
PFAS that the EPA proposed on Jan 31, 2024 to be listed as hazardous constituents under RCRA50. 
EPA has evidence that each of those 9 PFAS has “toxic, carcinogenic, mutagenic or teratogenic 
effects on humans and other life forms.” 
 
To summarize, before the Lead Agency accepts an artificial turf system, verify the results of 
independent SPLP testing. SPLP is a test method that demonstrates what leaches off the test 
subject. (Be vigilant! Manufacturers are notorious for choosing tests that do not reflect the real-
world conditions to which artificial turf is subjected, for not specifying detection limits, or for 
setting detection limits too high.) Verify that the results of SPLP testing indicate the system as a 
whole has (a) less than 1ppm TOF and (b) less than the lowest limits of detection available at 
commercial labs for each of these 9 PFAS: 

PFOA 
PFOS 
PFBS 
GenX 
PFNA 
PFHxS 
PFDA 
PFHxA 
PFBA 

 
This testing should not be limited to the synthetic turf carpet fibers. It should also include the turf 
carpet backing, infill, and shockpad. 
 
Please direct staff to request these test results for the artificial turf carpet, as well as the other 
artificial turf system components, and have the lab test selections, PFAS detection limits, and test 
results reviewed by an independent expert unaffiliated with the industry. The Lead Agency’s 
procurement and sharing of such test results and interpretive reports is essential to providing the 
decision-makers and public with transparent disclosure about the environmental risks of the 
artificial turf. 
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CEQA requires a Lead Agency to determine the significance of all environmental impacts (California 
Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21082.2; 14 CCR [State CEQA Guidelines] Section 150641). A 
threshold of significance for a given environmental impact defines the level of effect above which 
the Lead Agency will normally consider impacts to be significant, and below which it will normally 
consider impacts to be less than significant (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a)). A 
threshold of significance may be defined as a quantitative set of criteria. The threshold must be 
backed by substantial evidence, which is defined in the CEQA statute to mean “facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.7(b)). 
 
“Lead Agencies are responsible for establishing the thresholds of significance for all documents they 
prepare… The development and use of thresholds of significance are not required by CEQA. 
However, it is good and accepted practice to do so in… EIRs because it allows readers to more easily 
understand the chain of facts and logic that led the Lead Agency to their significance conclusions… 
[B]ecause an EIR typically provides a more in-depth analysis of the project’s environmental impacts, 
it typically also includes more detail to support the selection of significance thresholds…; a 
discussion of the chosen thresholds is commonly included in the methodology section of each EIR 
chapter.” 
 
In the CEQA report, please define the maximum concentration of PFAS chemicals, or concentration 
of each PFAS chemical, that can leach off of an artificial turf system yet still be considered by the 
Lead Agency to represent a less-than significant environmental impact. Please provide the chain of 
facts and logic that support the Lead Agency’s decision to choose this set of criteria as the 
significance threshold for the PFAS that can leach from an artificial turf system into the 
environment. 
 
If the Lead Agency’s chosen threshold is informed by “expert opinion supported by facts,” it is 
relevant to disclose (a) that expert’s qualifications and (b) any current or former artificial turf 
industry affiliation of that individual in order to reveal potential conflicts of interest. 
 
Sources who can not be assumed to be free of conflicts of interest: 

• Manufacturers, providers, and installers of artificial turf products. 
• Landscape architects that use artificial turf products in designs. 
• Gradient, Exponent, David Teter, and Laura Green for the reasons detailed earlier. 

 
Expert sources, referenced earlier, with no conflict of interest: 

• Dr. Graham Peaslee 
• Dr. Kyla Bennett 
• Kristen Mello 
• The Ecology Center, nonprofit 
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‘Leading researcher and independent expert, Dr. Graham Peaslee, discussed his findings that PFAS 
leaches from artificial turf and detailed his concerns about drinking water contamination at a March 
26, 2024 online meeting hosted by a commission in Washington D.C. 
 
Dr. Peaslee explains, “The baseline level of PFAS is… zero, because they are all manmade. They 
shouldn’t be there… It’s very hard to think of the level part per trillion, but that is the level of 
concentration we are worried about. So when [the artificial turf] industry proudly announces that 
we don’t use PFAS or if we do use them, it’s the safe kind…, that’s true if you don’t think in terms of 
what the numbers actually are… The most important point that I’d like you to take away is that… 
the turfgrass field, even after it’s been played on and disposed of, continues to leach these 
chemicals for years to come. Forever. Similarly, even when they’re in play and you have an acre or 
two of turfgrass exposed to sun and these extreme heats that Dr. Evans talked about, and sunlight 
particularly, and rain, [PFAS will] run off. And that’s why we see these transient measurements of 
PFAS running off [artificial turf]… [Polymer processing aids] are added to all extruded polyethylene 
blades… They are fluoropolymers that are the safe kind, the industry tells us. However any 
industrial process is [only] about 80% pure…and this industrial process leads to the PFAS you 
DON’T want: the PFOA, the PFHxA, the PFHxS. All these other [PFAS] that could possibly occur come 
along with that in the industrial processes. There is no way for [the industry] to clean it up. They 
have never been able to. And they never will.” 
 
Dr. Peaslee discusses a research paper for which they measured specific PFAS from artificial turf 
blades. They were measured in parts per billion levels. 
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He explains that industry claims parts per billion of PFAS is a barely measureable amount. While 
that may be true, “parts per billion are what’s [already] in our blood from accumulation of years of 
[PFAS] exposure.” 
 
Dr. Peaslee walks through the logic behind his calculation that approximately 12mg of PFAS would 
leach off an artificial turf field each year. 
 

 
 
Peaslee explains, “That sounds like a minute amount… but if you consider that’s from a single 
field and the EPA limit for drinking water is now about 4ppt for PFOA and PFOS, this would yield 
about 800,000 gallons of water contaminated by a single artificial turf field per year… I’m really 
worried about what’s in our… community’s drinking water based on the large use of plastics 
that involve just a little bit of PFAS added to them…There’s nothing safe about what they’re 
adding… These are toxic chemicals… They are coming off. They will get into your drinking water, 
and they’ll stay there for a very long time, until we drink them, where they’ll stay in your body 
for a very long time as well. Years… So this is the concern that I have that is environmental. It is not 
just for the players… I would argue very strongly there is a very strong sustainability [issue with 
this], as well as just the very low levels at which these [PFAS] are known to be toxic once they get in 
the drinking water. There is nothing safe about contaminating 800,000 gallons of water per field per 
year… It’s just adding to our exposure levels of something that shouldn’t be in the environment 
at all. It’s all manmade. And it will lead to higher levels [of PFAS] in all the community, not just the 
players.” 
 
In February 2024, independent expert, the nonprofit The Ecology Center, published testing criteria 
that could be considered for use as the significance threshold for an artificial turf system’s 
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leachable PFAS and “found a range of third-party labs capable of conducting this type of analysis.” 
In the document, this independent expert source explains: 
 

• their organization has had many samples of artificial turf tested and continues to test more 
and have not found any that are “PFAS-free,” highlighting “the need for companies to 
provide precise and meaningful test results if they claim PFASfree”  

• “targeted testing results provided by the turf industry are inadequate to support a ‘PFAS-
free’ claim”; targeted tests “can detect only a portion (typically 24 – 70 compounds, 
depending on the lab) of the hundreds of possible PFAS chemicals that may be present”; 
this is why U.S. EPA Method 537.1 is not sufficient to demonstrate a carpet or turf fiber is 
PFAS-free 

• California Proposition 65 compliance is inadequate to support a ‘PFAS-free’ claim, because 
it regulates few PFAS chemicals 

• the industry standard for certifying other types of products as PFAS-free requires total 
fluorine testing and this “should be the standard for polymer-based products like turf as 
well” 

 
Once the Lead Agency has defined its significance threshold criteria for an artificial turf system’s 
leachable PFAS, it is imperative the CEQA report provide evidence that there exists at least one 
artificial turf system suitable for the Project that does not exceed this significance threshold. If the 
Lead Agency is unable to provide this evidence, it can not be reasonably concluded that it is feasible 
for the Project to have a less-than-significant impact on the environment. To qualify as adequate 
evidence, PFAS test detection methods and detection levels must be identified and test data must 
be provided for the identified artificial turf system (including the turf carpet, the turf carpet 
backing, the infill, and the shockpad.) 
 

Response J.3: Per the American Cancer Society, there are many PFAS, but the ones 
that have been made and used the most in the United States are PFOA and PFOS. 
These two chemicals are no longer made in the US, though exposure is still possible 
due to products made outside the United States. Drinking water and food are 
considered the primary sources of exposure. The International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (IARC), part of the World Health Organization (WHO), has classified PFOA 
as carcinogenic to humans based on evidence that it can cause cancer in lab animals. 
PFOS is classified as a possible carcinogen to humans, based on it having some key 
properties of a carcinogen in people exposed to it and on limited evidence that it 
causes cancer in lab animals. The IARC notes that there is limited evidence that 
PFOA causes certain forms of cancer in people and inadequate evidence that PFOS 
can cause cancer in people. The EPA has not officially classified PFOA as to its 
carcinogenicity. Other agencies have not yet formally evaluated whether PFOA can 
cause cancer. The EPA Drinking Water Standards finalized in April 2024 are to ensure 
monitoring of drinking water systems by 2027 and to enforce contaminant reduction 
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measures on drinking water systems that exceed the adopted thresholds starting in 
2029. 11  
 
Regarding the referenced report “Horsley Witten Group Synthetic Turf Laboratory 
Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha’s Vineyard Regional High School 
(footnote 14 in original comment letter), which peer reviewed an analysis 
completed by Tetra Tech, the findings were that while some leaching of chemicals 
into the ground would occur, the conclusion was that the artificial fields were safe 
for human contact.  
 
As the commenter noted on page 2 of their letter, argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or 
erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence 
in a CEQA analysis. While there is expert consensus that some regulation is 
necessary for PFAS (such as the drinking water standards), there is no definitive 
evidence that would support a conclusion that the sports fields proposed by the 
project would, by themselves, create a significant impact on the environment or 
human health.  
 
As noted in the first paragraph of this response, there is no direct correlation 
between human exposure and cancer risk. Regarding the potential for the project to 
add PFAS to the local environment, any project and many everyday products have 
the potential to contribute to the overall volumes of PFAS that may be in the local 
environment. As the commenter notes, the term “PFAS-free” is not defined, so even 
products labeled as such may contain PFAS. It would be speculative, however, to 
ascertain what percentage of impact any individual project would have on the entire 
local watershed as there is no way to accurately estimate this. While some research 
has been done, generalities cannot be assumed as effects would vary by location 
due to type of product used, installation methods, annual rainfall, usage rates, sun 
exposure, etc. Given the preponderance of these chemicals in everyday products, 
however, it is reasonable to assume that the contribution of any individual project 
would be de minimis. Furthermore, it would be speculative to assume where the 
materials for the project would be manufactured or disposed of, what populations 
would be impacted by the manufacture or disposal of these materials, potential 
future environmental cleanup, and the cost of disposal should the associated 
chemicals be designated as hazardous in the future. Also see Responses E.1 through 
E.3. 
 

 
 
 
11 https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/chemicals/teflon-and-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa.html    
Accessed August 7, 2024 

https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/chemicals/teflon-and-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa.html
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The commenters’ concerns regarding the use of artificial turf at the project site will 
be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
CEQA analysis are required.  

 
Comment J.4: 2.  Microplastic and nanoplastic pollution  
A second significant adverse environmental impact from artificial turf is microplastic and 
nanoplastic pollution. As of 2020, research reports indicate that microplastics have become an “
intense global concern. These particles are present in aquatic environments in high concentrations 
and may adversely affect aquatic organisms. An additional concern is the ability of microplastics to 
adsorb inorganic and organic pollutants and subsequently liberate them into marine and freshwater 
systems.” “Microplastic and now nanoplastic research [have] grown rapidly in the last 10 years” 
and it suggests they are “detrimental to ecosystems and species health, modifying mobility, 
fecundity and mortality.” Very recent research (in 2023) has identified artificial turf as “
widespread pollutants of aquatic environments.” The researchers found that “artificial turf fibers 
accounted for up to 15% of meso- and microplastic abundance” in rivers and sea surface waters. 
Artificial turf systems therefore represent a significant source of plastic pollution to natural aquatic 
environments. Artificial turf fibers are found in Lake Tahoe. They are found in the ocean. There is 
risk that microplastics from the Lead Agency artificial turf are, and will continue to be, flushed into 
San Francisco Bay and make their way into the Pacific Ocean. 
 
Microplastics escape from synthetic turf into the environment. These microplastics include both 
primary and secondary microplastics. Primary microplastics are intentionally engineered particles; 
secondary microplastics are the result of degradation of larger plastics. Primary microplastics 
include plastic-based artificial turf system infill pellets, such as tire crumbs, polymer-fused cork, and 
plastic-coated sand. Secondary microplastics include pieces of synthetic turf fibers that detach from 
the carpet backing or break off the plastic carpet pile, as well as smaller fragments that Plastic 
carpet fibers and plastic-based infills break down into. Despite synthetic turf industry claims that 
the plastic carpet fibers do not break down, real-world evidence proves otherwise. This degradation 
into secondary microplastics can result from the aging and weakening of the carpet and infill as it is 
subjected to ultraviolet rays, heat, wind, rain, and the extensive mechanical abrasion that results 
from repetitive friction that the carpet and infill are subjected to under grooming equipment, heavy 
foot traffic, and cleats, as well as the grinding action against infill materials (such as sand, plasticized 
pellets, walnut shells, olive pits, Zeolite, etc.), some of which are more abrasive than others. The 
degradation of the plastic carpet fibers may be the reason some artificial turf manufacturers only 
warranty that their plastic carpet will retain 50% of its pile height (and tensile strength) after 8 
years, and it may be the reason some manufacturers, like FieldTurf, as shown in the warranty for 
the system installed at Saratoga High School in 2023, do not warranty fiber pile height retention at 
all. 
 
Because a single microplastic particle may break down into millions of nanoplastics, nanoplastics 
also escape from synthetic turf into the environment.  
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There is now evidence that microplastic pollution in the blood is related to a disease. Preclinical 
studies show microplastics and nanoplastics are emerging as a potential risk factor for 
cardiovascular disease. 
 
 

Response J.4:  Refer to Response J.3 for response to health concerns associated 
with the use of synthetic turf fields. As discussed in Response E.2 of this memo and 
in Response C.4 in the Response to Comments memorandum prepared for the 
project in May 2023, the exact turf material has not been selected. Therefore, it 
would be speculative to assume where the materials for the project (such as 
synthetic turf that breaks down into microplastics and nanoplastics) would be 
disposed of, what populations would be impacted by the disposal of these materials, 
potential future environmental cleanup, and the cost of disposal. Also see 
Responses E.1 through E.3. 
 
The commenters’ concerns regarding the use of artificial turf at the project site will 
be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
CEQA analysis are required.  

 
Comment J.5: 3.  Greenhouse gas emissions 
A third significant adverse environmental impact from artificial turf is its greenhouse gas emissions. 
In 2019, oceanographer and plastic degradation scientist Dr. Sarah-Jeanne Royer reported that the 
amount of GHGs emitted into the atmosphere in the form of ethylene, methane, and propylene by 
artificial turf carpet and shock pad represent a significant adverse environmental impact and should 
be calculated as part of a public agency’s CEQA analysis. The expert opinion of Dr. Royer, 
supported by recent research findings, is that “the environmental health impacts posed by plastic 
carpets and polypropylene shock pads are likely significant and should be at the forefront of any 
decision regarding these materials.” Dr. Royer’s research has revealed that the breakdown of 
plastic represents a significant source of greenhouse gas pollution. The amount of greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) emitted by artificial turf is especially significant due to the following: 
 

• The type of plastic from which synthetic turf is typically made is polyethylene. 
• Old news: GHGs are released during the manufacturing of synthetic turf. (Producing one 

ounce of polyethylene releases one ounce of carbon dioxide.) 
• Much more recent news: Plastics emit GHGs when exposed to UV light and air, and 

polyethylene is the plastic found to release GHGs at the highest rate. This means that 
significant GHGs continue to be released while the synthetic turf and shockpads are in use 
and as they degrade. 

o Methane and ethylene are among the significant GHGs emitted by polyethylene. 
Methane has been shown to be 21 times more potent than carbon dioxide. Ethylene 
is produced in even greater amounts. 

o Land based plastics produce 2 times more methane and 76 times more ethylene 
than those found in our waterways and oceans. 
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o While methane and ethylene offgassing is triggered by solar radiation, the offgassing 
continues in the dark and likely over the lifetime of the plastic.  

o The amount of offgassing is based on the surface area of the plastic. Synthetic turf 
represents enormous surface area because: 
 Synthetic turf occupies vast acreage when all the Lead Agency’s synthetic 

turf systems are accounted for. 
 Each individual blade of grass represents additional surface area. 
 The surface area of the plastic further increases dur to degradation from 

weather, foot traffic, ultraviolet radiation, and resulting fragmentation. As a 
result, the amount of GHGs emitted accelerates exponentially. 

 
Response J.5: The project would not directly generate GHG emissions from the 
manufacturing of the turf and is not responsible for the output or mitigation of GHG 
emissions at any off-site locations not directly affiliated with the project. See 
Response E.4. 

 
Comment J.6: There is no evidence that attempts to mitigate environmental impacts are adequate. 
For example, there is no evidence that bioretention systems can adequately remove PFAS from the 
water that runs off an artificial turf system. PFAS in the dissolved form (i.e., less adherence to 
sediment) may leach through the mulch/biotreatment soil media and enter the underdrain of the 
bioretention systems and/or native soil. There is no evidence that even “state of the art” 
attempts to mitigate micro- and nano-plastic migration can adequately limit the escape of macro- 
and microparticulate and chemically laced dust from the site of the synthetic turf system. While 
local filtration systems (drain filters installed beneath the field, along its perimeter, or in nearby 
drains on the property), catch basins, grates, barriers, netting, cleaning stations, walk-off mats, and 
regular grooming, can prevent some volume of plastic fragments from being washed by rain into a 
storm system, plastic fragments smaller than the pores of the filters would not be prevented from 
entering the storm system. These mitigation measures are unable to adequately capture the 
microplastics and nanoplastics carried much further from the field by wind, shoes, and clothing, 
where they would logically be rinsed into other storm drains, eventually flowing to the San 
Francisco Bay and carrying PFAS with it. Citizen scientists have provided plenty of photographic and 
video evidence of the small plastic fibers and infill blowing long distances from artificial turf fields 
where they can contaminate the local watershed and also be washed into storm drains. This 
microplastic migration phenomenon is evidenced by the fact that broken fragments of plastic grass 
fibers sometimes collect in areas with a physical barrier such as walls of nearby structures or, to 
provide you with a recent, local, visual example, a curb near one of the Sunnyvale Fremont High 
School artificial turf fields. See the brief video at 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mNKjWoShiqUfin8CJeHwsxdUEVw5WXs/ 
view. It shows some of the plastic turf fibers and black tire crumbs, which are also considered 
microplastics, that are initiating their journey out into the world far from the field. It is reasonable 
to assume plastic grass fibers that don’t encounter a physical barrier migrate further as they are 
readily lofted into air and washed into soil. It is also reasonable to assume that there are smaller 
fragments of plastic grass fibers that aren’t visible to the naked eye, known as nanoplastics, also 
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being carried similar distances from the field. What pollutes the land eventually pollutes the water. 
During rain events, land pollution is swept into storm drains where it then flows into local creeks 
and the bay. 
 

Response J.6: Refer to Responses E.3 and E.4 for discussion of the project’s 
stormwater treatment system and microplastics.  

 
Comment J.7: Greenhouse gas emissions are cumulative. As the Lead Agency eliminates/eliminated 
its grass, there are significantly fewer soil microbial communities and plants on Lead Agency land to 
draw down carbon. Successive iterations of artificial turf replacement projects, which will be 
necessary every 8-10 years ad infinitum, or until prohibited by law or regulation, therefore 
constitute significant cumulative adverse environmental impact. A narrow focus on a single field 
and failure to recognize the successive iterations of replacement projects would violate CEQA. 

 
Response J.7: The project would not directly generate GHG emissions from the 
manufacturing of the turf and is not responsible for the output or mitigation of GHG 
emissions at any off-site locations not directly affiliated with the project. See 
Response E.4. 

 
Comment J.8: 4. Cumulative effect of relatively frequent generation of non-recycled plastic waste: 
voluminous and emitting long-lasting pollutants (nanoplastics, PFAS, etc.) 
 
The cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is 
significant. Cumulative effects are the “change in the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” CEQA Guidelines § 
15355.  
 
Periodic disposal of the artificial turf carpets for all of the Lead Agency’s artificial turf fields will be 
necessary each time these carpets reach the end of their useful lives. The collective volume and 
weight of all of this material needs to be considered cumulatively, as these plastic turf carpets 
require replacement approximately every 10 years, forever. This also means the Lead Agency will 
require hundreds of tons of virgin plastic turf carpet to be manufactured for it approximately every 
10 years. These “successive projects” must be considered together, and disposal and the inability to 
genuinely recycle the fields causes some of the greatest long-lasting and severe environmental 
effects. 
 
Due to ultraviolet rays and heavy use, so much of the plastic carpet pile height of artificial turf has 
broken off and/or matted down after a mere 8-10 years (typical warranty period) of use, that the 
carpet fibers become unable to keep the infill material contained, rendering the whole carpet due 
for replacement. The issue of how to handle artificial turf waste once it wears out is a significant 
environmental concern given both the sheer volume of the waste and the hazardous nature of its 



 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  46 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

content. Each regulation sized plastic turf soccer field covers 80,000 square-feet and when disposed 
of would fill between fifteen and twenty 30-yard dumpsters. For a visual of the volume of waste 
generated by just one artificial turf sports field replacement (Saratoga High School, summer 2023), 
see the brief video at the following link: 
https://twitter.com/banplasticturf/status/1691640297812627701?s=61&t=aykVGXwuYJp 
rFxosgnti2Q.  
 
Now, for agencies that own multiple artificial turf systems, imagine that many times that volume of 
waste. Now, imagine generating that volume of waste every eight years. “Where do the millions of 
square feet of synthetic turf go to die?...to landfills, to rural and urban stockpiles and ‘scattered in 
ravines, deserts, woods, and empty lots,’ according to a FairWarning investigation.” It can cost tens 
of thousands of dollars to dispose of a single field’s worth of plastic carpet in a landfill. This is likely 
why there have been a number of cases where the artificial turf waste has been illegally dumped. 
The environmental impacts of illegal dumping are especially concerning given the accelerated 
pollution shedding from degraded, end-of-life plastic turf. 
 
How will the Lead Agency be adequately reassured that the artificial turf carpet from this Project is 
taken where the vendor claims and ultimately repurposed or ultimately recycled into other 
products? This concern is particularly pressing given that the Saratoga High School artificial turf 
Chain of Custody document was falsified. 
 
While environmentally-conscious electeds are rightly uncomfortable with landfilling this much 
waste, the solution is well-managed natural grass. The Synthetic Turf Council (STC), the world’s 
largest organization representing the synthetic turf industry (with over 200-member companies 
from over 10 countries) explains, “Synthetic turf systems have a limited lifespan that ranges 
between 8–10 years…As with any recycle, reuse and recovery effort, the diversity of component 
materials may represent economic or technical challenges.” “Artificial turf is extremely difficult and 
expensive to recycle since all the different plastics, rubber, and other materials used must be 
separated from each other” and “there are no turf recycling plants in the U.S.,” explains a scientist 
and attorney formerly with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency after Public Employees for 
Environmental Responsibility (PEER). However, this reality unfortunately hasn’t dissuaded “artificial 
turf makers and vendors” from using “recycling claims as a promotional ploy to portray [artificial 
turf] as an environmentally responsible alternative to traditional grass fields.” (PEER has “filed a 
complaint with the Federal Trade Commission (FTC), seeking FTC enforcement action to end 
misleading turf manufacturer and vendor claims.”) 
 
For manufacturers and vendors to promote artificial turf as being “recyclable” is misleading. The 
synthetic turf industry, like the broader plastics industry, has been greenwashing consumers for 
years when it comes to the subject of recycling. “Underpinning the plastic waste crisis is a campaign 
of fraud and deception that fossil fuel and other petrochemical companies have created and 
perpetuated for decades…Big Oil and the plastics industry have deceptively promoted recycling as a 
solution to plastic waste management for more than 50 years, despite their long-standing 
knowledge that plastic recycling is not technically or economically viable at scale.” As reported by 
Beyond Plastics Bennington College and The Last Beach Clean Up in “The Real Truth About the U.S. 
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Plastics Recycling Rate,” the recycling rate for postconsumer plastic waste in the U.S. in 2021 was 
less than 6%. The report explains that the other 94% was disposed of in landfills, burned in 
incinerators, or ended up polluting our oceans, waterways, and landscapes. Even when millions of 
tons of plastic waste per year were counted as recycled when exported to China, the post-
consumer plastic waste recycling rate still never even reached 10%. It was also revealed that while 
plastics recycling is on the decline, the per capita generation of plastic waste has increased by 263% 
since 1980. It is neither a safe nor realistic solution to bank on promises that plastic recycling will in 
future become a scalable tool for achieving meaningful reductions in plastic waste and pollution. 
 
True recycling of artificial turf is a notoriously challenging task, not economically viable over the 
long-term, and constitutes a source of further microplastic and chemical pollution. Recycling of 
plastic is reported to pollute the air around the facility. Like PEER, I am not aware of any facility in 
the country successfully recycling artificial turf at scale. Claims that facilities capable of recycling at 
scale will be operational in time for the replacements necessary 10 years down the road are a tired 
sales tactic. Despite decades of repeated assurances from industry that scalable artificial turf 
recycling is just-around-the-corner, attempts to make this a reality have encountered one failure 
after another, like violating environmental laws, and may never come to fruition. Of course, from 
the industry’s point of view, there’s no incentive to let customers know that. If recycling of artificial 
turf were a long-term economically viable, environmentally safe, scalable solution, then massive 
stockpiles of unwanted, used turf wouldn’t be a thing. Those stockpiles are a thing. Society can not 
afford to continue to rely on the future potential for scalable recycling to justify massive plastic 
purchases. 
 
Being “recyclable” is not the same as being “recycled”. 
 
Repurposing is not recycling. It is nothing more than a temporary pitstop in the product’s relatively 
short journey to its final long-lived resting places. Transferring the product’s end-of-life challenges 
to the responsibility of another entity does not absolve the Lead Agency from its part in the 
production of this volume of plastic and consequent waste. The Lead Agency is the product’s raison 
d'être. 
 
Incineration is not recycling. 
 
“Mechanical recycling” is not recycling. It’s just chopping materials into smaller pieces. 
 
“Advanced recycling”, a.k.a. “chemical recycling”, is not recycling. It’s greenwashed terminology for 
pyrolysis, a form of incineration. “What they are doing is burning it. Burning it. It’s incredibly 
environmentally harmful. It is probably the worst thing you could do with these fields, because it 
emits all sorts of chemicals to the fenceline communities…And it puts the PFAS that is in this field 
into the air where it then travels about 150km where it falls to the ground,” explains Dr. Kyla 
Bennett, PhD in Ecology. 
 
Downcycling is not recycling. Question the long-term viability of a waste management solution that 
depends on a high level of sustained demand for downcycled products, like plastic decking, plastic 
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lumber and other construction materials incorporating plastic waste, especially given the materials 
would contain hazardous and undisclosed chemicals like PFAS that will continue to contribute to 
environmental and human health burdens. Historically, industries have favored the low cost and 
high economic gain of virgin plastics so have not established high demand for recycled plastics. 
 
As for downcycling artificial turf into plastic lumber, prolific use of plastic in the construction 
industry is likely a key contributor to plastic pollution and climate change and, in turn, global social 
injustice. Research shows that incorporating plastic waste into building materials and infrastructure: 
 

• represents ongoing efforts at greenwashing 
• delays and distracts from real solutions to the plastic pollution crisis 
• exacerbates negative ecological impacts of plastic waste 
• exacerbates negative health impacts of plastic waste 
• increases demand for continued production of new (virgin) plastics by creating new markets 

for plastic wastes 
• supports an unsustainable pattern of plastic production, use, and disposal 
• contributes to the rapidly escalating increase in global plastic production 
• is responsible for significantly harming human health and driving serious societal injustices 
• is not circular and does not address the core problem of plastic pollution 
• greenlights continued manufacturing of plastic material items, perpetuating the cycle of 

increased pollution and injustice 
 
A significant adverse environmental impact of shredding or pelletizing plastic waste for 
incorporation into composites and lumbers is that it generates microplastics and nanoplastics. 
These particles, along with chemical additives and sorbed contaminants travel widely through air, 
the ocean, and soils – and into living bodies including humans. The need to incorporate additive 
chemicals and/or new materials to plastic waste to maintain structural and performance integrity 
introduces additional environmental risk and diminishes a material’s circularity and safety.  
Repurposing, chopping, landfilling, and incinerating waste do not constitute true recycling and are 
not sustainable. True recycling, if it generates microplastic pollution, is also not sustainable. True 
recycling of a relatively small number of fields is not the same as true recycling at scale. 
 
If the Lead Agency contract is to include recycling, what makes the agency confident the taxpayer 
dollars being put toward recycling are indeed resulting in legitimate, sustainable, local, or at least 
domestic, recycling of 100% of the agency’s artificial turf waste? 
 
If you are told there’s a facility doing true recycling of artificial turf at scale, please request and 
share the facility name, location, years in operation, evidence of the volume of artificial turf it 
recycles annually, and evidence that it is true recycling, as opposed to one of the situations listed 
above. Please also factor into the Project budget the cost of transporting the used turf to the 
facility, especially if it’d be sent to a facility across the country or overseas. 
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Another public agency was recently told FieldTurf would commit to recycling the agency’s end-of-
life artificial turf system carpets at a California facility, turning it into a PP/PE blend that will then be 
sent to third party consumer markets to be manufactured into products like plastic lumber, park 
benches, and trash receptacles. Who is the third party? Why aren’t the third party and its 
customers concerned about the PFAS? Where is the third party? Is the third party even domestic? Is 
the third party facility sited in a sacrifice zone near disadvantaged communities? Are there social 
and environmental justice issues at play? 
 
Is that California facility’s acceptance of an agency’s plastic carpets a small-scale performative 
operation crafted primarily as a strategy to increase artificial turf sales, i.e. to market to municipal 
and school district decision-makers, that have pre-purchase inquiries about the environmental 
sustainability of artificial turf? If recycled, how much waste would be generated by the recycling 
process for Lead Agency’s artificial turf and will that waste be landfilled or incinerated? 
Is the California facility Circular Polymers? Why doesn’t Circular Polymers mention a purported 
ability to recycle artificial turf on its website, https://circularpolymers.com, especially given 
widespread demand for artificial turf recycling and plenty of online assertions that theres no facility 
in the U.S. that recycles artificial turf at scale? 
 
Is the facility’s artificial turf carpet “recycling” experimental? The process described by agency staff 
sounds similar to one of the recycling operations featured in a December 2023 news report which 
also alluded to artificial turf being extruded for use in plastic lumber. However that news report 
describes that operation as a “trial” and, curiously, the “partners” were kept secret from the 
reporters. 
 
The City of San Francisco had 3 fields removed as part of FieldTurf’s “take back” program to be 
recycled into products like park benches and trash receptacles. While FieldTurf’s slideshow 
advertising the program failed to mention where the waste would ultimately go, city records state it 
was shipped over 8,000 miles to Malaysia. Will any of the Lead Agency’s plastic waste be shipped 
abroad? 
 
With regard to the never-ending repetition of disposal of massive quantities of artificial turf product 
component waste not yet safely recyclable at scale, the Lead Agency lacks substantial evidence to 
support a finding that no significant cumulative adverse environmental impact exists. The inability 
to safely and genuinely recycle artificial turf at scale causes great long-lasting and severe 
environmental effects.  
 
Plastic waste sent to a landfill will never decompose. The capacity of many landfills are reported to 
be rapidly depleting. Even if there’s room in a landfill, the PFAS and nanoplastics may contaminate 
local groundwater. PFAS leach from landfills and are released into the air by incineration. Please 
confirm local landfills have remaining capacity to house the volume of never-ending, never-
decomposing artificial turf waste the Lead Agency would be regularly disposing of every ~10 years. 
Recognize the possibility that, especially as chemical regulation increases, artificial turf disposal in 
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landfills may eventually be prohibited; It may become a requirement to treat artificial turf as 
hazardous waste, given known hazards, like PFAS, which may also increase the Lead Agency’s future 
disposal costs. 
 
Ongoing PFAS and microplastic pollution from plastic turf represent significant cumulative adverse 
environmental impacts. PFAS and microplastic pollution occur: 
 

• from the facilities where PFAS, plastic, and plastic turf are manufactured 
• during transport to the Lead Agency’s site 
• from the Lead Agency’s sites where the plastic turf sits for 10ish years 
• during transport from the Lead Agency sites to its next home 
• from the sites where the plastic turf is taken after the Lead Agency is done with it (such as 

empty lots where they may be stored or sites on which they are repurposed, landfilled, or 
incinerated) 

• from the PFAS-laced plastic products the plastic turf is downcycled into plastic lumber, park 
benches, and trash receptacles 

 
Every 10 years, forever, literal tons of plastic carpet enters that pipeline. At some point, the market 
for plastic lumber, park benches, and trash receptacles will be saturated. Every batch of carpet will 
still exist in some form or another on this earth centuries from now, possibly spread between the 
post-consumer products it will theoretically be recycled into, stockpiles of crumbling plastic carpet 
rolls, and a “microlayer” of floating microplastics and nanoplastics in our oceans. 
 
Because the artificial turf carpet is not truly and safely recyclable into new artificial turf carpet, this 
system is linear, not circular. This system takes as its input fossil fuels to create more virgin plastic 
turf, and as its output, it continuously generates a stream of PFAS-laced plastic pollution and every 
10 years hundreds of rolls of degraded PFAS-laced plastic carpets. A linear system of plastic 
production, pollution, and waste inevitably represents a significant cumulative impact. This plastic 
and this pollution never go away. PFAS are called “forever” chemicals because they last essentially 
forever. Plastics also last essentially forever. Every bit of plastic manufactured for the Lead Agency’s 
fields and every bit of PFAS and microplastic pollution that escape during the product’s journey 
detailed above are forever. The PFAS and microplastics loose in the environment will circulate 
through our air, water, and soil forever. The amount of PFAS and microplastics we are breathing in, 
swallowing in our drinking water, and consuming in our food will continue to increase if our 
societies do not begin making radical changes in our approach to plastics. This is the premise of 
much scientific input that has been laid out in the recent discussions about the Global Plastics 
Treaty being developed. 
 
Successive iterations of artificial turf replacement projects, which will be necessary every 8-10 years 
ad infinitum, or until prohibited by law or regulation, constitute significant cumulative adverse 
environmental impact in terms of both the volume of waste being produced and the emissions from 
this waste of long-lasting pollutants like microplastics and PFAS. A narrow focus on a single field and 
failure to recognize the successive iterations of replacement projects would violate CEQA. 
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Response J.8: An analysis of the project’s solid waste generation in comparison to 
landfill capacity is included on pages 146 – 147 of the IS/MND. The proposed project 
would generate approximately five pounds of solid waste per day. This would 
equate to 0.98 cubic yards of solid waste per year,12 which is less than one percent 
of the remaining 12.7 million cubic yard capacity at Newby Island Landfill.13 
Furthermore, the project would comply with all applicable local and state laws 
regarding solid waste disposal, reuse, and recycling. Therefore, the IS/MND 
concluded that the project would have less than significant impacts with regard to 
solid waste disposal.  
 
The commenter requests to assess the cumulative impact of recycling/disposing 
artificial turf over several years and its impact on the environment. As discussed in 
Response J.3, it would be speculative to estimate the project’s contribution to 
pollutants at a project or cumulative level. See Response E.5. The City anticipates 
the average lifespan of the synthetic turf field is 10 to 12 years. When the synthetic 
turf fields are replaced, the old turf would be rolled up and recycled. There are 
artificial turf recycling companies such as but not limited to Artificial Grass 
Recyclers14 and TenCate15 that offer turf recycling services and are anticipated to be 
available for project use when the project’s artificial turf has reached its end-of-life. 
Compliance with applicable regulatory requirements at the time would ensure that 
project impacts related to disposal of artificial turf would be less than significant. 
The commenters’ information regarding the disposal/recycling of artificial turf will 
be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment J.9: 5. The Environmental Injustice of Artificial Turf 
Production, transport, use, and disposal of artificial turf all are guilty of contaminating water, soil, 
and air. As such, environmental justice issues span the lifecycle of artificial turf, a fossil-fuel-derived 
plastic product. This includes negative impacts on communities near fossil-fuel extraction sites. It 
includes negative impacts on communities near facilities manufacturing artificial turf, its plastics, 
and the hundreds of chemicals found in those plastics, many of which have been identified as toxic. 
For example, modern-day news abounds with stories of communities (like those in northern 
Georgia where carpet and artificial turf are manufactured) whose drinking water supplies have 
become contaminated with PFAS. PFAS are known as “Forever Chemicals”, because they 

 
 
 
12 Compaction rate of 1,850 pounds per cubic yard was assumed. 5 pounds x 365 = 1,825 pounds per year. 1,825 
pounds / 1,850 = 0.98 cubic yards. Source: Daniel North, General Manager, Republic Services. Personal 
Communication. November 21, 2019. 
13 North, Daniel. General Manager. Republic Services. Personal Communication. April 19, 2021.  
14 Artificial Grass Recyclers. “We Buy & Sell Used Turf.” Accessed December 18, 2024. 
https://artificialgrassrecyclers.com/  
15 Tencate. “Home - TenCate Turf Recycling Solutions” Accessed December 18, 2024. https://turfrecycling.us/  

https://artificialgrassrecyclers.com/
https://artificialgrassrecyclers.com/
https://turfrecycling.us/
https://turfrecycling.us/
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accumulate in our bodies and the environment and last essentially forever. As artificial turfs reach 
their useful end-of-life, a massive amount of waste is being incinerated or landfilled. Incinerators 
and landfills are often sited in sacrifice zones, i.e. near disadvantaged communities. Both 
incineration and landfilling pollute soil, air, and water. Note that PFAS is not destroyed by 
incineration nor wholly contained by landfills. 
 
Does CEQA not require you to consider the upstream and downstream impacts of a project if they 
are out of the local area or out of state? Are California public agencies permitted to choose 
upstream sourcing and downstream disposal options out of the area or state to avoid having to 
acknowledge its responsibility for some of the significant adverse environmental impacts of its 
actions?? 
 
The State of California’s Office of Attorney General, under the heading “Environment & Public 
Health,” has a lot to say about plastics: 
 

 
 
Source: https://oag.ca.gov/plastics 
 

Response J.9: CEQA does not require consideration of the upstream and 
downstream impacts of a project unless they are a direct result of a project. CEQA 
cannot regulate any out of state actions as the law only applies to California.   CEQA 
is intended to address the environmental impacts to the physical environment that 
would be caused by a proposed action. Unlike the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), CEQA does not mandate a separate evaluation of Environmental Justice. 
Additionally, there are no federal funding sources involved in the proposed project 
that would trigger the need for environmental analysis under NEPA. Therefore, the 
issue of Environmental Justice is not relevant to the project.   

 
Comment J.10: 6. Feasibility of Natural Grass 
A proper evaluation of the feasibility of well-managed natural grass has not yet been documented 
and publicly shared by the Lead Agency. The infeasibility of well managed natural grass fields is 
often implied by CBOs, elected officials, and bond/construction manager. The infeasibility of well-

https://oag.ca.gov/plastics
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managed natural grass fields has been implied, in other settings in our area, by field design firm 
Verde Design, Inc, field construction firm Robert A. Bothman Construction, athletic directors, league 
directors, coaches, athletes, etc. However, to my knowledge, none of them have the professional 
credentials to conclude natural grass is infeasible. They also do not have the professional 
credentials to conclude artificial turf has no significant adverse environmental consequences. And 
since Lead Agency has failed to inform these well meaning individuals of these consequences or of 
the option to have well-managed natural grass, it would not be surprising if many of them lobby for 
artificial turf. For the most part, those lobbying for artificial turf have been misled into believing the 
only realistic options are either natural grass that is poorly managed, unavailable during and 
after rain, offline for long stretches of time during the playing season, etc. or artificial turf. 
 
The Lead Agency and the public need to be educated about the environmental consequences of 
artificial turf and the alternatives to using artificial turf prior to a final decision to approve the 
Project. This is the purpose of undertaking the CEQA review process. The Lead Agency’s failure to 
engage in this public process prior to its decision demands that it return to the drawing board. Once 
educated on the environmental and health risks of artificial turf, public opinion appears to strongly 
favor natural grass.  
 
Before rushing into another ill-advised decision to approve artificial turf, consult with professional 
sports field managers who have had long-term success keeping natural grass sports fields, fields 
that have high-volume heavy-usage and all-weather, year-round availability needs comparable to 
the Lead Agency’s, in safe condition on a public agency budget. They are the only experts qualified 
to conclude whether natural grass is infeasible for the Lead Agency’s needs. Design firms and 
construction firms typically do not have sufficient first-hand successful experience with long-term 
management of natural grass sports fields to adequately advise the Lead Agency regarding their 
potential use, and the Lead Agency should not settle for their opinions on the issue. The Lead 
Agency is urged to consult professional sports field managers that have a record of long-term 
success (10+ years) with year-round, high-volume natural grass sports fields for public agencies. 
These experts exist and the Lead Agency should be talking to them. 
 
Experts recommended for consideration: 
 

• Professional sports field managers made available to public agencies by the nonprofit 
Beyond Pesticides through their “Parks for a Sustainable Future” program. Reach out to this 
organization’s team at sustainableparks@beyondpesticides.org to learn more. Through this 
program, the Lead Agency’s staff can be trained to economically keep natural grass in safe 
condition. This program is teaching public schools and Parks & Rec departments how to 
prevent worn/bare spots, mud, and pests on high-use natural grass playing fields in order to 
give the kids a consistent, level playing surface. The program would serve as an ideal vehicle 
for demonstrating to the community that real grass sports fields can be affordably kept in 
safe condition for the Lead Agency’s year-round high-volume usage needs. The program’s 
emphasis would be on training the managers of the Lead Agency’s natural grass fields and 
supporting their success. With the professional development gained via this training 
program, the Lead Agency’s grounds team would learn to keep soil rich with microbial life, 
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enabling resilient, thriving natural grass. (Both a bonus and a key to success of this program 
is that the field management methods are organic and create more resilient turf that retains 
moisture and requires less watering. Organic management is safer for the grounds crew, 
field users, and the environment.) 
 

• Certified Sports Field Managers (“CSFMs”) that have demonstrated years of success 
managing real grass fields on a public school budget for communities with usage and 
availability needs similar to the Lead Agency’s. Most field design firms and most field 
construction firms do not have a CSFM, especially not one that fits this description. Note 
also that many public agency field manager(s) are not yet certified as CSFMs. CSFMs are 
certified by the professional association called Sports Field Management Association 
(“SFMA”). The SFMA board president, Sun Roesslain, may be particularly helpful in helping 
the Lead Agency assess the feasibility of natural grass. She is a CSFM that is part of a 2-
person crew managing national-award winning natural grass fields for a set of 6 public high 
schools. She is also networked with a number of the 250ish CSFMs across the country and 
may therefore be able to recommend other CSFMs for the Lead Agency to talk to regarding 
strategies for successful management with natural grass under the Lead Agency’s year-
round high-volume usage needs. She should also be able to refer you to professional 
development opportunities for the Lead Agency’s field manager(s) to supplement 
information and training from the Beyond Pesticides training program. Consider supporting 
the Lead Agency’s field manager(s) in earning CSFM certification. 
 

• National field management expert, Jerad Minnick, and his consulting business, National 
Grass Advisory Group, are dedicated to proving how grass can take more use by focusing “
on the most important elements of natural grass field maintenance to deliver stronger, 
safer, and more affordable playing fields.” His unique approach involves data-driven, 
targeted maintenance to offer economical field management. For example, rather than 
aerating the field once a year, his method involves performing more frequent mechanical 
aeration of areas that his tools detect to be more compacted. As you can imagine, the goal 
mouths would be targeted, but so would other areas of the field where compaction is 
inhibiting drainage and at risk of causing the grass not to thrive. Direct the Lead Agency staff 
to do a consultation with him to learn more about his firm’s education and advisory 
services.  
 

Provided below is evidence to address the common conviction that natural grass can’t meet the 
Lead Agency’s usage demands, starting with the fallacy that natural grass, managed on a budget, 
can’t sustain high use 7 days per week, and that it can’t possibly support high-volume use by 
football, soccer, marching band, lacrosse, other sports, summer usage, winter usage, and constant 
rentals. 
 
For starters, please watch this 4-minute video describing how using soil science in the approach to 
managing the field enables this community athletic field to sustain hours per week of play. You will 
see this theme of emphasizing management of the soil, as opposed to exclusively focusing on 
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management of the grass, repeated below where the Beyond Pesticides field management 
approach is detailed. 
 

 
 
The above adequately debunks the myth often amplified by the underinformed that safe condition 
natural grass requires infrequent use. Below, further evidence will be provided to debunk the myth 
that well-managed natural grass requires inaccessibly high levels of maintenance. 
 
It’s important to recognize that while there are countless examples of poorly managed grass fields, 
that alone is insufficient evidence that it is infeasible for the Lead Agency to achieve well-managed 
grass fields. Even if there are no directly comparable fields to copy (i.e. no high school football fields 
in the area that have well-managed grass fields with comparable use), there exist well-managed 
high-use grass fields in different settings that can be learned from. It behooves us to approach this 
with an open-mind and progressive attitude. Wouldn’t it be wonderful for the Lead Agency to be 
trendsetters responsible for a widespread movement to safe, healthy natural grass playing fields 
throughout bay area public agencies? Consider the acreage of plastic turf out there. (Bothman 
Construction boasts they’ve already Saran Wrapped over 27 million square feet of Northern 
California). Imagine the positive impacts that could be achieved by challenging the status quo and 
being role models when it comes to environmental responsibility and children’s health. 
 
In regards to poor condition natural grass fields often cited, these are simply not examples of what 
is feasible with well-managed natural grass. Many are poorly managed. In many cases, modern field 
management methods that include soil aeration have not yet been adopted. In many cases, public 
agencies deliberately opt to not dedicate resources to adequately maintain fields so that it can 
prioritize other things.  
 
It is a myth that compacted goal mouths are inevitable and that using grass in wet winter weather 
will inevitably tear up natural grass. These myths will be debunked below. 
 
To address concerns for overuse by competitive marching band, well-managed natural grass can 
handle this type of heavy use. Here is a social media post showing a beautiful example of a natural 
grass field after 32 marching band performances and 3 football games in one week. This field is 
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managed by Sun Roesslein. Above, it was suggested she be contacted to learn more about the 
approach her 2-person team employs to manage fields for 6 high schools on a public school budget. 
 

 
 
To all convinced natural grass will be destroyed if used during or after rain, that is a valid fear with 
poorly managed fields. But there are field management methods that can be employed to keep soil 
decompacted so that water infiltrates easily and does not result in a squishy or muddy field. When 
water infiltrates easily, compaction while the soil is wet is less of a concern. Click here to play a 
video of an example from Field Fund Inc., a 501c3 community-based organization launched by three 
working moms “eager to prove that healthy, organically maintained grass playing fields are the 
safest, most environmentally and financially responsible choice.” If they can do it, why can’t the 
Lead Agency? They got educated on field management methods from Jerad Minnick, suggested 
above. 
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Above are a few stills from the Field Fund Inc. video, captioned “Rainy day following a rainy night 
but these healthy grass fields were draining beautifully and totally playable.” 
 

 
 
That’s Jerad Minnick in the middle of their team photo. 
 
There appears to be some level of conviction that, despite the revelatory information now before 
us regarding the climate crisis, plastics crisis, and PFAS crisis, we must resign ourselves to a decision 
made a decade ago when we were less informed. If we open ourselves to seeking out the truth 
about our options, the outlook needn’t be quite so bleak. 
 
Synthetic turf industry talking points, like downtime estimates needed for natural grass repairs and 
renovations, tend to be biased. They need to be countered with natural grass industry talking 
points. Please be aware that field design firms (like Verde Design) and field construction firms (like 
Bothman Construction) that offer to design and/or build clients their choice of either natural turf 
fields or artificial turf fields, even if they claim to be agnostic about the client’s decision, are not 
motivated to reveal to you that with modern, affordable field management methods, a natural 
grass field can be kept in such good condition that it does not require redesign or reconstruction for 
25+ years, and at that time, the field may merely be due for irrigation system updates. These firms 
would lose repeat business on fields for clients successful with wellmanaged natural grass. In 
contrast, once these firms hook a client on artificial turf, that client will become due for costly 
reconstruction services every 8-10 years forever. Over the short-term, a client’s choice of natural 
versus artificial turf may not make much difference to the firm’s bottom line, but when it comes to 
long-term profit, artificial turf fields are an infinite profit center. Be skeptical of the bias in the input 
field design and field construction firms provide you. 
 
To assure you this is not a conspiracy theory of mine, review the 2023 letter in which Bothman 
Construction lobbies against California bill SB499, a bill designed to protect students from extreme 
heat on school campuses. As living landscapes have been replaced on school campuses with plastic 
turf, rubberized surfaces, blacktop, and other hardscape materials, campuses have lost the benefit 
of cooling that comes with evapotransporation. This bill, perhaps if Bothman and the lobbyists at 
CASH hadn’t objected to it, would have required schools to, among other things, replace artificial 
turf with natural grass at the next renovation. Since Bothman Construction emphasizes they are 
capable of constructing a client’s choice of artificial or natural turf fields, as a forprofit business, it’s 
hard to imagine Bothman Construction would have bothered to lobby against SB499’s artificial turf 
regulations if Bothman Construction didn’t benefit financially over-the-long-term from a 
widespread preference for artificial turf. If Bothman Construction stands to make just as much or 
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more money over the long-term when clients opt for natural turf, you have to admit this lobbying 
effort of theirs calls into their insistence that they are “agnostic” on the subject of whether clients 
choose natural or artificial turf. By now, surely you realize that once Bothman persuades a client to 
install artificial turf, costly reconstruction services from Bothman (or a competitor) are needed 
every 8-10 years. Couple that with the fact that switching back to natural turf can be, if viewed only 
on the short-term, prohibitively costly. As you can see, clients with plastic turf fields essentially 
represent an infinite profit center for construction firms, whereas clients with well-managed natural 
grass, as I explained above, do not. 
 
To address a potential concern that upgrading fields to natural grass would mean band and girls’ 
flag football would lose access to the field during winter while the field recovers from football 
season, the points above offer reassurance this is not the case. There are multiple management 
methods that enable grass to sustain heavy use and enable play during and after rains. As explained 
in the 11/29/23 Beyond Pesticides webinar, organic management of sports fields is an option for 
enabling high use fields to be used year-round. 
 
This 90-second clip (extracted from this full webinar recording) in which organic sports field 
management expert, Chip Osborne, with his decades of experience managing natural grass athletic 
fields for public agencies, explains that it is a myth that natural grass can’t be economically 
managed to sustain heavy use or that the field needs to be shut down and rested. “I have never 
worked yet, in 25 years, on a field that does not get heavy use…I have never worked on a property 
where the field has been closed and rested so that organic had a chance to work…It’s not too 
expensive. Costs decrease over time. Parks and fields do not deteriorate…We are not talking about 
organic by neglect. We’re talking about a thoughtful, proactive approach to management, a 
management practice/protocol that is founded in science.” 
 

 
 
Slide from the webinar clip where sports field management expert debunks myths about organically 
managed natural grass fields. 
 

Response J.10: The IS/MND is not required to provide an evaluation of the feasibility 
of well-managed natural grass as it is not proposed as part of the project. This 
comment does not speak to the adequacy of the IS/MND and, therefore, no 
additional response is required. The information in this comment will, however, be 
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provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment J.11: To address concerns regarding water availability during drought, community 
athletic fields can be watered. While there may have been watering prohibitions for nonfunctional 
turf, there are no such prohibitions for watering community athletic fields. As an example, even at 
the highest stage of water conservation, San José Water considers watering community athletic 
fields a well-justified use of water. When it comes to water conservation, the bigger picture needs 
to be considered.  
 
Artificial turf advocates often fault natural turf for requiring gas-powered mowing equipment and 
many manhours for mowing. This is a tired claim. The natural turf industry has advanced 
significantly. You can now find auto-mowers and auto-painters for athletic fields. They look like 
Roomba vacuums. A CSFM working for a municipality on the east coast that we talked to was 
developing a plan to run the mowers overnight and have them return to a small shed. If he can do 
that, why cant the Lead Agency? This brings up another tired claim of artificial turf advocates… 
pesticides. 
 

Response J.11: Water demand associated with the proposed project, including the 
synthetic turf playing fields, is discussed on page 146 of the IS/MND. The IS/MND 
did not discuss the environmental effects of natural turf fields as they are not 
proposed as part of the project. This comment does not speak to the adequacy of 
the IS/MND and, therefore, no additional response is required. The information in 
this comment will, however, be provided to the decision-makers as part of the 
public record. No revisions to the IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment J.12: Concerns over exposure to pesticides and childrens’ long-term exposure to 
chemicals are valid. Organically-managed natural turf should be explored as an alternative to both 
artificial turf and conventionally-managed natural turf (i.e. grass managed with synthetic pesticides 
and/or synthetic fertilizers). Keep in mind that pesticides are regulated by the federal government 
whereas artificial turf is not regulated by the federal government. Because of this, if the Lead 
Agency will not consider an organic field management approach, it is still preferable to carefully use 
regulated pesticides as part of natural grass rather than risk childrens’ exposure to plastic turf’s 
unregulated and undisclosed chemical cocktails, which are, by the way, protected from public 
scrutiny under Confidential Business Information laws. Please direct Lead Agency staff to consult 
directly with the nonprofit Beyond Pesticides about their Parks for a Sustainable Future program. 
Surely, you must be intrigued by the potential for organic management of natural grass sports fields 
to be a feasible option after watching that 90-second clip. You owe it to the youth to have the Lead 
Agency legitimately dig into the feasibility question with Beyond Pesticides before concluding that 
organically managed natural turf fields are not an option. Parroting the comebacks of those that get 
any benefit from choosing artificial turf, financial or otherwise, is inadequate without making the 
due diligence to source the story of natural grass promoters and critically evaluate the merits of the 
debate, and motives of the debaters, for yourselves. 
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Speaking of motives, I can’t emphasize strongly enough that the Beyond Pesticides’ Parks for a 
Sustainable Future program is not for-profit. Allow me to explain in more detail my understanding 
of this program, based on conversations I’ve had with Rika Gopinath, one of the program contacts… 
The Parks for a Sustainable Future program, offered by the nonprofit Beyond Pesticides, offers 3 
years of consultant services to help public agencies (i.e. school districts and municipalities) keep 
natural grass sports fields in safe condition while enabling year-round, high-volume, heavy use. 
 
Their outreach is directed at school superintendents, city managers, and the electeds that oversee 
them. It is a fallacy that plastic turf is the only practical solution to, on a tight public budget, 
conserve water and keep athletic fields in safe condition under year-round, high-volume, heavy use. 
These are well-recognized pain points when it comes to managing natural grass: 
 

• Short-staffing and/or short-funding 
• Athletic fields that get heavy usage, meaning desired to be available 12 months/year, 12 

hours/day for: 
o Practices and competitions of high-school-level band, foodball, soccer, etc. 
o Gathering events like track meets 
o P.E. classes 
o And more 

• Community frustration with poor natural grass field conditions, including: 
o Uneven surfaces 
o Divots 
o Mud 
o Bare spots 
o Goose feces 

• Community unwilling to tolerate frequent field closures intended to reduce field damage 
during/after rain 

• High prioritization of water conservation 
 
This program is designed to serve as a solution for all of the above. It is a 3-year program that starts 
by teaching your in-house or outsourced staff how to economically employ science-based methods 
to enable actively-organically-managed natural grass to serve as a feasible and affordable solution 
to all of the above concerns. After teaching the methods and getting the agency launched on the 
right foot, the consultant remains available for troubleshooting and as-needed guidance for the 
remaining years of the program. 
 
A very common reason natural grass athletic fields get compacted, patchy, muddy (i.e. fall into poor 
condition) is a lack of healthy soil microbial activity, a condition that results from (a) failure to add 
organic matter to the soil and/or (b) application of synthetic pesticides. Without soil microbes 
tunneling through the soil, the soil becomes compacted through heavy field usage. Compacted soil 
hinders extension of the grass’s roots and reduces infiltration of water and air, leaving the grass to 
struggle. The economical solution is to feed the soil microbes organic matter and refrain from 
synthetic pesticide usage. A high population of healthy soil microbes provide free natural aeration 
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of the soil, reducing soil compaction, enabling natural grass to thrive, fill in bare spots and crowd 
out weeds. Aerated soil helps water percolate through the soil, reducing mud and enabling field 
usage during/after rain. This free natural aeration also reduces irrigation needs and labor needs. 
Work with nature, not against it.  
 
The mission of the nonprofit, Beyond Pesticides, is to reduce pesticide usage. They want cities and 
schools to succeed with pesticide-free athletic fields. Towards that goal, the nonprofit has raised 
funds to enable operation of a Parks for a Sustainable Future Program, a program in which the 
nonprofit pays seasoned experts (like Chip Osborne from that 90-second webinar clip I shared 
earlier) to consult for and train staff of public agencies, or their outsourced landscape maintenance 
contractors, on active, organic management of heavily-used natural grass athletic fields. 
 
The only cost incurred by the agency would be approximately $1000 for annual soil testing of 2 
fields and that would need to be paid directly to a third-party testing facility of the agency’s 
choosing. Beyond Pesticides has no financial motives. The organization, the consultants, and the 
Parks for a Sustainable Future Program do NOT require, sell or promote specific products or service 
contracts. The program does NOT compete with or replace any of an agency’s staff or any of an 
agency’s contracts outsourcing design, construction, or landscape maintenance. The program is 
intended exclusively to COMPLEMENT the work of the agency’s staff and the work of any firms 
the agency contracts with. The program’s consultant works as a peer, ALONGSIDE those the agency 
has already selected to design, build, and manage the field. The intent is that at the conclusion of an 
agency’s 3 year participation in the program, the field management team has the knowledge and 
skill to successfully continue keeping all the agency’s athletic fields in safe condition without any 
further assistance from the consultant. 
 
Beyond Pesticides welcomes a chance to share more with you. Beyond Pesticides can be reached at 
info@beyondpesticides.org or 202-543-5450. Should the Lead Agency decide to apply for the Parks 
for a Sustainable Future Program, the school superintendent or city manager or their representative 
can get the process started. If accepted to the program, a consultant will be assigned to provide the 
agency with training and troubleshooting for TWO (no more, no less) of the agency’s most heavily 
used fields. Selection of applicants is based on intent to follow through with prescribed methods of 
active field management. Selection is not based on sociodemographics. While donations are NOT 
required for participation in the program, the organization greatly appreciates donations by 
agencies that can afford to make donations so that the nonprofit can broaden its reach, stretching 
its budget so it can offer this program to as many public agencies as possible. 
 
In the case where a new natural grass field is being designed, it is beneficial to enroll in the program 
at the very beginning of the project design phase. This enables the program consultant to provide 
input to best support the agency in both saving money and best preparing field conditions to 
support year-round high-volume heavy use from the start. The consultant can offer invaluable input 
on RFP language, construction specifications, and construction contract language on topics that 
help the agency succeed with natural grass, such as testing specifications for native and imported 
loads of soil for proper pH, contaminants, and minimum levels of organic content and healthy soil 
microbe activity prior to seeding or sodding the field.  
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What are you waiting for? But seriously, this option needs to at least be considered. If choosing 
between artificial and natural turf still feels difficult, then direct staff to develop a feasibility study, a 
more formal comparison between the two, factoring in the many issues. Such a study would be an 
asset to well-informed, transparent decision-making. 
 
The critical caveat is to ensure the data sourced for this formal comparison regarding costs, labor 
manhours, field availability, etc. do not reflect a bias toward artificial turf as seems to be common 
when such comparisons are prepared with the exclusive input of civil engineering firms, field 
designers, and field installers. It is critical to include the voice of professional sports field managers 
that have a record of longterm success (10+ years) with year-round, high-volume natural grass 
sports fields for public agencies, as opposed to settling for the input of groundskeeping staff that 
have struggled to keep grass in safe condition, clearly not having had the training or been given the 
resources to be successful with it. 
 

Response J.12: The IS/MND is not required to provide an evaluation of the feasibility 
of well-managed natural grass as it is not proposed as part of the project. This 
comment does not speak to the adequacy of the IS/MND and, therefore, no 
additional response is required. The information in this comment will, however, be 
provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
IS/MND are required. 

 
Comment J.13: 7. If you reject artificial turf, you’d be in good company. 
• Santa Clara County Medical Association has previously cautioned against the use of artificial 

turf, providing many citations evidencing its harms. 
• The California government itself, specifically its Department of Toxic Substances Control, now 

acknowledges there are hazardous chemicals in the blades of plastic grass. (in the past, 
concerns around artificial turf had been focused primarily on the hazardous chemicals in the tire 
crumbs that were used as infill, but this new concern for the chemicals in the plastic grass itself 
means that even Organically-infilled artificial turf systems are hazardous.) 

 



 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  63 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

 
• In 2023, a state bill was signed into law after passing through both houses of the California 

legislature by wide margin, allowing cities and counties to ban artificial turf. This new state law 
redefines “drought-tolerant landscaping” to explicitly exclude the installation of artificial turf. 

• In 2023, a bill to ban PFAS-laced artificial turf also passed through both houses of the California 
legislature by wide margin. Among AB1423 supporters were Santa Clara Valley Water District, 
Environmental Working Group, and the state legislators representing many of the same 
constituents you were elected to represent. Governor Newsom “strongly” supported the intent 
of the legislation but didn’t ultimately sign it, concerned about the state’s ability to determine 
and enforce compliance. He suggested the issue could return. He also directed the state 
Department of Toxic Substances Control to explore “approaches to regulating the use of these 
harmful chemicals in consumer products”. 

• Millbrae just recently banned artificial turf by unanimous vote of the city council. 
• In December of 2023, a state agency (the California Costal Commission) denied a school 

(University of California – Santa Barbara) the option to install artificial turf based on its 
obligations under CEQA. 

• Los Gatos Union School District board recently unanimously rejected the proposal to artificial 
turf its elementary school playing fields, after receiving broad support for natural grass from the 
community and considering input from experts, government agencies, and organizations, 
including 12 that weighed in directly on the LGUSD project. Community support for natural 
grass was clear from both a petition that netted nearly 500 signatures as well a district-
designed, district administered survey with record-setting participation that showed nearly 80% 
of respondents wanted natural grass. LGSUHSD board members, recognize these are your 
constituents. 

• Sunnyvale’s City Council just recently voted unanimously to keep artificial turf out of Lakewood 
Park. 

• Santa Clara County discourages the installation of artificial turf. 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District promotes water conservation but, even in severe drought 

emergency, NOT by installing plastic grass. It has produced an excellent information sheet to 
explain why artificial turf is discouraged.  
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• Santa Clara Valley Water District will not issue a water conservation rebate to customers that 
install artificial turf: “Artificial grass lawn turf does not meet goals set forth by Valley Water’s 
Landscape Rebate Program.” 

 
Response J.13: This comment identifies bills that allow local agencies to ban 
artificial turf with PFAS, and lists agencies that discourage and reject the use of 
artificial turf. The comment does not speak to the adequacy of the IS/MND and, 
therefore, no additional response is required. The information in this comment will, 
however, be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No 
revisions to the IS/MND are required. 
 

Comment J.14: 8.  Requests if you ultimately choose artificial turf 
Once the CEQA analysis is complete, if artificial turf is ultimately chosen for the Project, please 
direct staff to do the following: 

• Reduce artificial turf users' exposure to PFAS and watershed contamination. As 
recommended by independent experts, before signing a purchase contract, confirm via test 
results that each of the artificial turf components meets the PFAS standards detailed earlier. 
For assistance defining the details, reach out to the independent experts at PEER.org or 
EcoCenter.org. 

• Reduce artificial turf users’ risk of heat-related illness and bacterial infection. If not 
already installed, install irrigation for cooling and cleaning the field. 

• Reduce pollution caused by end-of-life artificial turf waste. Require recycling of all artificial 
carpet and infill being removed from the site. Require covered transport. Require Chain of 
Custody documentation, including the addresses where the waste is taken as well as 
photographic proof that all of the waste makes it there and is housed indoors. 

• Reduce pollution caused by the field. Because infill will degrade over time and spread into 
the environment despite best management practices, choose a 100% plant-sourced infill, 
rather than an infill product that contains plastic. For example, do not choose a product like 
TrueBlend, a 50/50 polymer/cork infill, which means it has plastic in it and can release 
microplastics as it grinds down. It’s bad enough that the plastic grass sheds microplastics, 
but to dump literal tons of loose plastic pellets into the environment is an egregiously poor 
choice. 

• Amend the standard artificial turf purchase contract to include GMAX testing after install 
and one test per year for the length of the warranty. 

 
Response J.14: This comment does not speak to the adequacy of the IS/MND and, 
therefore, no additional response is required. The information in this comment will, 
however, be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No 
revisions to the IS/MND are required. 
 

Comment J.15: 9. Conclusion 
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Either remove artificial turf from the proposed Project in favor of natural grass, or halt all actions in 
furtherance of the Project. As discussed, natural grass is a feasible and environmentally preferable 
alternative. 
 
The CEQA analysis must transparently explore: 
 

1. the breadth and gravity of the environmental consequences that come with continually 
covering and re-covering acres of land with artificial turf and  

2. the true feasibility and practicality of well-managed, drought-tolerant natural grass. 
 

At the conclusion of the CEQA review, it is expected that the Lead Agency and the community will 
recognize that, over the long-term, modern, well-managed drought tolerant natural grass reduces 
significant adverse environmental impacts and therefore deserves fair and thorough consideration. 
Please acknowledge receipt of this letter and promptly provide notice of any actions taken in 
response. 
 

Response J.15: The IS/MND addressed all aspects of the project as required under 
CEQA. This comment does not speak to the adequacy of the IS/MND and, therefore, 
no additional response is required. The information in this comment will, however, 
be provided to the decision-makers as part of the public record. No revisions to the 
IS/MND are required. 

 
 
K. Santa Clara Valley Water District (August 15, 2024)  
 
Comment K.1: Apologies for the late response. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) 
has reviewed the Revised Initial Study (IS) for the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project, received 
on July 16, 2023. 
 
Based on our review, we have the following comments: 
 

1. Valley Water does not have any right of way or facilities within the project boundary; 
therefore, in accordance with Valley Water’s Water Resources Protection Ordinance, a 
Valley Water encroachment permit is not required for the project. 

 
Response K.1: The commenter acknowledges that an encroachment permit from 
Valley Water is not required for this project. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the IS/MND. No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  

 
Comment K.2:  
2. The Guadalupe River Trail is located to the east of the project site and runs adjacent to the 
Guadalupe River. An informal trail connection has been formed by repeated use and unauthorized 
vehicle access at the northeastern corner of Irene Street and West Taylor Street. The IS should be 
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updated to mention the trail an if there are any projects upcoming to formalize the trail connection 
or install vehicle deterrents at the informal trail connection. 
 

Response K.2: The Guadalupe River trail is depicted in Figure 2.7-3 Aerial 
Photograph of the Project Site and Surrounding Uses and is mentioned on page 42 
of the IS/MND. The project does not include improvements to the informal trail 
connection from the northeast corner of Irene Street and West Taylor Street to the 
existing Guadalupe River Trail, nor does it include installation of vehicle deterrents 
at the informal trail connection. Text has been added to page 3 of the IS/MND to 
mention the location of the Guadalupe River trail in relation to the project site.  

 
Comment K.3:  

3. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRM) 06085C0231H, effective May 18, 2009, and 06085C0233H, effective May 18, 
2009, the north eastern portion of the site is located within Zone AH, a special flood hazard 
area with a base flood elevation of 62 feet, and the remaining portion of the site is in Zone 
X, an area with reduced flood risk due to levee. The IS describes Zone AH flooding as having 
an average depth of one to three feet instead of the designated base flood elevation. 
 

Response K.3: As noted on page 92 and 96 of the IS/MND, the majority of the 
project site is located within Flood Zone X and a small portion of the site in the 
northeastern corner is located within Zone AH. Text has been added to page 92 of 
the IS/MND to note the base flood elevation of the site.  

Comment K.4:  
4. According to Valley Water’s records, there are no active wells within the project boundary. 

While Valley Water has records for most wells located in the County, it is always possible 
that a well exists that is not in Valley Water’s records. If previously unknown wells are found 
on the subject property during development, they must be properly destroyed under permit 
from Valley Water or registered with Valley Water and protected from damage. 

 
Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the comments. This project has been 
assigned to Valley Water File 34878. Please reference this number on future correspondence 
regarding this project. 
 

Response K.4: Should the unknown wells be found during project construction, the 
City will contact Valley water to obtain a well destruction permit from Valley Water 
to prevent damage. This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 
No revisions to the IS/MND are required.  
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Section 3.0 Draft IS/MND Text Revisions 
This section contains revisions to the text of the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project IS/MND 
dated July 2024. Revised or new language is underlined. All deletions are shown with a line through 
the text.  
 
Page 3   Section 2.3, Project Location, has been REVISED as follows.  
 
 The approximately 10-acre project site includes the existing Columbus Park in San 

José. The project site consists of two parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNs] 259-
07-115 and 259-08-103) and is bounded by Asbury Street to the north, West Taylor 
Street to the south, Irene Street to the east, and Walnut Street to the west. 
Surrounding uses include undeveloped land within the Inner Safety Zone of Norman 
Y. Mineta International Airport to the north, Guadalupe Gardens and Heritage Rose 
Garden to the south, Guadalupe River Park and the Guadalupe River Trail to the 
east, and Guadalupe Community Garden and existing industrial and commercial 
uses to the west. Existing residential uses are located to the northwest of the project 
site. The project site is entirely located within the Inner Safety Zone of Normal Y. 
Mineta International Airport. Regional, vicinity, and aerial maps of the project site 
are shown in Figure 2.7-1, Figure 2.7-2, and Figure 2.7-3. 

 
 
Page 7   Section 3.2.1 Recreational Facilities, Maintenance/Storage, and Restrooms has been 
REVISED as follows:  
 

The project would replace the existing playing fields, horseshoe pitches, and 
basketball courts with two new soccer fields, lawn practice areas, kids’ soccer area, 
play area, four pickleball courts, one futsal/pickleball/basketball court, and two new 
horseshoe pitches. The existing foul ball nets along the Taylor Street frontage would 
remain with implementation of the project. The soccer fields would be located in 
approximately the same location as the existing fields and would be separated by 
the kids’ soccer field, futsal/pickleball/basketball, pickleball, and horseshoe courts, 
play area, picnic area, restrooms, and pedestrian paseo. The proposed playing fields 
would include synthetic turf and stadium lighting and would be designed for use as 
soccer fields. The City has not selected the synthetic turf product that would be used 
on the project site at this time.  However, the City would use a synthetic turf that 
includes fill made from natural materials and would not include crumb rubber, 
consistent with products selected for recent City park redevelopment projects. 

 
 
Page 41 MM BIO-1.2, has been REVISED as follows: 
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MM BIO-1.2:  If construction activities cannot be scheduled to occur between September 1st and 
January 31st (inclusive), pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be 
completed by a qualified ornithologist to ensure that no nests shall be disturbed 
during Project implementation. This survey shall be completed no more than 14 
days prior to the initiation of tree removal, demolition, or construction activities. If 
the qualified ornithologist determines a 48-hour pre-construction survey is needed 
after the 14-day survey, a second survey shall be conducted.  If demolition and 
construction cannot be scheduled between September 1st and January 31st 
(inclusive), pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall be completed by a 
qualified ornithologist to ensure that no nests shall be disturbed during construction 
activities. This survey shall be completed no more than 14 days prior to the initiation 
of construction activities during the early part of the breeding season (February 1st 
through April 30th inclusive) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation of 
these activities during the late part of the breeding season (May 1st through August 
31st inclusive). During this survey, the ornithologist shall inspect all trees and other 
possible nesting habitats on-site and within 250 feet of the site for nests. 

 
Page 92  Section 4.10.1.2, Existing Conditions, has been REVISED as follows:  
 

Flooding and Other Hazards 
The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone, with the exception of a 
small portion of the project site (approximately 10,600 square feet) in the northeast 
corner of the existing Columbus Park which is designated as Zone AH. According to 
the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the majority of the project site is located 
within Zone X, an area with reduced flood risk due to levee.16 Flood Zone X denotes 
areas of moderate flood hazard.17 Flood Zone AH are areas with a one percent 
annual chance of shallow flooding, usually in the form of a pond, with an average 
depth ranging from one to three feet.18 The base flood elevation in the area of the 
project site designated as Flood Zone AH is 62 feet amsl. Due to the location of the 
site approximately 28 miles east of the Pacific Ocean and approximately seven miles 
south of San Francisco Bay (the nearest water bodies susceptible to tsunami and 
seiche, respectively), it would not be subject to tsunami and seiche hazards. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
16 Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Rate Maps 06085C0233H and 06085C0231H. May 
18, 2009.  
17 Federal Emergency Management Agency. “Flood Zones.” Accessed October 22, 2021. 
https://www.fema.gov/glossary/flood-zones  
18 Ibid. “Glossary, Zone AH.” Accessed April 15, 2024. https://www.fema.gov/glossary/zonaah#:% 
7E:text=Areas%20with%20a%201%25%20annual,of%20a%2030%E2%80%90year%20mortgage  

https://www.fema.gov/glossary/flood-zones
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Page 133 Section 4.17.3, Non-CEQA Effects, Vehicle Parking, has been REVISED as follows: 
 

The project proposes to meet the vehicular parking requirements in the City’s 
Municipal Code (Table 20-250), which requires 20 off-street parking spaces per ace 
of park for a total of 250 parking spaces. The project proposes two gravel parking 
lots that would to provide a total of 252120 spaces, including 32 spaces on Walnut 
Street, 70 spaces on Asbury Street, 29 spaces on Irene Street, and 121 spaces within 
the eastern parking lot. The project would also provide 25 bicycle parking spaces 
consistent with the City’s Municipal Code (Table 20-190). Additionally, food truck 
parking would be provided on Asbury Street. Thus, the project meets the City’s 
required parking.  

  



 
Columbus Park Redevelopment Project  70 Responses to Comments 
City of San José    January 2025 

Section 4.0 Conclusion 
The comments received on the IS/MND did not raise any new issues about the project’s 
environmental impacts or provide information indicating the project would result in new 
environmental impacts or impacts substantially greater in severity than disclosed in the IS/MND. 
Minor clarifications were added to the text of the IS/MND (refer to Section 3.0 Draft IS/MND Text 
Revisions). The text revisions do not constitute a “substantial revision” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15073.5 and recirculation of the MND is not required.  
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July 17, 2024 

Bethelhem Telahun 
City of San Jose 
200 E Santa Clara St, 6th Flr 
San Jose, CA 95113 

Ref:  Gas and Electric Transmission and Distribution 

Dear Bethelhem Telahun, 

Thank you for submitting the ER20-025 plans for our review. PG&E will review the submitted 
plans in relationship to any existing Gas and Electric facilities within the project area.  If the 
proposed project is adjacent/or within PG&E owned property and/or easements, we will be 
working with you to ensure compatible uses and activities near our facilities.   

Attached you will find information and requirements as it relates to Gas facilities (Attachment 1) 
and Electric facilities (Attachment 2).  Please review these in detail, as it is critical to ensure 
your safety and to protect PG&E’s facilities and its existing rights.   

Below is additional information for your review:  

1. This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or
electric service your project may require.  For these requests, please continue to work
with PG&E Service Planning:  https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-
requests/building-and-renovation.html.

2. If the project being submitted is part of a larger project, please include the entire scope
of your project, and not just a portion of it.  PG&E’s facilities are to be incorporated within
any CEQA document. PG&E needs to verify that the CEQA document will identify any
required future PG&E services.

3. An engineering deposit may be required to review plans for a project depending on the
size, scope, and location of the project and as it relates to any rearrangement or new
installation of PG&E facilities.

Any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement, may include a California Public 
Utility Commission (CPUC) Section 851 filing.  This requires the CPUC to render approval for a 
conveyance of rights for specific uses on PG&E’s fee strip or easement. PG&E will advise if the 
necessity to incorporate a CPUC Section 851filing is required. 

This letter does not constitute PG&E’s consent to use any portion of its easement for any 
purpose not previously conveyed.  PG&E will provide a project specific response as required. 

Sincerely, 

Plan Review Team 
Land Management 

A.1
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Attachment 1 – Gas Facilities  
 
There could be gas transmission pipelines in this area which would be considered critical 
facilities for PG&E and a high priority subsurface installation under California law. Care must be 
taken to ensure safety and accessibility. So, please ensure that if PG&E approves work near 
gas transmission pipelines it is done in adherence with the below stipulations.  Additionally, the 
following link provides additional information regarding legal requirements under California 
excavation laws:  https://www.usanorth811.org/images/pdfs/CA-LAW-2018.pdf 

 
 
1. Standby Inspection: A PG&E Gas Transmission Standby Inspector must be present 
during any demolition or construction activity that comes within 10 feet of the gas pipeline. This 
includes all grading, trenching, substructure depth verifications (potholes), asphalt or concrete 
demolition/removal, removal of trees, signs, light poles, etc. This inspection can be coordinated 
through the Underground Service Alert (USA) service at 811. A minimum notice of 48 hours is 
required. Ensure the USA markings and notifications are maintained throughout the duration of 
your work. 
  
2. Access: At any time, PG&E may need to access, excavate, and perform work on the gas 
pipeline. Any construction equipment, materials, or spoils may need to be removed upon notice. 
Any temporary construction fencing installed within PG&E’s easement would also need to be 
capable of being removed at any time upon notice. Any plans to cut temporary slopes 
exceeding a 1:4 grade within 10 feet of a gas transmission pipeline need to be approved by 
PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work. 
 
3. Wheel Loads: To prevent damage to the buried gas pipeline, there are weight limits that 
must be enforced whenever any equipment gets within 10 feet of traversing the pipe. 
 
Ensure a list of the axle weights of all equipment being used is available for PG&E’s Standby 
Inspector. To confirm the depth of cover, the pipeline may need to be potholed by hand in a few 
areas. 
 
Due to the complex variability of tracked equipment, vibratory compaction equipment, and 
cranes, PG&E must evaluate those items on a case-by-case basis prior to use over the gas 
pipeline (provide a list of any proposed equipment of this type noting model numbers and 
specific attachments). 
 
No equipment may be set up over the gas pipeline while operating. Ensure crane outriggers are 
at least 10 feet from the centerline of the gas pipeline. Transport trucks must not be parked over 
the gas pipeline while being loaded or unloaded.  
 
4. Grading: PG&E requires a minimum of 36 inches of cover over gas pipelines (or existing 
grade if less) and a maximum of 7 feet of cover at all locations. The graded surface cannot 
exceed a cross slope of 1:4. 
 
5. Excavating: Any digging within 2 feet of a gas pipeline must be dug by hand. Note that 
while the minimum clearance is only 24 inches, any excavation work within 24 inches of the 
edge of a pipeline must be done with hand tools. So to avoid having to dig a trench entirely with 
hand tools, the edge of the trench must be over 24 inches away. (Doing the math for a 24 inch 

https://www.usanorth811.org/images/pdfs/CA-LAW-2018.pdf
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wide trench being dug along a 36 inch pipeline, the centerline of the trench would need to be at 
least 54 inches [24/2 + 24 + 36/2 = 54] away, or be entirely dug by hand.) 
 
Water jetting to assist vacuum excavating must be limited to 1000 psig and directed at a 40° 
angle to the pipe. All pile driving must be kept a minimum of 3 feet away.  
 
Any plans to expose and support a PG&E gas transmission pipeline across an open excavation 
need to be approved by PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.  
 
6. Boring/Trenchless Installations: PG&E Pipeline Services must review and approve all 
plans to bore across or parallel to (within 10 feet) a gas transmission pipeline. There are 
stringent criteria to pothole the gas transmission facility at regular intervals for all parallel bore 
installations. 
 
For bore paths that cross gas transmission pipelines perpendicularly, the pipeline must be 
potholed a minimum of 2 feet in the horizontal direction of the bore path and a minimum of 24 
inches in the vertical direction from the bottom of the pipe with minimum clearances measured 
from the edge of the pipe in both directions. Standby personnel must watch the locator trace 
(and every ream pass) the path of the bore as it approaches the pipeline and visually monitor 
the pothole (with the exposed transmission pipe) as the bore traverses the pipeline to ensure 
adequate clearance with the pipeline. The pothole width must account for the inaccuracy of the 
locating equipment. 
 
7. Substructures: All utility crossings of a gas pipeline should be made as close to 
perpendicular as feasible (90° +/- 15°). All utility lines crossing the gas pipeline must have a 
minimum of 24 inches of separation from the gas pipeline. Parallel utilities, pole bases, water 
line ‘kicker blocks’, storm drain inlets, water meters, valves, back pressure devices or other 
utility substructures are not allowed in the PG&E gas pipeline easement. 
 
If previously retired PG&E facilities are in conflict with proposed substructures, PG&E must 
verify they are safe prior to removal.  This includes verification testing of the contents of the 
facilities, as well as environmental testing of the coating and internal surfaces.  Timelines for 
PG&E completion of this verification will vary depending on the type and location of facilities in 
conflict. 
 
8. Structures: No structures are to be built within the PG&E gas pipeline easement. This 
includes buildings, retaining walls, fences, decks, patios, carports, septic tanks, storage sheds, 
tanks, loading ramps, or any structure that could limit PG&E’s ability to access its facilities. 
 
9. Fencing: Permanent fencing is not allowed within PG&E easements except for 
perpendicular crossings which must include a 16 foot wide gate for vehicular access. Gates will 
be secured with PG&E corporation locks. 
 
10. Landscaping:  Landscaping must be designed to allow PG&E to access the pipeline for 
maintenance and not interfere with pipeline coatings or other cathodic protection systems. No 
trees, shrubs, brush, vines, and other vegetation may be planted within the easement area. 
Only those plants, ground covers, grasses, flowers, and low-growing plants that grow 
unsupported to a maximum of four feet (4’) in height at maturity may be planted within the 
easement area.  
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11. Cathodic Protection: PG&E pipelines are protected from corrosion with an “Impressed 
Current” cathodic protection system. Any proposed facilities, such as metal conduit, pipes, 
service lines, ground rods, anodes, wires, etc. that might affect the pipeline cathodic protection 
system must be reviewed and approved by PG&E Corrosion Engineering. 
 
12. Pipeline Marker Signs: PG&E needs to maintain pipeline marker signs for gas 
transmission pipelines in order to ensure public awareness of the presence of the pipelines. 
With prior written approval from PG&E Pipeline Services, an existing PG&E pipeline marker sign 
that is in direct conflict with proposed developments may be temporarily relocated to 
accommodate construction work. The pipeline marker must be moved back once construction is 
complete.  
 
13. PG&E is also the provider of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within 
the state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs which may endanger the safe operation of 
its facilities.   
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Attachment 2 – Electric Facilities  
 

It is PG&E’s policy to permit certain uses on a case by case basis within its electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) provided such uses and manner in which they are 
exercised, will not interfere with PG&E’s rights or endanger its facilities. Some 
examples/restrictions are as follows: 
 
1. Buildings and Other Structures: No buildings or other structures including the foot print and 
eave of any buildings, swimming pools, wells or similar structures will be permitted within fee 
strip(s) and/or easement(s) areas. PG&E’s transmission easement shall be designated on 
subdivision/parcel maps as “RESTRICTED USE AREA – NO BUILDING.” 
 
2. Grading: Cuts, trenches or excavations may not be made within 25 feet of our towers. 
Developers must submit grading plans and site development plans (including geotechnical 
reports if applicable), signed and dated, for PG&E’s review. PG&E engineers must review grade 
changes in the vicinity of our towers. No fills will be allowed which would impair ground-to-
conductor clearances. Towers shall not be left on mounds without adequate road access to 
base of tower or structure. 
 
3. Fences: Walls, fences, and other structures must be installed at locations that do not affect 
the safe operation of PG&’s facilities.  Heavy equipment access to our facilities must be 
maintained at all times. Metal fences are to be grounded to PG&E specifications. No wall, fence 
or other like structure is to be installed within 10 feet of tower footings and unrestricted access 
must be maintained from a tower structure to the nearest street. Walls, fences and other 
structures proposed along or within the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) will require PG&E 
review; submit plans to PG&E Centralized Review Team for review and comment.   
 
4. Landscaping: Vegetation may be allowed; subject to review of plans. On overhead electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s), trees and shrubs are limited to those varieties that 
do not exceed 10 feet in height at maturity. PG&E must have access to its facilities at all times, 
including access by heavy equipment. No planting is to occur within the footprint of the tower 
legs. Greenbelts are encouraged. 
 
5. Reservoirs, Sumps, Drainage Basins, and Ponds: Prohibited within PG&E’s fee strip(s) 
and/or easement(s) for electric transmission lines.   
 
6. Automobile Parking: Short term parking of movable passenger vehicles and light trucks 
(pickups, vans, etc.) is allowed.  The lighting within these parking areas will need to be reviewed 
by PG&E; approval will be on a case by case basis. Heavy equipment access to PG&E facilities 
is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by at least 10 feet.  
Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at developer’s expense AND 
to PG&E specifications. Blocked-up vehicles are not allowed. Carports, canopies, or awnings 
are not allowed. 
 
7. Storage of Flammable, Explosive or Corrosive Materials: There shall be no storage of fuel or 
combustibles and no fueling of vehicles within PG&E’s easement. No trash bins or incinerators 
are allowed. 
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8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities must be maintained at all times. Street lights may be 
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for 
proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right 
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement. 
 
9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as 
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by 
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are 
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of any construction. 
 
10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E. 
 
11. Recreation Areas: Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light 
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment 
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by 
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at 
developer’s expense AND to PG&E specifications.  
 
12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E’s overhead 
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor’s responsibility to be aware of, and observe 
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric 
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial 
Safety (https://www.dir.ca.gov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations. 
Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html) and all other safety rules.  No 
construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only 
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.  
 
Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E’s towers and poles from vehicular damage by 
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to 
construction.  
 
13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the 
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable 
operation of its facilities.   
 
 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.dir.ca.gov_Title8_sb5g2.html&d=DwMFAg&c=Oo_p3A70ldcR7Q3zeyon7Q&r=g-HWh_xSTyWhuUJXV2tlcQ&m=QlJQXXVRUQdrlaqZ0nlw5K6fBqWhHCMdU7SP-o3qhQ8&s=GTYBpih-s0PlmBVvDNMGpAXDWC_YubAW2uaD-h3E3IQ&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.cpuc.ca.gov_gos_GO95_go-5F95-5Fstartup-5Fpage.html&d=DwMFAg&c=Oo_p3A70ldcR7Q3zeyon7Q&r=g-HWh_xSTyWhuUJXV2tlcQ&m=QlJQXXVRUQdrlaqZ0nlw5K6fBqWhHCMdU7SP-o3qhQ8&s=-fzRV8bb-WaCw0KOfb3UdIcVI00DJ5Fs-T8-lvKtVJU&e=


The Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista 
& 

A.M.T.B. Inc.

Letter of Response 

To whom it may concern: 

It is our pride and privilege to be of service for any Native American Cultural Resource Monitoring, Consulting and/ or 
Sensitivity Training you may need or require. We take our Heritage and History seriously and are diligent about 
preserving as much of it as we can. Construction is a constant in the Bay Area and with that new discoveries are bound 
to happen. If you choose our services, we will gladly guide all personnel through proper procedures to safely protect and 
preserve: Culture, Heritage, and History.  

It is highly recommended, if not previously done, to search through Sacred Lands Files (SLF) and California Historical 
Resource Information Systems (CHRIS) as well as reaching out to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
In order to determine whether you are working in a Cultural and/ or Historic sensitivity. 

If you have received any positive cultural or historic sensitivity within 1 mile of the project area here are A.M.T.B Inc’s 
and Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista’s recommendations:  

● All Crews, Individuals and Personnel who will be moving any earth be Cultural Sensitivity Trained.
● A Qualified California Trained Archaeological Monitor is present during any earth movement.
● A Qualified Native American Monitor is present during any earth movement.

If further Consultation, Monitoring or Sensitivity Training is needed please feel free to contact A.M.T.B. Inc. or Myself 
Directly.  A.M.T.B. Inc.  650 851 7747 

  Irenne Zwierlein 

3030 Soda Bay Road, Lakeport 
CA 95453 

 amtbinc21@gmail.com  
(650)851-7447 
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Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista 
& 

AMTB Inc.  

3030 Soda Bay Road Lakeport, CA 95453 

Our rates for 2024 are 

$275.00 per hour.  

4 hours minimum  

Cancellations not 48 hours (about 2 days) prior will be charged as a 4-hour minimum. There is a round 
trip mileage charge if canceled after they have traveled to site.  

Anything over 8 hours a day is charged as time and a half.  

Weekends are charged at time and a half.  

Holidays are charged at double the time.  

For fiscal year (FY) 2024, standard per diem rate of $412. ($333. lodging, $79 M&IE). 
M&IE Breakdown FY 2023 

M&IE 
Total1 

Continental 
Breakfast/ 
Breakfast2 

Lunch2 
 Dinner2 Incidental 

Expenses  First & Last Day of Travel3 

$79.00 $18.00 $20.00 $36.00 $5.00 $59.25 

Beginning 2024, the standard mileage rates for the use of a car round trip (also vans, pickups or panel 
trucks) will be: $.67 cents per mile driven for business use or what the current federal standard is at the 
time. 

Our Payment terms are 5 days from date on invoice.  

Our Monitors are Members of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the A.M.T.B. Inc. at the below contact information. 

Irenne Zwierlein 

3030 Soda Bay Rd, Lakeport 
CA 95453 

amtbinc21@gmail.com  
(650)851-7747

Sincerely, 



 

CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE 
DATE (MM/DD/YYYY) 

11/29/2023 
THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS 
CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES 
BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S), AUTHORIZED 
REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. 
IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(ies) must have ADDITIONAL INSURED provisions or be endorsed. 
If SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subject to the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statement on 
this certificate does not confer rights to the certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement(s). 

PRODUCER  CONTACT 
NAME: 

Allied Brokers  PHONE (650) 328-1000 (A/C, No, Ext): 
FAX 
(A/C, No): (650) 324-1142 

591 Lytton Avenue  E-MAIL BusinessVIP@alliedbrokers.com ADDRESS: 
  INSURER(S) AFFORDING COVERAGE NAIC # 

Palo Alto CA 94301 INSURER A : Scottsdale Insurance Company 41297 
INSURED  INSURER B : United States Liability Insurance Company 25895 
Amah Mutsun Tribal Band Consulting & Monitoring, LLC  INSURER C :  

330 Soda Bay Rd  INSURER D :  

  INSURER E :  

Lakeport CA 95453 INSURER F :  

COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER: REVISION NUMBER: 
THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD 
INDICATED. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS 
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS, 
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS. 

INSR 
LTR TYPE OF INSURANCE 

ADDL 
INSD 

SUBR 
WVD POLICY NUMBER 

POLICY EFF 
(MM/DD/YYYY) 

POLICY EXP 
(MM/DD/YYYY) LIMITS 

 
 

 
A 

✘ COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY    
 

 
CPS7829150 

 
 

 
07/09/2023 

 
 

 
07/09/2024 

EACH OCCURRENCE $ 1,000,000 
  CLAIMS-MADE ✘OCCUR 

DAMAGE TO RENTED 
PREMISES (Ea occurrence) $ 100,000 

  MED EXP (Any one person) $ 5,000 
  PERSONAL & ADV INJURY $ 1,000,000 
GEN'L AGGREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER: GENERAL AGGREGATE $ 2,000,000 
✘ PRO- 

POLICY JECT LOC 

OTHER: 

PRODUCTS - COMP/OP AGG $ 1,000,000 
  $ 

 AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY      COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT 
(Ea accident) $ 

 ANY AUTO BODILY INJURY (Per person) $ 

 OWNED 
AUTOS ONLY 
HIRED 
AUTOS ONLY 

 SCHEDULED 
AUTOS 
NON-OWNED 
AUTOS ONLY 

BODILY INJURY (Per accident) $ 

  PROPERTY DAMAGE 
(Per accident) $ 

   $ 

  UMBRELLA LIAB 

EXCESS LIAB 

 OCCUR 

CLAIMS-MADE 

     EACH OCCURRENCE $ 
  AGGREGATE $ 
 DED  RETENTION $  $ 

 WORKERS COMPENSATION 
AND EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY Y / N 
ANY PROPRIETOR/PARTNER/EXECUTIVE 
OFFICER/MEMBER EXCLUDED? 
(Mandatory in NH) 
If yes, describe under 
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS below 

 

 
N / A 

     PER 
STATUTE  OTH- 

ER  

E.L. EACH ACCIDENT $ 

E.L. DISEASE - EA EMPLOYEE $ 

E.L. DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT $ 

 
B Professional Liability 

   
SP1573468C 

 
06/21/2023 

 
06/21/2024 

Each Claim 
Aggregate 

$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS / LOCATIONS / VEHICLES (ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Schedule, may be attached if more space is required) 
 

Proof of Coverage 

CERTIFICATE HOLDER CANCELLATION 

 
 

ACORD 25 (2016/03) 
© 1988-2015 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved. 

The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD 

 

 
FOR YOUR INFORMATION 

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE 

 
SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE 
THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS. 

mailto:BusinessVIP@alliedbrokers.com
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https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/advertising/2023_Guidelines_for_the_Esse.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/advertising/2023_Guidelines_for_the_Esse.pdf
https://www.ttiionline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/STC-Guideline-for-Recycle-Reuse_2017.pdf
https://www.ttiionline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/STC-Guideline-for-Recycle-Reuse_2017.pdf
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https://web.archive.org/web/20221018232843/https:/www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs144p2_016396.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20221018232843/https:/www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs144p2_016396.pdf
https://sporturf.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/8-Year-Manufacturers-Limited-Warranty-with-Signatures-GrassTex.pdf
https://sporturf.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/8-Year-Manufacturers-Limited-Warranty-with-Signatures-GrassTex.pdf
https://alwaysgreensyntheticgrass.com/sports-turf-warranty/
https://fieldturf.com/en/why-fieldturf/faq/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8422880/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0045653521015253
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S100107422400370X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S100107422400370X?via%3Dihub
https://dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/dsr/pfas-artificial-turf-memo-2023.pdf


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969723008094
https://e360.yale.edu/features/plastic-waste-atmosphere-climate-weather
https://energyanalysis.lbl.gov/publications/climate-impact-primary-plastic
https://wmo.int/media/news/global-temperature-likely-exceed-15degc-above-pre-industrial-level-temporarily-next-5-years
https://wmo.int/media/news/global-temperature-likely-exceed-15degc-above-pre-industrial-level-temporarily-next-5-years
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0200574
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2019/12/artificial-turf-fields-are-piling-no-recycling-fix/603874/
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2019/12/artificial-turf-fields-are-piling-no-recycling-fix/603874/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969722070747
https://archive.ph/2024.07.18-190252/https:/www.bostonglobe.com/2024/07/18/science/artificial-turf-not-being-recycled/
https://archive.ph/2024.07.18-190252/https:/www.bostonglobe.com/2024/07/18/science/artificial-turf-not-being-recycled/


https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5eda91260bbb7e7a4bf528d8/t/655791f76ad9bb07d10e1290/1700237880522/10-30-23_Chemical-Recycling-Report_web.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5eda91260bbb7e7a4bf528d8/t/655791f76ad9bb07d10e1290/1700237880522/10-30-23_Chemical-Recycling-Report_web.pdf
https://amp.theguardian.com/business/article/2024/jul/17/shell-recycling-plastic-pledge
https://oehha.ca.gov/proposition-65/proposition-65-list
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2023/12/W13.1a/W13.1a-12-2023-report.pdf
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-cities/articles/10.3389/frsc.2024.1399858/full
https://fieldturf.com/workspace/uploads/files/fieldturf_brochure_maintenance-guidelines_apr2017_006.pdf
https://fieldturf.com/workspace/uploads/files/fieldturf_brochure_maintenance-guidelines_apr2017_006.pdf
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https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/275854-1/attachment/scWsbGN6gVUY-QBbdQbgoCOf92jnjuzlB9qN1gyIog4LSI9kVjXgkqjhoz5yvGyQsyJrGyETRyPYx2WI0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/275854-1/attachment/scWsbGN6gVUY-QBbdQbgoCOf92jnjuzlB9qN1gyIog4LSI9kVjXgkqjhoz5yvGyQsyJrGyETRyPYx2WI0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/260947-2/attachment/GU2J5Wika8bwPthR3LIFeRjxDKwHlzyK6DxAJhBCSZ0ftW7oPknLi7k1kaOed78C2JJ6TQM1EYIR__0r0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/260947-2/attachment/GU2J5Wika8bwPthR3LIFeRjxDKwHlzyK6DxAJhBCSZ0ftW7oPknLi7k1kaOed78C2JJ6TQM1EYIR__0r0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/263502-2/attachment/zlTM6Gm4PHoOg-qpIeUXf4NVrOwQUxSiSBH3M3cb-IeB1ZjEKw9IPeh--BYZj9k1ebSiXhlXnno_KZ9Y0
https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/263502-2/attachment/zlTM6Gm4PHoOg-qpIeUXf4NVrOwQUxSiSBH3M3cb-IeB1ZjEKw9IPeh--BYZj9k1ebSiXhlXnno_KZ9Y0




Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line



Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line





Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line



Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line

Carolyn Mogollon
Line





https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/303091-1/attachment/LzS4pGYnTDPH-FnHbjoMbTseFzzUEbavh3w1Rtp3bDrRd4HiEW8s2iX953-Qu5c9tL7bA_1_Ox1-CR3q0
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/negative-declaration-initial-studies/columbus-park-redevelopment-park-er20-025
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024070568
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https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5fe120bdfce3cd3cca992359/t/6092f74615ee975d69e707b8/1620244295013/City+of+San+Jose+-+Bay-Friendly+Landscaping+2008+-+RESO_74231.pdf
https://theintercept.com/2019/10/08/pfas-chemicals-artificial-turf-soccer/
https://theintercept.com/2019/10/08/pfas-chemicals-artificial-turf-soccer/
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2019/10/09/toxic-chemicals-found-blades-artificial-turf/1mlVxXjzCAqRahwgXtfy6K/story.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2019/10/09/toxic-chemicals-found-blades-artificial-turf/1mlVxXjzCAqRahwgXtfy6K/story.html
https://www.ecocenter.org/toxic-forever-chemicals-infest-artificial-turf
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https://oehha.ca.gov/water/press-release/press-release-water/california-adopts-health-protective-goals-forever-chemicals
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/questions-and-answers-drinking-water-health-advisories-pfoa-pfos-genx-chemicals-and-pfbs#q5
https://www.epa.gov/sdwa/questions-and-answers-drinking-water-health-advisories-pfoa-pfos-genx-chemicals-and-pfbs#q5
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-10/pfas-roadmap_final-508.pdf
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https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-regulation-rulemaking
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-regulation-rulemaking
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/basic-information-about-lead-drinking-water
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/basic-information-about-lead-drinking-water
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/water/public-health-goal/pfoapfosseconddraft071423.pdf#page235
https://www.mvcommission.org/sites/default/files/docs/210301_Turf%20Laboratory%20Testing%20Report%20Review_HWSIGNED(1).pdf
https://www.mvcommission.org/sites/default/files/docs/210301_Turf%20Laboratory%20Testing%20Report%20Review_HWSIGNED(1).pdf
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
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https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8437/Kristen-Mello-WRAFT---May-4-2022
https://www.mvcommission.org/sites/default/files/docs/210301_Turf%20Laboratory%20Testing%20Report%20Review_HWSIGNED%281%29.pdf
https://www.mvcommission.org/sites/default/files/docs/210301_Turf%20Laboratory%20Testing%20Report%20Review_HWSIGNED%281%29.pdf
https://docs.google.com/file/d/1S-edneZWm-bfoxL9GZVDnNAgYPaVewNg/edit?usp=docslist_api&filetype=msword
https://docs.google.com/file/d/1S-edneZWm-bfoxL9GZVDnNAgYPaVewNg/edit?usp=docslist_api&filetype=msword
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/acs.est.1c08875
https://pfastoxdatabase.org
https://repository.usfca.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2876&context=capstone#page3
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https://www.sfei.org/projects/pfas
https://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/biblio_files/2019%20Sport%20Fish%20Report%20-%20FINAL.pdf
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.3c01118?_ga=2.268456433.1617854846.1708957681-879159149.1708957681
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.3c01118?_ga=2.268456433.1617854846.1708957681-879159149.1708957681
https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-environmental-risks-pfas
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0269749120361650
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DT-UQ5bEeD4kfFhtxLcSNDYTmhLn8D9L/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DT-UQ5bEeD4kfFhtxLcSNDYTmhLn8D9L/view?usp=drivesdk
https://pfasproject.com/pfas-toxic-database/
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp200.pdf
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30470793
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-05/documents/pfoa_health_advisory_final_508.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-05/documents/pfoa_health_advisory_final_508.pdf
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/pfas/health-effects/index.html
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/15sCXsM6BTgHyBmECg-GwOdcSvCOjUcP5/view?usp=drivesdk
https://www.eenews.net/articles/our-community-has-been-deceived-turf-wars-mount-over-pfas/
https://www.eenews.net/articles/our-community-has-been-deceived-turf-wars-mount-over-pfas/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://nontoxicdovernh.wordpress.com/2021/09/15/tests-detect-dangerous-pfas-chemicals-in-portsmouths-new-synthetic-turf-field/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xZUt9BzSfrvc8iiXzsRP4rETQ9BaqpIy/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/10X3LteWvlC8t_nMa9SRJUGcFuSRoqN1q/view?usp=drivesdk
https://nontoxicdovernh.files.wordpress.com/2021/09/pfas-testing-721-galbraith-cc-samples.pdf
https://docs.google.com/file/d/1F7zgu3aPB3qe7O7Ozqzh-7iSDOUOu0Jd/edit?usp=docslist_api&filetype=msword
https://docs.google.com/file/d/1F7zgu3aPB3qe7O7Ozqzh-7iSDOUOu0Jd/edit?usp=docslist_api&filetype=msword
https://nontoxicdovernh.files.wordpress.com/2022/07/wraft-pfas-portsmouthletter-5july2022.pdf
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qVPA1Clp7-UmTtas9hgDa6yWL9GFtKYI/view?usp=drivesdk
https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/Harvard-Westlake_River_Park_Project/feir/FEIR%20Appendices/Appendix%20E.3%20-%20FieldTurf%20Testing%20Report.pdf
https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/Harvard-Westlake_River_Park_Project/feir/FEIR%20Appendices/Appendix%20E.3%20-%20FieldTurf%20Testing%20Report.pdf
https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/Harvard-Westlake_River_Park_Project/feir/FEIR%20Appendices/Appendix%20E.3%20-%20FieldTurf%20Testing%20Report.pdf
https://pfastoxdatabase.org/
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https://www.newmoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/PFAS-in-Artificial-Turf.pdf
https://publicintegrity.org/environment/meet-the-rented-white-coats-who-defend-toxic-chemicals/
https://business-ethics.com/2016/12/13/1724-big-companies-in-legal-scrapes-turn-to-science-for-hire-giant-exponent/
https://business-ethics.com/2016/12/13/1724-big-companies-in-legal-scrapes-turn-to-science-for-hire-giant-exponent/
https://www.eenews.net/articles/toxicologist-who-belittled-pfas-risks-resigns-from-epa-role/
https://www.eenews.net/articles/toxicologist-who-belittled-pfas-risks-resigns-from-epa-role/
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https://www.syntheticturfcouncil.org
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf
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https://docs.google.com/document/d/1H7jCbrN9vhIfvXpOaOAAftGSvbPdCIkbwZd4NpGa5kg/edit
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https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-regulation-rulemaking
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/03/29/2023-05471/pfas-national-primary-drinking-water-regulation-rulemaking
https://nontoxicdovernh.files.wordpress.com/2020/06/june1_portsmouthpfas.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/hw/proposal-list-nine-and-polyfluoroalkyl-compounds-resource-conservation-and-recovery-act
https://www.epa.gov/hw/proposal-list-nine-and-polyfluoroalkyl-compounds-resource-conservation-and-recovery-act
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xZUt9BzSfrvc8iiXzsRP4rETQ9BaqpIy/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://ceqaportal.org/tp/CEQA%20Portal%20Topic%20Paper_Thresholds%20of%20Signifcance_2020%20Update.pdf
https://ceqaportal.org/tp/CEQA%20Portal%20Topic%20Paper_Thresholds%20of%20Signifcance_2020%20Update.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-25Q0EMQdlQEKaxuE7QPNvE-otItHHwi/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://youtu.be/i8xlCA9M8hI?si=NND3R2-h5BqsHy0l&t=3803
https://youtu.be/i8xlCA9M8hI?si=NND3R2-h5BqsHy0l&t=3803
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PDCpIvVc-lpeYeBhDSEd9yL3aRLRtghx/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PDCpIvVc-lpeYeBhDSEd9yL3aRLRtghx/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S004896971934690X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hazadv.2022.100057
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749123010965
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https://www.sierrasun.com/news/uc-davis-environmental-research-center-fundamental-at-lake-tahoe/
https://www.sierrasun.com/news/uc-davis-environmental-research-center-fundamental-at-lake-tahoe/
https://theworld.org/stories/2022-07-29/surfing-scientists-spain-are-hunting-down-microplastics
https://theworld.org/stories/2022-07-29/surfing-scientists-spain-are-hunting-down-microplastics
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A8OLBfWmt7g
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kENxS7B4-gRillKBSR2e8h3x7ksF--kb/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kENxS7B4-gRillKBSR2e8h3x7ksF--kb/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1d6cRVDBDOpWIA_cCNVV7HmmtGi1T-RiE/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://doi.org/10.3390/nano11020496
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano11020496
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/03/09/health/microplastics-sxsw-health-plastic-people.html
https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJMoa2309822
https://www.mvtimes.com/2019/02/20/synthetic-turf-will-contribute-greenhouse-gas-problems/
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0200574
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https://stanfordmag.org/contents/the-link-between-plastic-use-and-climate-change-nitty-gritty#:~:text=Carbon%20Calculations,of%20polyethylene%20(PET)%20produced
https://stanfordmag.org/contents/the-link-between-plastic-use-and-climate-change-nitty-gritty#:~:text=Carbon%20Calculations,of%20polyethylene%20(PET)%20produced
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mNKjWoShiqUfin8CJeHwsx-dUEVw5WXs/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mNKjWoShiqUfin8CJeHwsx-dUEVw5WXs/view
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https://twitter.com/banplasticturf/status/1691640297812627701?s=61&t=aykVGXwuYJprFxosgnti2Q
https://twitter.com/banplasticturf/status/1691640297812627701?s=61&t=aykVGXwuYJprFxosgnti2Q
https://peer.org/artificial-turfs-big-lie-old-fields-not-recycled/
https://www.salon.com/2019/12/21/artificial-turf-touted-as-recycling-fix-for-millions-of-scrap-tires-becomes-mounting-disposal-mess_partner/
https://www.salon.com/2019/12/21/artificial-turf-touted-as-recycling-fix-for-millions-of-scrap-tires-becomes-mounting-disposal-mess_partner/
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https://peer.org/artificial-turfs-big-lie-old-fields-not-recycled/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZEaj-4yp3ogarwyUkKAcMkaVMuH_WKTx/view?usp=drivesdk
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.syntheticturfcouncil.org/resource/resmgr/guidelines/STC_Guideline_for_Recycle_Re.pdf
https://peer.org/false-artificial-turf-recycling-claims-ripped/
Carolyn Mogollon
Line



https://peer.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/3_7_22-Filed-FTC-Complaint-2.28.22.pdf
https://peer.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/3_7_22-Filed-FTC-Complaint-2.28.22.pdf
https://climateintegrity.org/uploads/media/Fraud-of-Plastic-Recycling-2024.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5eda91260bbb7e7a4bf528d8/t/62b2238152acae761414d698/1655841666913/The-Real-Truth-about-the-US-Plastic-Recycling-Rate-2021-Facts-and-Figures-_5-4-22.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5eda91260bbb7e7a4bf528d8/t/62b2238152acae761414d698/1655841666913/The-Real-Truth-about-the-US-Plastic-Recycling-Rate-2021-Facts-and-Figures-_5-4-22.pdf
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https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2023/may/23/recycling-can-release-huge-quantities-of-microplastics-study-finds
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2023/may/23/recycling-can-release-huge-quantities-of-microplastics-study-finds
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/environment/2023/03/20/pa-officials-say-turf-recycler-is-violating-environmental-laws/69995371007/
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/environment/2023/03/20/pa-officials-say-turf-recycler-is-violating-environmental-laws/69995371007/
https://bit.ly/foreverfields
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/chemical-recycling-plastic-greenwashing-incineration-fs.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/chemical-recycling-plastic-greenwashing-incineration-fs.pdf
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pzdi2cWWZdw
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S092134492030121X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/B9780323390408000092
https://doi.org/10.3389/fbuil.2023.1206474
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https://annalsofglobalhealth.org/articles/10.5334/aogh.4056
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GfsRFM3VI4w
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969720352050?via%3Dihub
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0281596
https://acsess.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/vzj2.20215
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2021.768297/full
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/6/3430
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https://circularpolymers.com
https://www.unep.org/news-and-stories/press-release/plastic-pollution-environmental-injustice-vulnerable-communities-new
https://www.unep.org/news-and-stories/press-release/plastic-pollution-environmental-injustice-vulnerable-communities-new
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1HMd-hqWeE0THBRcx_TWuB8hIM5uOtByT/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1HMd-hqWeE0THBRcx_TWuB8hIM5uOtByT/view?usp=drivesdk
https://www.salon.com/2019/12/21/artificial-turf-touted-as-recycling-fix-for-millions-of-scrap-tires-becomes-mounting-disposal-mess_partner/
https://www.salon.com/2019/12/21/artificial-turf-touted-as-recycling-fix-for-millions-of-scrap-tires-becomes-mounting-disposal-mess_partner/
https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?dirEntryId=359168&Lab=CESER
https://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/eoDownloadDocument?pubId=&eodoc=true&documentID=251195
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https://bit.ly/bittersoutherners
https://bit.ly/bittersoutherners
https://www.unep.org/news-and-stories/press-release/historic-day-campaign-beat-plastic-pollution-nations-commit-develop
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https://www.beyondpesticides.org/resources/power-organic-parks-program
Carolyn Mogollon
Line



https://www.sportsfieldmanagement.org/csfm-program/
https://www.sportsfieldmanagement.org
https://www.jeffcopublicschools.org/programs/athletics_activities/athletics/stadiums
https://coloradocommunitymedia.com/2023/11/29/a-nod-to-behind-the-scenes-heroes-as-fall-sports-end/
https://coloradocommunitymedia.com/2023/11/29/a-nod-to-behind-the-scenes-heroes-as-fall-sports-end/
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https://youtu.be/YBzcZbSyqIQ?si=jpc0WcdxdjRoqsaq
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZOKB9A_LcyDBvAdsMdVBcwUYEqaeBEdN/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZOKB9A_LcyDBvAdsMdVBcwUYEqaeBEdN/view?usp=drivesdk
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https://twitter.com/SportsTurfSun/status/1711837086041645231
https://fb.watch/qHIF1mGc3p/?mibextid=w8EBqM&startTimeMs=3000
https://www.fieldfundinc.org/about-the-field-fund
https://www.fieldfundinc.org/about-the-field-fund
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZOKB9A_LcyDBvAdsMdVBcwUYEqaeBEdN/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Wiz6iFEK21DNA0v5ITYgt90nAjGvncZv/view?usp=drivesdk
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5234/Review-of-Athletic-Field-Master-Plan-and-Phase-1---Jerad-Minnick-Oct-16-2020
https://www.oakbluffsma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5234/Review-of-Athletic-Field-Master-Plan-and-Phase-1---Jerad-Minnick-Oct-16-2020
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https://www.beyondpesticides.org/programs/national-pesticide-forum/2023-national-forum-series/program
https://www.beyondpesticides.org/programs/national-pesticide-forum/2023-national-forum-series/program
https://youtu.be/0VWtIJ3DHRI?si=GwUmv6YEvKwcC7hN
https://vimeo.com/890322995
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https://www.questionfakegrass.org/2021/12/even-at-highest-stage-of-water.html
http://www.questionfakegrass.org/2021/11/but-what-about-drought.html
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https://bit.ly/medassoc
https://bit.ly/dtsc
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB676
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB676
https://calmatters.org/environment/2023/10/california-synthetic-turf-pfas/
https://www.ewg.org
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represent.  Governor Newsom “strongly” supported the intent of the legislation 
but didn’t ultimately sign it, concerned about the state’s ability to determine and 
enforce compliance. He suggested the issue could return. He also directed the 
state Department of Toxic Substances Control to explore “approaches to 
regulating the use of these harmful chemicals in consumer products”.

● Millbrae just recently banned artificial turf by unanimous vote of the city council.
● In December of 2023, a state agency (the California Coastal Commission) denied 

a school (University of California - Santa Barbara) the option to install artificial 
turf based on its obligations under CEQA.

● Los Gatos Union School District board recently unanimously rejected the 
proposal to artificial turf its elementary school playing fields, after receiving broad 
support for natural grass from the community and considering input from experts, 
government agencies, and organizations, including 12 that weighed in directly on 
the LGUSD project. Community support for natural grass was clear from both a 
petition that netted nearly 500 signatures as well a district-designed, district-
administered survey with record-setting participation that showed nearly 80% of 
respondents wanted natural grass. LGSUHSD board members, recognize 
these are your constituents.

● Sunnyvale’s City Council just recently voted unanimously to keep artificial turf out 
of Lakewood Park.

● Santa Clara County discourages the installation of artificial turf.
● Santa Clara Valley Water District promotes water conservation but, even in 

severe drought emergency, NOT by installing plastic grass. It has produced an 
excellent information sheet to explain why artificial turf is discouraged.

● Santa Clara Valley Water District will not issue a water conservation rebate to 
customers that install artificial turf: “Artificial grass lawn turf does not meet goals 
set forth by Valley Water’s Landscape Rebate Program.”

VIII. Requests if you ultimately choose artificial turf

Once the CEQA analysis is complete, if artificial turf is ultimately chosen for the 
Project, please direct staff to do the following:

● Reduce artificial turf users' exposure to PFAS and watershed contamination. As 
recommended by independent experts, before signing a purchase contract, 
confirm via test results that each of the artificial turf components meets the PFAS 
standards detailed earlier. For assistance defining the details, reach out to the 
independent experts at PEER.org or EcoCenter.org.

J.13 cont. 
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1K0HsM4paUS0m7lW-SCaxjkQ5tKtU8zH_/view?usp=drivesdk
https://bit.ly/millbraeban
https://bit.ly/cccstaffreport
http://www.questionfakegrass.org/2022/04/lgusd-decides-against-plastic-fields.html
https://sites.google.com/view/noplasticturf/why
https://sites.google.com/view/noplasticturf/why
https://www.change.org/p/lgusd-protect-our-kids-our-environment-and-our-district-s-fiscal-health-say-no-to-plastic-grass-in-our-schools?utm_source=share_petition&utm_medium=custom_url&recruited_by_id=3ed24c40-6edd-11ec-b429-61d1886ce54f
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1l4D_b63qTjPEHKucA68Efo_fGK43XA_C/view?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1l4D_b63qTjPEHKucA68Efo_fGK43XA_C/view?usp=drivesdk
https://bit.ly/plasticfreesunnyvale
https://slm.sccgov.org/learn-landscaping/explore/get-know-right-way/lets-talk-turf
https://bit.ly/vwfactsheet
https://scvwd.dropletportal.com/faq/landscape
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● Reduce artificial turf users’ risk of heat-related illness and bacterial infection. If 
not already installed, install irrigation for cooling and cleaning the field.

● Reduce pollution caused by end-of-life artificial turf waste. Require recycling of all 
artificial carpet and infill being removed from the site. Require covered transport. 
Require Chain of Custody documentation, including the addresses where the 
waste is taken as well as photographic proof that all of the waste makes it there 
and is housed indoors.

● Reduce pollution caused by the field. Because infill will degrade over time and 
spread into the environment despite best management practices, choose a 100% 
plant-sourced infill, rather than an infill product that contains plastic. For example, 
do not choose a product like TrueBlend, a 50/50 polymer/cork infill, which means 
it has plastic in it and can release microplastics as it grinds down. It’s bad enough 
that the plastic grass sheds microplastics, but to dump literal tons of loose plastic 
pellets into the environment is an egregiously poor choice. 

● Amend the standard artificial turf purchase contract to include GMAX testing after 
install and one test per year for the length of the warranty.

IX. Conclusion 

Either remove artificial turf from the proposed Project in favor of natural grass, or 
halt all actions in furtherance of the Project. As discussed, natural grass is a feasible 
and environmentally preferable alternative.

The CEQA analysis must transparently explore:

1. the breadth and gravity of the environmental consequences that come with 
continually covering and re-covering acres of land with artificial turf and

2. the true feasibility and practicality of well-managed, drought-tolerant natural 
grass.

At the conclusion of the CEQA review, it is expected that the Lead Agency and 
the community will recognize that, over the long-term, modern, well-managed drought-
tolerant natural grass reduces significant adverse environmental impacts and therefore 
deserves fair and thorough consideration.

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter and promptly provide notice of any 
actions taken in response.

J.14 cont. 
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Sincerely,
Cynthia Fan



 [External Email]

From: Telahun, Bethelhem
To: Shannon George; Carolyn Mogollon
Subject: FW: Public Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project

(ER20-025)
Date: Friday, August 16, 2024 9:09:32 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi y’all,
 
I got this late comment below from Valley Water to add to the RTC. I’m hoping to get the
first draft review back to you by end of next week!
 
Thanks,
Bethelhem Telahun
Planner | Environmental Review
 
From: Matthew Sasaki <MSasaki@valleywater.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2024 9:47 AM
To: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: RE: Public Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for the Columbus Park
Redevelopment Project (ER20-025)
 
 

 

Hi Bethelhem,
 
Apologies for the late response. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) has reviewed
the Revised Initial Study (IS) for the Columbus Park Redevelopment Project, received on July 16,
2023.
 
Based on our review, we have the following comments:
 

1. Valley Water does not have any right of way or facilities within the project boundary;
therefore, in accordance with Valley Water’s Water Resources Protection Ordinance, a Valley
Water encroachment permit is not required for the project.

2. The Guadalupe River Trail is located to the east of the project site and runs adjacent to the
Guadalupe River. An informal trail connection has been formed by repeated use and
unauthorized vehicle access at the northeastern corner of Irene Street and West Taylor
Street. The IS should be updated to mention the trail an if there are any projects upcoming to
formalize the trail connection or install vehicle deterrents at the informal trail connection.

3. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM) 06085C0231H, effective May 18, 2009, and 06085C0233H, effective May 18,
2009, the north eastern portion of the site is located within Zone AH, a special flood hazard
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area with a base flood elevation of 62 feet, and the remaining portion of the site is in Zone X,
an area with reduced flood risk due to levee. The IS describes Zone AH flooding as having an
average depth of one to three feet instead of the designated base flood elevation.

4. According to Valley Water’s records, there are no active wells within the project boundary.
While Valley Water has records for most wells located in the County, it is always possible that
a well exists that is not in Valley Water’s records. If previously unknown wells are found on the
subject property during development, they must be properly destroyed under permit from
Valley Water or registered with Valley Water and protected from damage.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the comments. This project has been
assigned to Valley Water File 34878. Please reference this number on future correspondence
regarding this project.

Thank you,

MATT SASAKI
Pronouns: he/him
Acting Associate Engineer - Civil
Community Projects Review Unit
msasaki@valleywater.org
Tel. (408) 630-3776

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water • Healthy Environment • Flood Protection
5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
https://link.edgepilot.com/s/7e0b63da/Quq28g_kqEat4Akmnr3mNg?u=http://www.valleywater.org/

From: Telahun, Bethelhem <Bethelhem.Telahun@sanjoseca.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2024 12:03 PM
Subject: Public Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for the Columbus Park
Redevelopment Project (ER20-025)

*** This email originated from outside of Valley Water. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ***

PUBLIC NOTICE
INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

CITY OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA

Project Name: Columbus Park Project

File No.: ER20-025
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

 
Description: Public project to demolish all existing park facilities and recreational equipment on-site and
construct two new soccer fields, lawn practice areas, a kids’ soccer area, a play area, four pickleball courts,
one futsal/pickleball/basketball court, and two new horseshoe pitches. The redeveloped park would also
include a picnic area, restrooms, a pedestrian paseo, two gravel surface parking lots, a 525-square-foot
maintenance building and a storage shed. The project would also vacate Spring Street between West Taylor
Street and Ashbury Street, reconfigure Irene, Asbury, and Walnut Streets to a one-way loop road around
the site. The project would remove all 105 existing trees and plant 133 new 24-inch box trees.
 
Location: The project site is the existing Columbus Park site, bound by Asbury Street to the north, West
Taylor Street to the south, Irene Street to the east, and Walnut Street to the west, in the City of San José.

Assessor’s Parcel No.: 259-07-115 and 259-08-103                                               Council District:  6

Applicant Contact Information:  City of San José, Department of Public Works (Attn: Chris Mastrodicasa);
200 East Santa Clara St, 6th floor, San José, CA 95113; (408)775-5700; chris.mastrodiscasa@sanjoseca.gov
 
The City has performed an environmental review of the project.  The environmental review examines the
nature and extent of any adverse effects on the environment that could occur if the project is approved and
implemented.  Based on the review, the City has prepared a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
this project.  An MND is a statement by the City that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment because the project will include mitigation measures that will reduce identified project
impacts to a less than significant level.  The project site is present on the list pursuant to Section 65962.5 of
the California Government Code.
 
The public is welcome to review and comment on the Draft MND. The public comment period for this Draft
MND begins on Tuesday July 16, 2024 and ends on Monday August 5, 2024.  The Draft MND, Initial Study,
and reference documents are available online at:
https://link.edgepilot.com/s/0e55d456/12f7zpQ_iE_tFMZyo3R6tA?
u=http://www.sanjoseca.gov/negativedeclarations
 
The documents are also available for review with an appointment during normal business hours at the City
of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, located at City Hall, 200 East Santa
Clara Street; or during normal business hours at Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Main Library, located at 150 E.
San Fernando Street; and the Joyce Ellington Branch Library located at 491 East Empire Street. Please
contact Bethelhem Telahun at (408) 535-5624, or by e-mail at bethelhem.telahun@sanjoseca.gov for
appointment request or additional questions, comments, or concerns.
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