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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). 
The City of Sunnyvale (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed 
Lawrence Station Area Plan (proposed project). The City has the principal responsibility for 
approving the project.  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the proposed project that 
has led to the preparation of this Final EIR. 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR was submitted for 30-day public review on 
August 9, 2013. A scoping meeting was held on August 28, 2013, to solicit input from interested 
agencies and the public. The City received several comment letters on the NOP and during the 
public scoping meeting. These comment letters are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

DRAFT EIR 

A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was posted on the City’s website and distributed to 
interested parties on May 20, 2016. The Draft EIR was released for public and agency review on 
May 20, 2016, with the 45-day review period ending on July 5, 2016. The Planning Commission 
held a hearing on June 27, 2016, to receive comments on the Draft EIR. Comments received 
during the public review period are addressed in this Final EIR.  

The Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting, 
identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as 
well as an analysis of project alternatives. The Draft EIR was provided to interested public 
agencies and the public and was made available for review at City offices and on the City’s 
website. 

FINAL EIR  

The City received comment letters from public agencies and the public regarding the Draft EIR. 
This document responds to the comments received as required by CEQA. As prescribed by 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the lead agency, the City of Sunnyvale, is required 
to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who have reviewed the 
Draft EIR and prepare written responses to those comments. This Final EIR contains individual 
responses to each comment received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written responses describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues raised. The City and its consultants have provided a 
good faith effort to respond in detail to all significant environmental issues raised by the 
comments. This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in 
Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. This document constitutes the Final EIR. 

CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION 

This document, together with the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150), will comprise the Final EIR for this project. The City will review 
and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is “adequate and complete,” the 

City of Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan 
August 2016 Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report 

1.0-1 

ATTACHMENT 14



1.0 INTRODUCTION 

City may certify the Final EIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can be certified if 
it: (1) shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and (2) provides 
sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in contemplation of its 
environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to adopt, revise, or 
reject the proposed project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by 
written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093. Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program to describe measures that have been adopted or made a condition of 
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. 

1.2 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project to the 
greatest extent possible. This EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, should be 
used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all planning and permitting actions 
associated with the project. Please refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of the proposed project. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the Final EIR is required to 
contain. 

SECTION 2.0 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Section 2.0 includes a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 
and the responses to those written and oral comments made on the Draft EIR.  

SECTION 3.0 – REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0 lists the revisions made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received and other 
staff-initiated changes. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with CEQA 
(California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). The City of Sunnyvale is the lead agency for the 
environmental review of the proposed project and has the principal responsibility for approving 
the project.  

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the project’s significant effects might be avoided or mitigated. 
This section also notes that commenters should provide an explanation and evidence supporting 
their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect is not considered significant 
in the absence of substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed, especially 
when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. 
In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written response. However, 
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues associated with the project 
and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 recommends that where a response to comments results in 
revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or as a 
separate section of the Final EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIR are incorporated as Section 3.0 of this 
Final EIR.  

There were numerous comments from individuals concerning the Lawrence Station Area Plan 
(LSAP) itself. Comments on the LSAP that are not germane to the analysis of environmental 
impacts do not require detailed responses in this Final EIR, as provided under CEQA. LSAP-related 
comments will be addressed by staff in the staff report and in public meetings. However, general 
responses are provided for completeness and to inform the decision-making process. 

2.2 COMMENTER LIST 

The following commenters submitted written comments on the Draft EIR. The comment period for 
the Draft EIR began May 20, 2016, and ended July 5, 2016. Confirmation of lead agency 
compliance with CEQA for public review of the Draft EIR was received from the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research on May 20, 2016. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter Commenter Date  

Agency 

A Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse July 6, 2016 

B California Department of Transportation July 5, 2016 

C Native American Heritage Commission June 14, 2016 

D Santa Clara Unified School District July 5, 2016 

E Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority July 5, 2016 

Individual  

1 Jie An May 21, 2016 

2 David Baccus May 21, 2016 

3 Walter Bankovitch June 4, 2016 

4 Martin Baynes May 24, 2016 

5 Brian Cilker May 28, 2016 

6 Albert Gil May 25, 2016 

7 Stan Hendryx July 2, 2016 

8 James Hudson May 27, 2016 

9 Chris Iremonger May 22, 2016 

10 Larry Klein July 4, 2016 

11 Martin Landzaat July 5, 2016 

12 Adina Levin July 5, 2016 

13 Lily Huang Liao June 7, 2016 

14 David Liu May 27, 2016 

15 Holly Lofgren (no date) 

16 Paul Melnyk July 5, 2016 

17 Russell Melton June 26, 2016 

18 Stan Mussynski May 24, 2016 

19 Stephen T. O’Neill July 5, 2016 

20 Horst Raisch July 1, 2016 

21 David Roleff May 27, 2016 

22 George Sakoda May 22, 2016 

23 Mike Serrone July 4, 2016 

24 Sue Serrone July 4, 2016 

25 Tolu Thomas May 20, 2016 

26 Don Tran (on behalf of Silicon Valley Leadership Group) June 27, 2016 

27 Don Veith July 3, 2016 

28 David Wessel July 5, 2016 

29 John Wu June 16, 2016 

30 Larry Yamaoka June 20, 2016 

Planning Commission Meeting 

PC Minutes from June 27, 2016, Planning Commission Public Hearing on Draft EIR June 27, 2016 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system 
is used: 

• Comment letters from government agencies are coded by letter and each issue raised in 
the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., the first comment in the comment letter 
from the State Clearinghouse is referred to as A-1). 

• Comment letters from the public are coded by numbers and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1 is referred to as 
1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks: underline for new text, strikeout for 
deleted text. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter A Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

Response A-1 

This comment states that the City of Sunnyvale has complied with State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents and that two state agencies (Caltrans and 
Native American Heritage Commission [NAHC]) submitted comments to the State Clearinghouse 
by the end of the review period. Responses to the Caltrans letter are provided in Responses B-1 
through B-7, and responses to the NAHC letter are provided in Responses C-1 through C-3. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter B California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response B-1 

The September 3, 2013, letter noted in the comment refers to Caltrans’ response letter to the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Lawrence Station Area Plan Draft EIR. The September 2013 
letter was not attached to this comment letter. However, for reference, the following text 
summarizing the points raised in the NOP comment letter is provided for informational purposes. 
The NOP comment letter did not identify any specific roadways or intersections that should be 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

In its September 2013 letter, Caltrans indicated that a traffic impact study may be required for the 
project, along with general recommendations regarding the methodology and contents of the 
study. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared for the proposed LSAP and is included in the 
Draft EIR as Appendix C. Consistent with Caltrans’ recommendations, the TIA included 
appropriate maps and schematic illustrations of roadways and intersection geometrics; project-
related trip generation, distribution, and assignment, along with methodologies and supporting 
documentation; AM and PM peak-hour volumes and levels of service where potentially significant 
impacts may occur and the project’s contribution to area traffic and any degradation to existing 
and cumulative level of service (LOS); consideration of the Congestion Management Plan; and 
identification of mitigation measures, where required. The Draft EIR also describes Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) efforts. Evaluation of project impacts to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities is also included in the TIA and incorporated into the Draft EIR in Impacts 3.4.2 and 3.4.3, 
respectively, on pages 3.4-34 through -49 in the Draft EIR. 

Response B-2 

Responsibility for fair-share contributions for roadway improvements would be the responsibility of 
the project proponent for private development projects under the LSAP, not the City. The City 
would be responsible for ensuring the fees are paid prior to the issuance of building permits. The 
Draft EIR (page 3.4-23 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, under the Transportation 
Impact Fees subheading) describes the City’s process. Mitigation measures that address roadway 
capacity and levels of service improvements and fair-share funding responsibilities are described 
on pages 3.4-55 through -58 in the Draft EIR. 

Response B-3 

Excessive queues at freeway on-ramps usually are not a function of limited ramp capacity but of 
limited freeway capacity. Ramp metering helps keep the freeways flowing by limiting the number 
of vehicles that can enter the freeway at any one point. The VTA CMP traffic analysis methodology 
assigns traffic to the freeways based on demand. Impacts are identified if the freeway traffic 
demand [emphasis added] from a new project exceeds 1 percent of capacity on congested 
freeway segments. This methodology does not consider whether the traffic can actually get on 
the freeway. If it cannot get on the freeway because of ramp metering or merge point 
congestion, the impact is manifested as longer queues. In either case, a freeway impact is 
identified based on the capacity constraint, which is the freeway itself. 

Table 1, included in Appendix A in this Final EIR, shows how each of the ramps in this comment is 
addressed in the Draft EIR. Ramps with added traffic due to the project were analyzed in the traffic 
studies (TIA Table 18 for the LSAP cumulative trips, and TIA Table 28 for the short-term Greystar trips). 
The traffic studies found less than significant ramp impacts based on the physical capacity of the 
ramps, as stated on page 3.4-53 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, in the Draft EIR. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Queuing calculations, either for ramps or intersections, are provided for information purposes only. 
The City of Sunnyvale does not consider queuing deficiencies to be environmental impacts under 
CEQA. This is because queue lengths are determined by signal operational parameters and 
usually can be modified with timing changes, if desired. The identification of transportation 
impacts is based on the physical capacity of the transportation system. Excessive queue lengths, 
by themselves, are not evidence of capacity deficiencies but of the signal timing parameters that 
have been established. Intersections identified as having level of service impacts, which are 
based on lack of capacity, typically also manifest excessive queues for some movements. 

For information purposes, Table 2 in Appendix A in this Final EIR shows the added LSAP left-turn 
traffic to each of the intersections listed in the comment. The intersection at Fair Oaks Avenue and 
the northbound US 101 ramps would experience left turn increases large enough to warrant further 
investigation. Table 3 in Appendix A in this Final EIR shows the queuing calculations for this 
intersection. Table 3 shows that during the AM peak hour, the 95th percentile queue length for the 
northbound left turn movement at the Fair Oaks Avenue and northbound US 101 ramps 
intersections would exceed the available left-turn storage. The Greystar project would add only 
one car length to the 95th percentile queue comparing queue lengths under background and 
background plus project conditions. 

Response B-4 

Table 7 in the TIA (Appendix C in the Draft EIR) uses a value of 900 vehicles per hour per lane 
(vphpl) for metered on-ramps because that value represents the ramp capacity. The actual 
metering rates can change depending on freeway conditions. Freeway segments operating at 
LOS F could reduce the metering rates at the ramps but not the ramp capacity. Freeway segment 
levels of service are shown on figures in the traffic study (Draft EIR Appendix C). Project impacts 
are based on added freeway demand, in accordance with CMP procedures. The added 
demand could manifest as added ramp queues or as added freeway traffic.  

The commenter is correct that the 2,000, 2,700, and 4,700 vehicles per hour (vph) values listed in 
TIA Section 2, Table 7 are too high. Table 7 in the TIA has been revised and is included in this Final 
EIR in Appendix A. This table was not reproduced in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, in 
the Draft EIR and therefore is not included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

Response B-5 

This is a general comment encouraging the City to incorporate Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) concepts in project design and to coordinate with the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority. This comment does not raise any issues concerning the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR (page 2.0-28 in Section 2.0, Project Description, and page 
3.4-23 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation) describes the City’s overall approach to TDM. 
The LSAP includes several TDM policies, which are listed on pages 3.4-53 and -54 in the Draft EIR. 

Response B-6 

The first project on the commenter’s list (US 101 Express Lanes Project) is addressed on page 3.4-58 
in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, in the Draft EIR. Under the Mitigation Measures – 
Freeway Segments subheading, the Draft EIR states that development projects in the LSAP will be 
required to make a fair-share contribution toward improvements. The second project on the list 
(auxiliary lanes on State Route [SR] 237 in the eastbound and westbound directions between 
Zanker Road and North First Street) is not listed in the Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2040. 
Therefore, it is not eligible for fair-share funding. The last project on the list (ramp improvements at 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

SR 237/US 101) could be construed as part of project H51 in the VTP 2040. Project H51 calls for ramp 
metering and other ramp improvements on all freeway ramps in Santa Clara County and is on the 
constrained funding list. Therefore, this project (Sunnyvale’s fair share) would be logical to add to 
the Sunnyvale Traffic Impact Fee program. By paying the fee, individual projects under the LSAP 
would be making a fair-share contribution to the improvement. However, it should be noted that 
this improvement is outside of the City’s jurisdiction, and the City cannot ensure that the 
improvements would actually be constructed. Thus, as identified in Impact 3.6.6 under the 
Freeway Segments Under 2035 Proposed GP Conditions subheading on pages 3.4-42 through -52 
and under the mitigation measures discussion on page 3.5-58 in the Draft EIR, impacts to freeway 
segments are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Response B-7 

This is a general comment encouraging the City to participate in the VTA voluntary contribution 
program. A summary of VTA’s programs is included on page 3.4-20 in the Draft EIR. This comment 
does not raise any issues concerning the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter C Native American Heritage Commission 

Response C-1 

This comment summarizes CEQA requirements for determining the significance of a historical 
resource. The Draft EIR (pages 3.10-5 through -7 in Section 3.10, Cultural Resources, describes these 
requirements. This comment does not identify any specific concerns regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis of historical resources in the Draft EIR. 

Response C-2 

This comment is a general overview of consultation requirements under California Assembly Bill 
(AB) 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) and Senate Bill (SB) 18 (Chapter 905, Statues of 2004). These 
laws are described on page 3.10-7 in Section 3.10, Cultural Resources, in the Draft EIR. As stated 
on page 3.10-7, AB 52 consultation applies to projects that have an NOP filed on or after July 1, 
2015. The NOP for the LSAP EIR was filed on August 9, 2013, and therefore the project is not subject 
to AB 52. The City initiated the consultation process under SB 18 in 2013. As noted on Draft EIR page 
3.10-8, Native American individuals/organizations identified in the NAHC response letter were 
contacted, and as of May 2016, the City had received no responses to the inquiry. 

Response C-3 

There are no known Native American resources in the LSAP project area. However, future projects 
that may be constructed according to the LSAP may involve ground disturbance. Mitigation 
measure MM 3.10.1 on page 3.10-10 in the Draft EIR describes the procedures that must be 
followed in the event archaeological resources or human remains are discovered. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter D Santa Clara Unified School District 

Response D-1 

Although the comment indicates a concern with the health and safety of students, the comment 
does not provide any specific information, and the intent of the comment cannot be ascertained. 
The comment is not directed to any specific analysis in the Draft EIR, and no further response is 
possible. 

Response D-2 

Several points of clarification are required to address this comment. The Draft EIR does not 
establish the densities for residential development, nor does it include a mechanism under which 
open space would not be provided with every development. The Draft EIR is an informational 
document that evaluates the environmental impacts of implementing the Lawrence Station Area 
Plan. The LSAP, which identifies the housing densities and illustrates a conceptual open space 
framework along with policies and guidelines concerning open space, is the project description 
for purposes of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter states that the plan identifies two open spaces, ones at Ponderosa Elementary 
School and one at Santa Clara Christian School (Monticello School site), both of which are outside 
the LSAP project area. Figure 3.1, Open Space Framework, in the LSAP document, which is 
reproduced as Figure 2.0-4 on page 2.0-19 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, 
clearly shows there are no proposed open spaces at either school. The open space figure depicts 
(in blue) Ponderosa School, Santa Clara Christian School, and Wilcox High School as containing 
existing schools and public facilities, which represent the playfields noted by the commenter. 

The Draft EIR (page 3.11-11 in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities) describes existing parks 
and recreation facilities within the Sunnyvale city limits. Part of the 745 acres owned or maintained 
by the City is 143 acres of playfields, of which 111 acres are at schools and accessible to the public 
through joint-use agreements with three school districts, such as the Santa Clara Unified School 
District. 

The LSAP includes provisions for parks, which are described on page 2.0-17 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR. As noted above, Figure 2.0-4 on page 2.0-19 shows a conceptual 
open space plan. The LSAP proposes approximately 32.5 to 39.0 acres of new open spaces and 
plazas open to the public throughout the plan area. Subsequent projects would also be required 
to dedicate land, pay a fee in lieu thereof, or both for park or recreational facilities. This reduces 
the impact to a less than significant level. 

The Draft EIR (page 3.11-13) evaluates cumulative impacts on parks and recreation facilities in 
Impact 3.11.4.2. The analysis considers the LSAP’s effects in addition to other development in 
Sunnyvale. As stated on page 3.11-13 in the Draft EIR, under cumulative conditions, there would 
be sufficient park and recreation facilities to accommodate the LSAP population in addition to 
other cumulative development, and the LSAP’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR, as requested by the commenter, are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Response D-3 

The commenter speculates that some students in the LSAP may want to attend Ponderosa 
Elementary School and Wilcox High School, which are in the Santa Clara Unified School District. As 
a result, additional school facilities would be needed and there would be insufficient funding 
because students generated under the LSAP were not incorporated into the Measure H bond list. 
Other than speculation, the commenter does not provide any technical analysis supported by 
substantial evidence that the proposed LSAP would directly or indirectly result in increased 
enrollment in districts outside Sunnyvale. As stated on page 3.11-9 in the Draft EIR, impacts on 
school capacity are not considered a physical impact under CEQA. 

It is not within the City’s authority to determine which schools students would attend. As a result, 
there is no requirement for the Draft EIR to evaluate what the physical impacts, if any, would be 
on district schools, as provided by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15144, 15145, and 15146, which 
address forecasting, speculation, and degree of specificity, respectively. 

Providing schools for new development areas has been an issue of statewide concern in California 
for many years. In order to provide new schools, the California Legislature has enacted a 
comprehensive statutory program for financing new schools. California law, as set forth in 
Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Section 65995 et seq. (commonly known 
as SB 50), establishes that the provisions of state law are full complete mitigation under CEQA for 
the impacts arising from new development on the planning, use, and development of new school 
facilities to serve that new development. The City of Sunnyvale is without the legal authority under 
CEQA to impose any fee, condition, or other exaction on the Lawrence Station Area Plan for the 
purpose of funding new school construction other than the fees allowed by SB 50. Each individual 
private development project will be conditioned to pay the SB 50 fees. Accordingly, impacts on 
school facilities have been fully and completely mitigated for purposes of CEQA.  
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Letter E Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

Response E-1 

The VTA states its support for the land use intensification proposed in the LSAP and a more 
supportive land use context for the Lawrence Caltrain station. This comment is directed to the 
merits of the LSAP and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. 

Response E-2 

The VTA commends the City for including a thorough analysis of potential impacts on transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian modes and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the Draft EIR. These analyses 
are presented in Impact 4.3.1 (Transit), Impact 4.3.2 (Bicycle Facilities), and Impact 4.3.3 
(Pedestrian Facilities) on pages 3.4-33 through -38 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, in 
the Draft EIR.  

Response E-3 

This comment expresses support for the inclusion of fair-share contributions as mitigation for 
significant impacts at four CMP intersections along Lawrence Expressway. The mitigation 
measures, and associated explanation of how the mitigation measures would reduce impacts, 
are presented on pages 3.4-55 through -57 in the Draft EIR.  

Response E-4 

The City appreciates the VTA’s input and will continue to coordinate its efforts with the VTA. The 
comment does not raise any issues concerning the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions. 
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Letter 1 Jie An 

Response 1-1 

This comment is directed to the merits of the proposed project and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be considered 
during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 2 Davis Baccus 

Response 2-1 

This comment addresses the bicycle route network proposed in the LSAP. Figure 2.0-8 on page 
2.0-31 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR indicates the locations of proposed 
bicycle routes. The detail requested by the commenter is not available at this time. 
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Letter 3 Walter Bankovitch 

Response 3-1 

The commenter’s concern about additional traffic in the vicinity of the LSAP and suggestion that 
future residents pay for parking in new complexes to encourage use of public transit is noted. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, but it will be considered 
by the decision-makers. The Draft EIR (page 2.0-28 in Section 2.0, Project Description) describes 
the approach to parking facilities in the LSAP. 

Response 3-2 

The potential effects on water supply with implementation of the LSAP are evaluated in the Draft 
EIR in Impact 3.11.5.1 on page 3.11-25 in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities. The impact 
evaluation is based on a water supply assessment, included in Appendix G in the Draft EIR, that 
documents in detail existing and future water supplies and demands. Sufficient water supplies 
would be available to meet the LSAP demands in addition to existing and future demands in the 
city. New development will be required to include the City’s Green Building Standards for water-
efficient fixtures (see Draft EIR page 3.11-23) as well as Action WC-2.1 in the City’s Climate Action 
Plan, which requires new development to reduce potable indoor water consumption by 30 
percent and outdoor landscaping water use by 40 percent (see Draft EIR page 3.11-24). The 
commenter’s suggestion regarding water pricing is noted. 
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Letter 4 Martin Baynes 

Response 4-1 

The commenter expresses concern about pedestrian and bicycle safety in the vicinity of Aster 
Avenue. While the Draft EIR is not required to remedy existing problems or address hazards that 
may be created by an unrelated project (the Monticello apartments), it is required to evaluate 
what effect the LSAP would have on those facilities as a result of proposed land uses and 
increased use of facilities. The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts on pedestrian facilities, which also 
address pedestrian safety, in Impact 3.4.3 on page 3.4-37 in Section 3.4, Transportation and 
Circulation. The LSAP includes policies to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, many of which 
are listed on pages 3.4-36 and -37 in the Draft EIR. A complete list of proposed improvements and 
policies may be found in the LSAP document on pages 4.8 through 4.18. The City appreciates the 
commenter’s observations about pedestrian safety and the suggestion for specific sidewalk 
improvements along Aster Avenue and near the Lawrence Caltrain Station. This is a design issue 
that will be considered during the planning process.  
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Letter 5 Brian Cilker 

Response 5-1 

This comment is directed to the proposed zoning changes in the LSAP and does not specifically 
address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. According to the address on the 
commenter’s business website, the commenter’s business is not within the boundaries of the LSAP, 
but is in an area currently designated for medium-density residential uses. The closest LSAP subarea 
is the Southern Residential subarea. As stated on page 2.0-23 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in 
the Draft EIR, very little change is proposed in this subarea, and no changes are proposed for the 
business owner’s property because it is not in the LSAP. The commenter’s concern about effects 
of the LSAP on businesses and the City’s tax base, particularly with regard to industrial-zoned land 
uses, is noted. This is a socioeconomic issue, which does not require evaluation as provided under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. The LSAP does not provide for, nor does the City have any 
intention of, acquiring private property to implement the LSAP. 

Response 5-2 

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts on elements that contribute to the city’s character 
within and adjacent to the LSAP. For example, Impact 3.1.1 (Draft EIR page 3.1-10) evaluates the 
potential for division of existing communities. The analysis concludes that impacts would be less 
than significant. Impact 3.12.1 in Section 3.12, Visual Resources and Aesthetics, evaluates changes 
in visual character, the impacts of which were determined to be less than significant with 
implementation of the proposed LSAP land uses and associated development policies. 

The commenter’s suggestion regarding land adjacent to the railroad right-of-way is a planning 
issue that will be considered by the decision-makers. It does not affect the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 6 Albert Gil 

Response 6-1 

This comment is a general inquiry to City staff and is not directed to the adequacy of the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. City staff responded directly to the commenter that the City would not acquire 
private residential property in order to implement the LSAP. 

  

Lawrence Station Area Plan  City of Sunnyvale 
Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report  August 2016 

2.0-48 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

City of Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan 
August 2016 Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-49 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

Lawrence Station Area Plan  City of Sunnyvale 
Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report  August 2016 

2.0-50 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

City of Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan 
August 2016 Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-51 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

Lawrence Station Area Plan  City of Sunnyvale 
Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report  August 2016 

2.0-52 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

City of Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan 
August 2016 Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-53 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

Lawrence Station Area Plan  City of Sunnyvale 
Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report  August 2016 

2.0-54 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

  

City of Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan 
August 2016 Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-55 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

  

Lawrence Station Area Plan  City of Sunnyvale 
Administrative Final Environmental Impact Report  August 2016 

2.0-56 

ATTACHMENT 14



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter 7 Stan Hendryx 

Response 7-1 

This comment raises two separate but related issues: how VMT was calculated and how 
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts were determined. Each of these topics is addressed below. 

Table 20 in the TIA (Appendix C in the Draft EIR) presents the detailed calculation of VMT for the 
Lawrence Station Area Plan. The use of half trips to account for trips with only one trip end in the 
LSAP within the larger context of the Sunnyvale General Plan is appropriate for the project’s VMT 
analysis. If full trips were used instead, this would result in double counting trips (as noted by the 
commenter). One of the purposes of Table 20 in the TIA (Appendix C in the Draft EIR) is to show 
the relative difference in VMT across all scenarios in TIA Table 20 (i.e., Santa Clara County, LSAP 
area, Peery Park Specific Plan area, and Draft Land Use and Transportation Element [LUTE] area). 
If full trips were used for the internal-external and external-internal calculations, there would be a 
commensurate increase in all of the VMT calculations. However, the relative numerical difference 
between existing and existing plus project compared to cumulative under the current General 
Plan and the Draft LUTE would still be the same as calculated when using half trips. The 
methodology for estimating VMT is explained on page 65 in the TIA. There is no ambiguity in the 
VMT data or its interpretation, and new calculations do not need to be performed. 

Response 7-2 

Table 20 in the TIA reports vehicle miles traveled. There are no estimates of GHG emissions in Table 
20. The VMT data reported in Table 20 is correct, as explained in Response 7-1. 

Response 7-3 

The Sunnyvale Traffic Forecast Model (SFTM) requires Citilabs’ Cube licensed software to access. 
A description of the model is available from the City of Sunnyvale Public Works Department. 

Response 7-4 

The discussion of VMT on pages 3.4-1, -2, -13, and -33 in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and 
Circulation, is for informational purposes. There is currently no CEQA requirement for a VMT analysis 
or a threshold by which to determine whether an impact would be significant. As such, 
quantification of commuting VMT to allow comparison of the GHG impacts of the alternatives, as 
suggested by the commenter, is not required. Generally, VMT for Alternative 2 (Residential 
Emphasis Alternative) would be reduced compared to the proposed project because there 
would be more housing available for local jobs relative to both existing conditions and as 
compared to the assumptions in the LSAP (i.e., a better jobs/housing ratio). As a result, criteria air 
pollutant and GHG emissions would be less than with the proposed LSAP. With Alternative 3 
(Office/Research and Development Alternative), VMT would be higher because there would be 
more jobs and fewer residential units, which would result in greater VMT than the proposed project 
because workers would have to commute from more distant locations outside Sunnyvale. This 
would, in turn, result in greater GHG emissions than the proposed LSAP. Under both alternatives, 
as stated on pages 4.0-12 and -15 in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Alternatives, development would be 
required to implement the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), which would reduce GHG emissions.  

As stated on page 4.0-1 in Section 4.0 in the Draft EIR, the evaluation of alternatives does not need 
to be as detailed as the assessment of the proposed project. The qualitative analysis of VMT and 
associated GHG emissions above is sufficient to inform the decision-making process. Calculations 
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to estimate the number of workers per square foot of office space, the number of workers per 
housing unit, and commuting VMT, as suggested by the commenter, are not necessary to support 
the alternatives analysis and would not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR. No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are necessary.  

Please see Response 12-1 regarding the LSAP assumption for the number of square feet per 
employee. 

The Draft EIR is not required to evaluate how worker income would affect VMT. This is a 
socioeconomic consideration, whose evaluation would be remote and speculative, and would 
not affect the alternatives analysis. 

The analysis of VMT accounts for nonresident workers. The “capita” in “VMT per capita” is 
calculated by adding residents and nonresident workers. The traffic study does not differentiate 
between resident and nonresident jobs, nor are such estimates necessary for determining the 
LSAP’s traffic impacts. Table 20 in the TIA (Appendix C in the Draft EIR) presents the detailed 
calculation of vehicle miles traveled for the LSAP. Because VMT takes workers into consideration, 
this is accounted for in the GHG emissions analysis. 

Response 7-5 

This comment is directed to the development assumptions in the LSAP, which is the basis for the 
analysis in the Draft EIR. The type and mix of housing, housing affordability, and commuter 
behavior as it relates to housing affordability are socioeconomic considerations, which do not 
require evaluation in the Draft EIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. As such, the Draft EIR does 
not need to show the effect of different housing affordability mixes, nor how funding or financing 
would occur. 

As the commenter correctly notes in the comment, “This report is just about environmental 
impacts.” That is precisely the purpose of the Draft EIR, as explained in subsection 1.1, Purpose of 
the EIR, on page 1.0-1 in Section 1.0, Introduction, in the Draft EIR. It is not the Draft EIR’s purpose 
to analyze how housing needs might be met in Sunnyvale. The commenter is referred to the 
General Plan Housing Element for detailed information on this topic. An affordable housing 
strategy is also presented in the LSAP document in Appendix B. The information contained in 
Appendix B does not require evaluation in the Draft EIR. 

The commenter’s apparent preference for Alternative 2 (Residential Emphasis), along with a 
recommendation that such housing be affordable worker housing, is noted. 

Response 7-6 

The purpose of the Draft EIR is to inform the public and decision-makers about the environmental 
effects of implementing the LSAP. It does not determine whether the LSAP or an alternative should 
be approved. The environmental impacts of the LSAP are identified in the technical sections of 
the Draft EIR (Sections 3.1 through 3.13). A comparative analysis of the environmental impacts of 
the alternatives relative to the proposed LSAP is provided in Section 4.0, Alternatives. The Draft EIR 
(and the CEQA process) is not the appropriate mechanism for consideration of the “positive 
impact of providing affordable worker housing,” as requested by the commenter. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 
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Letter 8 James Hudson 

Response 8-1 

The Draft EIR includes a description of the planned Lawrence Expressway Grade Separation 
project on page 3.4-4 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. The LSAP also includes 
information about this planned facility (page 4.6). The grade separation project is a separate 
project, which would not be constructed by the City or by private development projects as part 
of LSAP implementation.  

Response 8-2 

The LSAP does not propose physical modifications to the Lawrence Caltrain Station related to the 
Lawrence Expressway project. The LSAP and the Lawrence Expressway Grade Separation projects 
are separate and independent. A final design and schedule for the Lawrence Expressway Grade 
Separation project and any related improvements in the Caltrain station area have not been 
developed because that project has not been approved. The LSAP includes Policy CF-P13, which 
recognizes the planned Lawrence Expressway Grade Separation project. As individual projects 
move forward under the LSAP and plans for the Lawrence Expressway Grade Separation project 
are refined, the City would ensure coordination regarding the timing of improvements. 
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Letter 9 Chris Iremonger 

Response 9-1 

This comment is directed to the land use concepts of the LSAP. The LSAP is a planning document 
and does not propose quotas or the types or locations of specific projects. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-2 

The commenter’s suggestion that there should be more ways to cross over or under the railroad 
tracks in addition to the existing underpass is noted. Two new pedestrian crossings at the tracks 
are a key element of the bicycle/pedestrian circulation system in the LSAP; the crossings are shown 
in Figures 2.0-7 and 2.0-8 in the Draft EIR. This comment is directed to project design and does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-3 

The LSAP includes provisions for parks, which are described on page 2.0-17 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR. Figure 2.0-4 on page 2.0-19 shows a conceptual open space plan. 
The LSAP proposes approximately 32.5 to 39.0 acres of new open spaces and plazas open to the 
public throughout the plan area. Subsequent projects would also be required to dedicate land, 
pay a fee in lieu thereof, or both for park or recreational facilities pursuant to Chapter 18.10 of the 
City’s Municipal Code. This comment is directed to project design and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-4 

The Draft EIR (page 2.0-28 in Section 2.0, Project Description) describes the LSAP’s approach to 
parking facilities in the LSAP. This comment is directed to project design and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 10 Larry Klein 

Response 10-1 

The commenter’s suggestion that the number of bedrooms in a unit rather than the number of 
housing units per acre could be a better indicator of the actual number of residential units that 
can be accommodate in the Mixed-Use Transit Core designation is noted. The programmatic 
analysis of the environmental impact of construction and occupancy of 2,323 residential units is 
based on the estimated likely development scenario proposed in the LSAP (see Draft EIR page 
2.0-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description). The Draft EIR does not establish the number of units. 
Because the LSAP is planning document, which does not identify specific private development 
projects for housing, it is unknown how many bedrooms (and thus smaller units) could be built. 
Because of this uncertainty, there is no requirement for the Draft EIR to evaluate what the impacts 
would be, per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15144, 15145, and 15146, which address forecasting, 
speculation, and degree of specificity, respectively. However, the Draft EIR does include an 
alternative (Alternative 2, Residential Development Emphasis), which assumes approximately 
twice as many units as the LSAP. This alternative incorporates the Residential Emphasis land use 
and circulation concept included in Appendix A of the LSAP document. This alternative is one of 
three concepts prepared for review by the general public, business and property owners, the 
Sunnyvale Planning Commission and City Council, and others. 

The Planning Commission and City Council appreciate the commenter’s support for the LSAP and 
how it might be improved to address the City’s regional housing allocation and smaller housing 
stock. The LSAP document (Appendix B) contains a comprehensive description of these issues, to 
which the commenter is referred. 

Response 10-2 

The correct VMT values are shown in Table 20 in the TIA (Draft EIR Appendix C). The Draft EIR (top 
of page 3.4-13 under the Vehicle Miles Traveled subheading) has been revised as follows: 

Vehicle Miles Traveled  

Year 2035 VMT for the City under the current General Plan is projected to be 2,804,7512 
miles and 11.09 12.30 miles per capita, while the LSAP area (under current General Plan 
land use designations) is projected to have a total VMT of 105,383 143,179 miles and 12.00 
10.28 miles per capita. 

These minor revisions to the text in the Draft EIR correct typographical errors and do not affect the 
analysis. 
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Letter 11 Martin Landzaat 

Response 11-1 

The Draft EIR (page 3.11-11 in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities) describes existing parks 
and recreation facilities within the Sunnyvale city limits. Part of the 745 acres owned or maintained 
by the City is 143 acres of playfields, of which 111 acres are at schools and accessible to the public 
through joint-use agreements with three school districts.  

The commenter is of the opinion that implementation of the LSAP would result in a loss of “school 
open space” and that the project-specific impact conclusion in the Draft EIR for Impact 3.11.4.1 
(page 3.11-12 in Section 3.11) should be potentially significant, not less than significant. The 
acreage at the schools is not open space, contrary to the commenter’s statement. The basis for 
the commenter’s assertion that the impact should be potentially significant is that the increased 
school-age population associated with the LSAP would result in the school districts building 
classrooms in open space areas at the schools. Other than speculation, the commenter did not 
provide any technical analysis supported by substantial evidence that the proposed LSAP would 
directly or indirectly result in a decrease in joint-use public recreation facilities at schools.  

The LSAP includes provisions for parks, which are described on page 2.0-17 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR. Figure 2.0-4 on page 2.0-19 shows a conceptual open space plan. 
The LSAP proposes approximately 32.5 to 39.0 acres of new open spaces and plazas open to the 
public throughout the plan area. Subsequent projects would also be required to dedicate land, 
pay a fee in lieu thereof, or both for park or recreational facilities pursuant to Chapter 18.10 of the 
City’s Municipal Code. This reduces the impact to a less than significant level. 

The Draft EIR (page 3.11-13) evaluates cumulative impacts on parks and recreation facilities in 
Impact 3.11.4.2. The analysis considers the LSAP’s effects in addition to other development in 
Sunnyvale. As stated on page 3.11-13 in the Draft EIR, under cumulative conditions, there would 
be sufficient park and recreation facilities to accommodate the LSAP population in addition to 
other cumulative development, and the LSAP’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR, as requested by the commenter, are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 
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Letter 12 Adina Levin 

Response 12-1 

The first paragraph of this comment provides the commenter’s interpretation as to how housing 
and jobs near transit are interrelated. In the second paragraph, the commenter is of the opinion 
that the Draft EIR should have assumed 200 square feet per employee, not 400 square per 
employee, and that the jobs/housing ratio and related impacts should be recalculated.  

The LSAP assumes 420 square feet per employee. This value was determined by the City through 
its evaluation of existing conditions, which included demographic data, review of traffic analysis 
zone (TAZ) data, and extrapolation of those data. This value is representative of conditions the 
City has determined are reasonably expected to occur under the LSAP, based on the City’s 
judgment, is consistent with City and Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) projections for 
Sunnyvale, and is appropriate for use in both the LSAP and the EIR. 

Response 12-2 

Please see Response 7-4 regarding VMT for the alternatives. The commenter is correct that adding 
jobs near housing would improve VMT.  

Response 12-3 

This response assumes the commenter is referring to Appendix B in the LSAP, which includes 
information on below market rate (BMR) housing, among other items. The Draft EIR does not 
address BMR housing, nor is it required to analyze how it should be achieved. The information 
presented in Appendix B was compiled primarily from the City’s Housing Element and was 
prepared to assess the potential need for affordable housing in the LSAP and recommend 
strategies to meet the City’s affordable housing goals (LSAP Appendix B, page A.8). It is not a 
component of the LSAP that requires analysis in the Draft EIR. The different levels of BMR housing 
that could be developed under the LSAP policies and guidelines would be determined when 
specific projects are proposed. The information requested by the commenter regarding BMR 
housing is not available, nor is it necessary in determining the environmental impacts of 
implementing the LSAP. 

Response 12-4 

This comment addresses assumptions for reductions that may be achieved through Transportation 
Demand Management measures, which are a component of the LSAP. The LSAP includes a goal 
of 20 to 35 percent trip reduction for office development. However, this reduction was not 
assumed in the EIR traffic analysis, and no reduction was assumed for residential, so the analysis in 
the Draft EIR is conservative and does not underestimate impacts. The TIA discusses trip reduction 
measures as mitigation for some impacts. The comment about the bike mode share is relevant to 
the LSAP and not to the EIR. The commenter’s recommendation that the trip reduction target be 
higher will be considered by the City during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 13 Lily Huang Liao 

Response 13-1 

This comment is a general inquiry to City staff and is not directed to the adequacy of the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. City staff responded directly to the commenter that the LSAP does not include the 
City of Santa Clara. 
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Letter 14 David Liu 

Response 14-1 

This is a general comment regarding the potential for traffic congestion. It does not address any 
specific analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 15 Holly Lofgren 

Response 15-1  

Figure 3.12-2 on page 3.12-13 in Draft EIR Section 3.12, Visual Resources and Aesthetics, clearly 
shows that the maximum 55-foot height limitation would apply to the areas south of the Caltrain 
tracks (the proposed Mixed-Use Transit Supporting South designation). This figure is reproduced 
from Figure 6.2 in the Lawrence Station Area Plan. LSAP policy BH-UDG1 (included on Draft EIR 
page 3.12-6) specifically states that building heights must be restricted to the heights indicated in 
LSAP Figure 6.2. Any future proposal to develop in that designation will be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the height restriction. 

Response 15-2 

The cumulative scenario (year 2035) includes all of the land use and transportation network 
changes proposed under the Lawrence Station Area Plan, the Peery Park Specific Plan, and the 
Land Use and Transportation Element of the proposed 2035 General Plan (Draft LUTE), including 
the Landbank project. Traffic impacts generated by future developments that are consistent with 
the proposed Draft LUTE, should it be adopted, would be covered within the cumulative scenario. 
Traffic impacts generated by future developments that are not consistent with the proposed Draft 
LUTE, should it be adopted, would require a General Plan amendment and would be responsible 
for evaluating and mitigating, as necessary, their potential traffic impacts. 

Response 15-3 

The Draft EIR identifies two significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. Impact 3.5.3 on page 
3.5-26 in Section 3.5, Air Quality, addresses construction air emissions. The Draft EIR includes 
mitigation measures MM 3.5.3a and MM 3.5.3b, which require compliance with Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) construction mitigation measures. As stated on page 
3.5-27 in the Draft EIR, each future project would require site-specific analysis. Some projects 
developed under the LSAP may not be large enough to generate emissions that would exceed 
the BAAQMD’s thresholds. However, larger projects could exceed thresholds. Because the Draft 
EIR is programmatic, the City conservatively assumes not all projects could be mitigated to less 
than significant levels. The other significant and unavoidable air quality impact is cumulative air 
quality. The discussion of Impact 3.5.8 on page 3.5-42 states that air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact, and no single project is sufficient in size, by itself, to result in nonattainment of 
ambient air quality standards. The LSAP project alone cannot mitigate the cumulative impact. The 
City will need to prepare written findings and adopt a statement of overriding considerations to 
address both impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 

Response 15-4 

This response assumes the commenter is referring to Impact 3.2.2 on page 3.2-7 in Section 3.2, 
Population and Housing, in the Draft EIR. The analysis of displacement of people or housing 
concerns physical displacement and associated direct and/or indirect effects (e.g., the need to 
build replacement housing elsewhere, which could result in environmental effects). As stated in 
that analysis, the proposed areas for new residential development are in locations that contain 
nonresidential uses. As such, projects developed under the LSAP would not physically displace 
housing. The phenomenon noted by the commenter that new nonresidential space has the effect 
of raising rent prices and displacing individuals is a socioeconomic effect, which does not require 
evaluation in the Draft EIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. For these reasons, the Draft EIR is 
not required to evaluate impacts on air quality, as requested by the commenter.  
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Response 15-5 

The commenter’s disagreement with the purpose of including an analysis of Alternative 3 
(Office/Research and Development Emphasis) is noted. The commenter speculates that 
Alternative 2 (Residential Emphasis] would displace residents because it would include more 
nonresidential space than the LSAP. This comment is unfounded. As stated on page 4.0-8 Section 
4.0, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, this alternative would expand the residential uses in the plan area. 
Nonresidential office/R&D uses, particularly north of the Caltrain tracks, would be replaced over 
time by residential development at higher densities. This is clearly illustrated in Figure A.1 
(Preliminary Land Use Concept A) on page A-3 in the LSAP document. Please see Response 15-4 
regarding displacement of housing.  

Response 15-6 

The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the impacts of the project on the environment, not to 
determine whether the project would or would not result in increased transit use. The Draft EIR 
includes a quantitative analysis of the effect on LSAP on transit, which is derived from the 
Sunnyvale Travel Demand Forecasting Model (SFTM), which forecasts demands for all modes of 
transportation (i.e., driving, walking, biking, riding a bus, riding Caltrain, etc.). The resulting traffic 
analysis thus accounts for the LSAP’s proximity to the Lawrence Caltrain Station. As shown on Table 
19 in the TIA (Draft EIR Appendix C), the percentage of people in the LSAP area using transit is 
forecast to be 3.5 percent under the current General Plan conditions and 4.5 percent under the 
2035 proposed General Plan conditions, which compares to 4.1 percent and 4.4 percent for the 
Peery Park Specific Plan area and 3.2 percent and 3.6 percent for the rest of Sunnyvale. 

Response 15-7 

The commenter’s objections to the Draft EIR traffic and air quality analyses are noted. However, 
the commenter did not provide any data or technical analysis that contradicts the Draft EIR or 
that should have been considered. No further response on this topic is possible. The commenter 
does not specify what improvements were not identified in the Draft EIR that should have been 
included. The LSAP includes a financial analysis in Appendix C. LSAP Appendix D describes impact 
fees and assessments. The Draft EIR is not required to establish a plan for financing improvements 
or for evaluating the effectiveness of such a plan. 

Response 15-8 

The potential effects on water supply with implementation of the LSAP are evaluated in the Draft 
EIR in Impact 3.11.5.1 on page 3.11-25 in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities. The impact 
evaluation is based on a water supply assessment, included in Appendix G in the Draft EIR, that 
documents in detail existing and future water supplies and demands. Sufficient water supplies 
would be available to meet the LSAP demands in addition to existing and future demands in the 
city. Other than general statements, the commenter does not provide any analysis or evidence 
that contradicts the conclusions in the Draft EIR, or provide additional data or information with 
appropriate references that should have been considered. 

Response 15-9 

Responses to the commenter’s objections and disagreement with the conclusions of the Draft EIR 
are presented in Responses 15-1 through 15-8, above. The Draft EIR fully and adequately evaluates 
the topics raised in this comment letter, and the information provided by the commenter does 
not raise any new significant environmental issues that should have been studied. The 
requirements for responding to comments on the Draft EIR are described in Subsection 2.1 of this 
Final EIR, above. 
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Letter 16 Paul Melnyk 

Response 16-1 

This comment consists of a summary list and detailed description of 25 issues of concern to the 
commenter. Each of the topics includes the commenter’s suggestions regarding land use 
designations and allowable uses, development standards, housing types, traffic and circulation, 
and parking, along with design-related topics, some of which are specifically directed to the LSAP, 
while others are not. Many of the issues raised are about existing conditions that the commenter 
believes should be addressed, a number of which do not pertain to the LSAP but rather to other 
projects or conditions. The commenter also includes opinions as to how the LSAP should be 
implemented to address some of the commenter’s concerns. The City appreciates the 
commenter’s specificity and recommendations, which will be considered during the decision-
making process. None of the comments directly address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft 
EIR or identify a specific discussion in the Draft EIR. However, two comments do contain references 
to the LSAP and an environmental topic, for which responses are provided below.  

Response 16-2 

The Draft EIR evaluates the LSAP’s potential impacts on heritage trees. As stated on page 3.9-9 in 
Section 3.9, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR, the LSAP planning area contains an abundance 
of mature planted street trees, but according to the City’s Heritage Resources Inventory, there are 
no heritage or landmark trees in the inventory that are within the LSAP area. Nonetheless, as stated 
on page 3.9-20, the LSAP recognizes the aesthetic value of the mature trees. The LSAP includes 
policies for tree protection. In addition, future development would be required to comply with the 
City’s Municipal Code, which addresses tree protection. 

Response 16-3 

The impacts on the traffic and circulation network are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact 3.4.6 in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. The analysis identifies which intersections and freeway 
facilities would be affected by LSAP implementation, and includes mitigation measures to address 
those impacts. The commenter’s concern about the “road diet” for Kifer Road and its potential 
impacts is noted. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts of this circulation improvement in 
Impact 3.4.4 on page 3.4-39 in Section, 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. While the commenter 
is of the opinion that the road diet would worsen conditions, no analysis or data is provided that 
should have been considered or that would change the Draft EIR’s conclusions. 
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Letter 17 Russell Melton 

Response 17-1 

The boundary of the LSAP planning area in the southwest quadrant, which shows a curved radius, 
is not a precise boundary but rather reflects the initial planning efforts to identify a larger 629-acre 
study area encompassing portions of the cities of Sunnyvale and Santa Clara that would be within 
a one-half-mile radius of the Lawrence Caltrain Station (see Draft EIR page 2.0-1). The study area 
boundary was carried forward into the Draft EIR for ease of reference. The LSAP does not propose 
splitting parcels. This comment is directed to the LSAP itself and does raise any significant 
environmental issue. 

Response 17-2 

The LSAP document includes information requested by the commenter. The information pertains 
to issues that do not require analysis in the Draft EIR. Chapter 7 of the LSAP addresses Priority 
Improvement Projects on pages 7.11 through 7.13, which include a list of projects in Table 7.4. 
Appendix B of the LSAP includes details on incentives, housing, and density bonus considerations 
on pages A.16 through A.21. 
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Letter 18 Stan Mussynski 

Response 18-1 

This comment concerns actions within the City of Santa Clara as they may relate to the LSAP. The 
LSAP is part of a larger 629-acre study area that includes portions of both Sunnyvale and Santa 
Clara. The larger study area includes Santa Clara to ensure coordination of circulation systems 
and land uses between the two cities. However, the plans, policies, and guidelines of the LSAP are 
limited to the jurisdictional area of the City of Sunnyvale. The Draft EIR for the LSAP does consider, 
where appropriate, existing and planned future development in Santa Clara in its analysis of 
cumulative impacts. The City of Sunnyvale cannot provide the information requested by the 
commenter concerning plans for businesses within Santa Clara because it has no jurisdiction over 
those projects. 

Response 18-2 

A “road diet” for Kifer Road is proposed as part of the LSAP. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential 
impacts of this circulation improvement in Impact 3.4.4 on page 3.4-39 in Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Circulation. 

Response 18-3 

There will be opportunities for the public to submit comments on the LSAP and the Final EIR at 
upcoming Planning Commission and City Council meetings. 
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Letter 19 Stephen T. O’Neill 

Response 19-1 

Please see Response 12-1 regarding the LSAP and Draft EIR assumption of 420 square feet per 
employee.  
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Letter 20 Horst Raisch 

Response 20-1 

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., prepared the transportation impact analysis (see 
Appendix C in the Draft EIR) for the proposed LSAP to determine potential impacts and mitigation 
measures. Under 2035 Proposed General Plan conditions, the LSAP would cause significant 
impacts at intersections along Lawrence Expressway at Cabrillo Avenue, Benton Street, 
Homestead Road, and Pruneridge Avenue. The County of Santa Clara identified interchanges at 
these intersections in the August 2015 update of the County of Santa Clara Expressway Plan 2040. 
The identified improvements would alleviate traffic congestion along Lawrence Expressway and 
reduce the demand for traffic diverting to adjacent streets. 
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Letter 21 David Roleff 

Response 21-1 

This comment is directed toward the merits of the proposed project and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR, nor does it raise any significant environmental issue that 
should have been studied.  

Response 21-2 

The City has complied with CEQA requirements by preparing a Draft EIR that examines the 
physical environmental effects of implementing the LSAP and the cumulative impacts of the LSAP 
when combined with other development. This is a general comment, and the commenter does 
not identify any specific topic or resource area of concern that should have been evaluated. 

Response 21-3 

The commenter’s concerns about the need to remedy existing problems is noted. This comment 
is directed toward the merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft EIR, nor does it raise any significant environmental issue that should have been 
studied. 
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Letter 22 George Sakoda 

Response 22-1 

This comment is directed toward the merits of the proposed project and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 23 Mike Serrone 

Response 23-1 

The City appreciates the commenter’s support for the LSAP and acknowledges the commenter’s 
recommendations concerning affordable housing. As a point of clarification, the Draft EIR does 
not contain the term Flexible Use Plan, but it does state that the LSAP is built around the flexible 
mixed-use concept (Draft EIR page 2.0-11 in Section 2.0, Project Description). It should also be 
noted the Draft EIR itself does not “permit a move towards more residential development” (the 
commenter’s interpretation). The purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose the environmental effects 
of implementing the LSAP, not to recommend that the project (or a specific alternative) be 
approved. 
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Letter 24 Sue Serrone 

Response 24-1 

The additional number of housing units (2,323) and nonresidential square footage (1.2 million 
square feet) in the LSAP planning area represents the Estimated Likely Development Scenario, as 
explained under the Development Potential subheading beginning on page 2.0-9 and continuing 
on page 2.0-10 in Section 2.0, Project, Description, in the Draft EIR. The commenter has 
misinterpreted the development assumptions. The City is not proposing a “cap” on housing 
through the LSAP. The commenter’s preference for Alternative 2 (Residential Emphasis) because 
it would provide more housing is noted. Please see Response 12-1 regarding the calculation for 
determining the number of jobs. 
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Letter 25 Tolu Thomas 

Response 25-1 

This response assumes the commenter is referring to the analysis of toxic air contaminants 
associated with occupancy of future projects in the LSAP, as the commenter does not include 
any specific reference to an impact or pages in the Draft EIR. The analysis is presented in Impact 
3.5.6 on page 3.5-32 in Section 3.5, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR. Three tables (Table 3.5-10, Table 
3.5-11, and Table 3.5-12) identify cancer and non-cancer risk levels associated with the proximity 
of the LSAP to the Caltrain tracks, Lawrence Expressway, and stationary sources, respectively, 
along with applicable numerical thresholds. As the commenter correctly notes, there are some 
locations where the threshold would be exceeded. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to determine 
whether thresholds would be exceeded and whether that would result in a significant impact, thus 
requiring mitigation, as required by CEQA. The Draft EIR identifies the impact as potentially 
significant and includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant (mitigation 
measure MM 3.5.6 on page 3.5-40). Mitigation measure MM 3.5.6 requires that future development 
(i.e., individual projects) within the LSAP that would locate sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet from 
Caltrain and/or stationary sources must use the results of a site-specific study to determine what 
controls, if any, should be included in the project design to reduce the risk to a level lower than 
the threshold. If this is not possible, mitigation measure MM 3.5.6 requires the new receptors to be 
relocated. 

Exceedance of a threshold does not mean the project would be legally prevented from moving 
forward. As the CEQA lead agency, the City of Sunnyvale may approve the LSAP, even though 
there are significant but mitigable impacts. As part of that approval, the City would be required 
to prepare written findings documenting the rationale for its conclusion.  

Response 25-2  

If approved, the LSAP would enable the Calstone/Peninsula Building Materials property to be 
redeveloped to residential and/or commercial uses should the owners decide to change the use. 
Whether any change occurs is up to the property owners. The City will not force any property to 
be redeveloped. At the time a specific development proposal is submitted to the City, the 
development would be required to demonstrate compliance with the policies and guidelines in 
the LSAP, and the site plan and building design would be made available to the public for review 
and comment prior to the issuance of any approvals, among other requirements. 
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Letter 26 Don Tran 

Response 26-1 

The City appreciates the commenter’s support for the LSAP and the Silicon Valley Leadership 
Group’s recommendations concerning housing density and affordability. The information 
provided by the commenter does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any 
significant environmental issue that should have been studied, but will be considered during the 
decision-making process. 

Response 26-2 

The LSAP assumes 420 square feet per employee. This value was determined by the City through 
its evaluation of existing conditions, which included demographic data, review of traffic analysis 
zone (TAZ) data, and extrapolation of those data. This value is representative of conditions the 
City has determined are reasonably expected to occur under the LSAP. Based on the City’s 
judgment, the value is consistent with City and Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) 
projections for Sunnyvale. As such, the traffic operations and transit impact analysis were based 
on reasonable assumptions, and analysis using a different factor, as suggested by the commenter, 
would not be appropriate. 

The commenter’s view on the jobs/housing ratio, its underlying assumptions, and the need for 
higher density is directed toward the merits of the project and will be considered by the City during 
the decision-making process. 
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Letter 27 Don Veith 

Response 27-1 

The commenter’s suggestion that more residential development is needed in the LSAP will be 
considered during the decision-making process. This comment does not address the adequacy 
of the analysis in the Draft EIR or raise a significant environmental issue that should have been 
studied. 
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Letter 28 David Wessel 

Response 28-1 

This comment appears to be referring to text that appears on page 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Circulation, in the Draft EIR that described how VMT is calculated. The Draft EIR 
does not improperly discount vehicle miles traveled. Please see Response 7-1.  

Response 28-2 

Alternative 3 (Office/Research and Development Emphasis) would include more workers than 
Alternative 2 (Residential Emphasis). The number of workers in Alternative 3 does not need to be 
compared to the expected resident population of Alternative 2 for determining environmental 
impacts. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to evaluate whether an alternative would avoid 
or substantially reduce environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. CEQA does 
not require an alternative-to-alternative comparison, as requested by the commenter. 

Response 28-3 

The analysis in the Draft EIR reflects the development assumptions for the number of housing units 
set forth in the LSAP document, which is explained under the Development Potential subheading 
on page 2.0-9 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Neither the LSAP nor the Draft EIR 
identify the sizes of living units, and there is no bias toward larger living units, as asserted by the 
commenter. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose the environmental effects of implementing 
the LSAP in a factual and objective manner, not to promote or advance a certain type of housing 
product. 
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Letter 29 John Wu 

Response 29-1 

This comment is a general inquiry to City staff and is not directed to the adequacy of the analysis 
in the Draft EIR. City staff responded directly to the commenter that no changes in existing 
residential land uses south of the Lawrence Caltrain Station are proposed. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Letter 30 Larry Yamaoka 

Response 30-1 

This comment letter presents a development proposal for parcels at 1155 Reed Avenue and 1164–
1165 Willow Avenue. It does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The LSAP is 
a planning document and does not identify specific projects. As such, no environmental review 
of this proposal is required under CEQA at this time. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

City of Sunnyvale Planning Commission Meeting – Public Hearing to Accept Comments on LSAP 
DEIR (June 27, 2016) 

Response PC-1 

The potential impacts on water supply are evaluated in Subsection 3.11.5, Water Supply and 
Service, in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities, in the Draft EIR. The impact evaluation is based 
on a water supply assessment, included in Appendix G in the Draft EIR, that documents in detail 
existing and future water supplies and demands. Existing supplies and demand are described on 
pages 3.11-14 through -21, and impacts are evaluated in Impact 3.11.5.1 on page 3.11-25, which 
concluded that no new water supply entitlements would be required to support implementation 
of the LSAP. Impacts on other public services and utility systems are also addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities. 

Response PC-2 

This comment is directed to the assumptions in the LSAP regarding housing density and 
employment assumptions. This commenter submitted written comments on the Draft EIR on this 
issue. Please see Responses 26-1 and 26-2. 

Response PC-3 

The impacts on the traffic and circulation network are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact 3.4.6 in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. The analysis identifies which intersections and freeway 
facilities would be affect by LSAP implementation, along with mitigation measures to address 
those impacts. 

Response PC-4 

This comment is directed to the LSAP’s proposed land uses and does not address the adequacy 
of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s suggestion that speed humps are needed on 
Aster Avenue reflects an existing condition. The LSAP does not propose any substantial changes 
for established residential areas south of the Caltrain tracks, as stated on page 2.0-23 in Section 
2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. 

Response PC-5 

The Draft EIR (pages 3.4-4 through -11 in Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation) identifies several 
intersections operating at level of service (LOS) F, consistent with the commenter’s interpretation 
of observed conditions. The impact on Lawrence Expressway of the LSAP along with other 
development in the area is evaluated in Impact 3.4.6 (pages 3.4-40 through -42). The analysis 
identifies which intersections and freeway facilities would be affected by LSAP implementation, 
along with mitigation measures to address those impacts. The Draft EIR (page 3.4-12, second 
paragraph, third sentence) has been revised as follows to correct the directional error noted by 
the commenter: 

THE WESTBOUND EASTBOUND LEFT-TURN MOVEMENT ON REED AVENUE ONTO NORTHBOUND LAWRENCE 
EXPRESSWAY… 

This minor revision does not affect the conclusions of the intersection operations analysis presented 
in Impact 3.4.6. 
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Response PC-6 

The impacts on the traffic and circulation network are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact 3.4.6 in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. The analysis identifies which intersections and freeway 
facilities would be affected by LSAP implementation, along with mitigation measures to address 
those impacts. 

Response PC-7 

This commenter submitted written comments on the Draft EIR on the mode share reduction and 
internal trip length items noted in this comment. Please see Response 12-4. 

Response PC-8 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis is stated on page 4.0-1 in Section 4.0, Alternatives, in the 
Draft EIR. The alternatives analysis focuses on the comparative environmental impacts of the 
alternatives relative to the proposed LSAP, as required by CEQA. Table 4.0-2 on page 4.0-17 
summarizes the results of the comparative environmental impact analysis. 

The alternatives analysis is not intended to weigh the advantages or disadvantages of a particular 
alternative. The commenter’s interpretation of the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR is noted. 
However, there are no statements in the Draft EIR alternatives analysis that state the alternatives 
would result in negative impacts on housing, and as shown in Table 4.0-2 under the 
Population/Housing category, none of the alternatives would result in significant impacts related 
to housing compared to the proposed LSAP. 

Response PC-9 

Please see Response 26-2 regarding jobs/housing balance. 

Response PC-10 

The potential impacts on water supply are evaluated in Subsection 3.11.5, Water Supply and 
Service, in Section 3.11, Public Services and Utilities, in the Draft EIR. Existing supplies and demand 
are described on pages 3.11-14 through -21, and impacts are evaluated in Impact 3.11.5.1 on 
page 3.11-25. The evaluation concludes that no new water supply entitlements would be required 
to support implementation of the LSAP. 

The impacts on the traffic and circulation network are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact 3.4.6 in 
Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation. The analysis identifies which intersections and freeway 
facilities would be affected by LSAP implementation, along with mitigation measures to address 
those impacts. 

The LSAP proposes a number of improvements intended to improve pedestrian safety in the 
planning area. These are summarized in the Draft EIR on page 2.0-27 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, and in Impact 3.4.3 on page 3.4-37 in Section 3.4, Transportation and Circulation, 
which also includes a list of LSAP policies concerning pedestrian facilities. 
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This page intentionally left blank. 
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT DIR 

3.1  INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor revisions to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from responses 
to comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as staff-initiated 
changes. Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strikeout for 
deleted text). 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute 
significant new information, and do not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.  

3.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

SECTION 3.4, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Page 3.4-12 (second paragraph, fourth sentence): 

The westbound eastbound left-turn movement on Reed Avenue onto northbound 
Lawrence Expressway… 

Page 3.4-13 (paragraph under Vehicle Miles Traveled subheading): 

Year 2035 VMT for the City under the current General Plan is projected to be 2,804,7512 
miles and 11.09 12.30 miles per capita, while the LSAP area (under current General Plan 
land use designations) is projected to have a total VMT of 105,383 143,179 miles and 
12.00 10.28 miles per capita. 
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APPENDIX A: SUPPLEMENTAL TRAFFIC IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT DATA 
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Traffic Impact Assessment, Additional Data Analysis and Revised TIA Table 7 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 Caltrans Requested Ramp Analysis

SB US 101/Lawrence Expressway diagonal on-ramp 19 Included 101 Included
SB US 101/Bowers Avenue diagonal on-ramp 0 No 0 No
SB US 101/San Tomas Expressway diagonal on-ramp 0 No 0 No
SB US 101/De La Cruz Boulevard diagonal on-ramp 0 No 0 No
NB US 101/Lawrence Expressway loop on-ramp 27 Included 23 Included
NB US 101/Fair Oaks Avenue diagonal on-ramp 12 Included 29 Included
NB US 101/Mathilda Avenue loop on-ramp 0 No 0 No
EB SR 237/Lawrence Expressway diagonal on-ramp 19 Included 80 Included

Notes:

Analysis 
NeededFreeway On-ramp

LSAP Added 
Traffic *

* AM or PM, whichever is higher.

Analysis 
Needed

Short Term Project 2035 Proposed General Plan
Greystar Added 

Traffic *

NB US 101/Fair Oaks Avenue ramps 11 No
SB I-280/Lawrence Expressway ramp 0 No
El Camino Real/Wolfe Road 0 No

Notes:

Table 2 Caltrans Requested Intersection Queuing Analysis

Intersection Analysis Needed

* AM or PM, whichever is higher.

Greystar Added Peak Hour 
Left-Turn Trips *
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Table 3
Queuing Analysis

Measurement AM 3 PM

Existing 
Cycle/Delay1 (sec) 110 60
Volume (vphpl) 415 265
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 12.7 4.4
Avg. Queue2 (ft./ln) 317 110
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 19 8
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 475 200
Storage (ft./ ln.) 275 275
Adequate (Y/N) N Y

Existing plus Project
Cycle/Delay1 (sec) 110 60
Volume (vphpl) 427 272
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 13.0 4.5
Avg. Queue2 (ft./ln) 326 113
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 19 8
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 475 200
Storage (ft./ ln.) 275 275
Adequate (Y/N) N Y

Background
Cycle/Delay1 (sec) 110 60
Volume (vphpl) 423 270
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 12.9 4.5
Avg. Queue2 (ft./ln) 323 113
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 19 8
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 475 200
Storage (ft./ ln.) 275 275
Adequate (Y/N) N Y

Background plus Project
Cycle/Delay1 (sec) 110 60
Volume (vphpl) 435 277
Avg. Queue (veh/ln.) 13.3 4.6
Avg. Queue2 (ft./ln) 332 115
95th %. Queue (veh/ln.) 20 8
95th %. Queue (ft./ln) 500 200
Storage (ft./ ln.) 275 275
Adequate (Y/N) N Y

3.     Cycle length calibrated so calculated average queue length match 
conditions observed in the field.

1.     Vehicle queue calculations based on cycle length for signalized 
intersections, and movement delay for unsignalized intersections.
2.     Assumes 25 Feet Per Vehicle Queued

Fair Oaks Avenue & NB US 101 Ramps
NBL
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Appendix C - Table 7 (Revised) Existing Levels of Service at Freeway Ramps

Peak
Interchange Ramp Type Peak Mixed HOV Meter Capacity 1 Volume 2 V/C

SR 237/Lawrence Expwy EB on-ramp from NB Lawrence Expwy Diagonal AM 1 1 2000 1513 0.76
PM 1 1 ON 1800 1206 0.67

US 101/Lawrence Expwy SB on-ramp from NB Lawrence Expwy Diagonal AM 2 1 2000 857 0.43
PM 2 1 ON 1800 607 0.34

NB on-ramp from NB Lawrence Expwy Loop AM 1 1 ON 1800 599 0.33
PM 1 1 2000 428 0.21

NB off-ramp to Lawrence Expwy Diagonal AM 2 3800 1188 0.31
PM 2 3800 1344 0.35

SB off-ramp to Lawrence Expwy Diagonal AM 2 3800 649 0.17
PM 2 3800 1347 0.35

US 101/Fair Oaks Ave NB on-ramp from Fair Oaks Ave Diagonal AM 1 1 ON 1800 608 0.34
PM 1 1 2000 402 0.20

SB off-ramp to SB Fair Oaks Ave Diagonal AM 1 2000 246 0.12
PM 1 2000 686 0.34

Notes:

2.     Existing peak hour volumes are obtained through personal communication with Caltrans staff on August 11, 2015.

Existing
Lanes

1.     Ramp capacities were obtained from the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 , and considered the free-flow speed, the number of lanes on the ramp, 
and ramp metering. 
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APPENDIX B: MITIGATION AND MONITORING 
REPORTING PLAN 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

1. STATUTORY REQUIREMENT 

When a lead agency makes findings on significant environmental effects identified in an 
environmental impact report (EIR), the agency must also adopt a “reporting or monitoring 
program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of approval 
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6(a) and California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 
Section 15097). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is implemented to 
ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR are implemented. 
Therefore, the MMRP must include all changes in the proposed project either adopted by the 
project proponent or made conditions of approval by the lead agency or a responsible agency. 

2. ADMINISTRATION OF THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The City of Sunnyvale (City) is the lead agency responsible for the adoption of the MMRP. The 
City is responsible for implementing, verifying, and documenting compliance with the MMRP, in 
coordination with other identified agencies. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(a), a 
public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or 
to a private entity that accepts the delegation. However, until mitigation measures have been 
completed, the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

3. MITIGATION MEASURES AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Table B-1 is structured to enable quick reference to mitigation measures and the associated 
monitoring program based on the environmental resource. The numbering of mitigation 
measures correlates with numbering of measures found in the impact analysis sections of the 
Draft EIR.  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

TABLE B-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation 
Measure Requirements of Measure Compliance Method Verification/Timing Responsible 

Party 

Air Quality 

MM 3.5.3a Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the City of Sunnyvale shall 
ensure that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) basic 
construction mitigation measures from Table 8-1 of the BAAQMD 2011 CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines (or subsequent updates) are noted on the construction 
documents. These basic construction mitigation measures include the following: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded 
areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.  

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be 
covered.  

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed 
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of 
dry power sweeping is prohibited.  

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour 
(mph).  

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as 
soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading 
unless seeding or soil binders are used.  

6. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. All equipment shall be 
checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper 
condition prior to operation.  

7. A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and 
person to contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person 
shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s 
phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable 
regulations. 

• Plan approval • Prior to issuance 
of grading or 
building permits 

• During 
construction 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check) 

• Project 
applicant 
(during 
construction) 

MM 3.5.3b In the cases where construction projects are projected to exceed the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) air pollutant significance 
thresholds for NOx, PM10, and/or PM2.5, all off-road diesel-fueled equipment 
(e.g., rubber-tired dozers, graders, scrapers, excavators, asphalt paving 
equipment, cranes, and tractors) shall be at least California Air Resources Board 

• Site inspection • During 
construction 

• Project 
applicant 
(during 
construction) 

• City of 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation 
Measure Requirements of Measure Compliance Method Verification/Timing Responsible 

Party 

(CARB) Tier 3 Certified or better. Sunnyvale 
(during 
construction) 

MM 3.5.5 In the case when a subsequent project’s construction is span greater than 5 acres 
and is scheduled to last more than two years, the subsequent project shall be 
required to prepare a site-specific construction pollutant mitigation plan in 
consultation with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) staff 
prior to the issuance of grading permits. A project-specific construction-related 
dispersion modeling acceptable to BAAQMD shall be used to identify potential 
toxic air contaminant impacts, including diesel particulate matter. If BAAQMD 
risk thresholds (i.e., probability of contracting cancer is greater than 10 in 1 
million) would be exceeded, mitigation measures shall be identified in the 
construction pollutant mitigation plan to address potential impacts and shall be 
based on site-specific information such as the distance to the nearest sensitive 
receptors, project site plan details, and construction schedule. The City shall 
ensure construction contracts include all identified measures and that the 
measures reduce the health risk below BAAQMD risk thresholds. Construction 
pollutant mitigation plan measures shall include, but not be limited to: 

1. Limiting the amount of acreage to be graded in a single day,  

2. Restricting intensive equipment usage and intensive ground disturbance to 
hours outside of normal preschool hours,  

3. Notification of affected sensitive receptors one week prior to commencing 
on-site construction so that any necessary precautions (such as rescheduling 
or relocation of outdoor activities) can be implemented. The written 
notification shall include the name and telephone number of the individual 
empowered to manage construction of the project. In the event that 
complaints are received, the individual empowered to manage construction 
shall respond to the complaint within 24 hours. The response shall include 
identification of measures being taken by the project construction contractor 
to reduce construction-related air pollutants. Such a measure may include 
the relocation of equipment. 

• Plan approval • Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permit 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check) 

• Project 
applicant 
(during 
construction) 

MM 3.5.6 The following measures shall be utilized in site planning and building designs to 
reduce TAC and PM2.5 exposure where new receptors are located within 1,000 
feet of emission sources: 

• Future development with the LSAP that includes sensitive receptors (such as 
residences, schools, hospitals, daycare centers, or retirement homes) located 

• Plan approval • Prior to issuance 
of grading or 
building permit 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation 
Measure Requirements of Measure Compliance Method Verification/Timing Responsible 

Party 

within 1,000 feet from Caltrain and/or stationary sources shall require site-
specific analysis to determine the level of health risk. This analysis shall be 
conducted following procedures outlined by BAAQMD. If the site-specific 
analysis reveals significant exposures from all sources (i.e., health risk in terms 
of excess cancer risk greater than 100 in one million, acute or chronic hazards 
with a hazard Index greater than 10, or annual PM2.5 exposures greater than 
0.8 µg/m3) measures shall be employed to reduce the risk to below the 
threshold (e.g., electrostatic filtering systems or equivalent systems and 
location of vents away from TAC sources). If this is not possible, the sensitive 
receptors shall be relocated.  

• Future nonresidential developments projected to generate more than 100 
heavy-duty trucks daily will be evaluated through the CEQA process or 
BAAQMD permit process to ensure they do not cause a significant health risk 
in terms of excess cancer risk greater than 10 in one million, acute or chronic 
hazards with a hazard Index greater than 1.0, or annual PM2.5 exposures 
greater than 0.3 µg/m3. 

Biological Resources 

MM 3.9.1 If clearing and construction activities will occur during the nesting period for 
burrowing owls (February 1–August 31) on the vacant portion of the Corn Palace 
property, a qualified biologist shall conduct focused surveys for burrowing owls 
on and adjacent to the project site. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance 
with the CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, published March 7, 
2012. Surveys shall be repeated if project activities are suspended or delayed for 
more than 15 days during nesting season. 

If no burrowing owls are detected, no further mitigation is required. If active 
burrowing owls are detected, the project proponent will implement the 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation methodologies outlined in the CDFW’s 
Staff Report prior to initiating project-related activities that may impact 
burrowing owls. 

• Preconstruction 
surveys for work 
done between 
February 1 and 
August 31 

• Up to 14 days 
prior to 
construction 

• Project 
applicant 
(survey and 
protection 
measures)) 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(document 
compliance) 

MM 3.9.2 Prior to the removal of trees or the demolition of buildings, a bat survey shall be 
performed by a qualified biologist no more than 3 days prior to the start of 
construction activities. If bat roosts are identified, the City shall require that the 
bats be safely flushed from the sites where roosting habitat is planned to be 
removed. If maternity roosts are identified during the maternity roosting season 
(typically May to September) they must remain undisturbed until a qualified 
biologist has determined the young bats are no longer roosting. If roosting is 
found to occur on-site, replacement roost habitat (e.g., bat boxes) shall be 

• Preconstruction 
surveys 

• No more than 3 
days prior to 
building 
demolition 
and/or tree 
removal 

• Project 
applicant 
(survey and 
protection 
measures) 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation 
Measure Requirements of Measure Compliance Method Verification/Timing Responsible 

Party 

provided to offset roosting sites removed. If no bat roosts are detected, no further 
action is required if the trees and buildings are removed prior to the next 
breeding season. 
If a female or maternity colony of bats is found on the project site, and the 
project can be constructed without the elimination or disturbance of the roosting 
colony (e.g., if the colony roosts in a large oak tree not planned for removal), a 
qualified biologist shall determine what buffer zones shall be employed to 
ensure the continued success of the colony. Such buffer zones may include a 
construction-free barrier of 200 feet from the roost and/or the timing of the 
construction activities outside of the maternity roost season (after July 31 and 
before March 1). 

If an active nursery roost is documented on-site and the project cannot be 
conducted outside of the maternity roosting season, bats shall be excluded from 
the site after July 31 and before March 1 to prevent the formation of maternity 
colonies. Nonbreeding bats shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a bat 
specialist. 

(document 
compliance) 

MM 3.9.3 All construction and clearing activities shall be conducted outside of the avian 
nesting season (January 15–August 31), when feasible. If clearing and/or 
construction activities occur during the nesting season, preconstruction surveys 
for nesting raptors, special-status resident birds, and other migratory birds 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist, up to 3 days before initiation of construction activities. The qualified 
biologist shall survey the construction zone and a 250-foot radius surrounding 
the construction zone to determine whether the activities taking place have the 
potential to disturb or otherwise harm nesting birds. 

If an active nest is located within 100 feet (250 feet for raptors) of construction 
activities, the project applicant shall establish an exclusion zone (no ingress of 
personnel or equipment at a minimum radius of 100 feet or 250 feet, as 
appropriate around the nest). Alternative exclusion zones may be established 
through consultation with the CDFW and the USFWS, as necessary. The City 
shall be notified if altered exclusion zones widths are authorized by these 
agencies prior to the initiation of work. The exclusion zones shall remain in 
force until all young have fledged. 

• Preconstruction 
surveys for work 
done between 
January 15 and 
August 31 

• No more than 3 
days prior to tree 
removal and/or 
site preparation 
involving 
removal of 
vegetation 

• Project 
applicant 
(survey and 
protection 
measures) 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(document 
compliance) 

Cultural Resources 

MM 3.10.2 All subsequent projects within the LSAP plan area shall be required to include 
information on the improvement plans that if, during the course of grading or 

• Plan approval • During 
construction 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

Mitigation 
Measure Requirements of Measure Compliance Method Verification/Timing Responsible 

Party 

construction cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric or historic sites) are discovered, 
work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a qualified 
archaeologist can access the significance of the find and, if necessary, develop 
appropriate treatment measures as part of a treatment plan in consultation with 
the City and all other appropriate agencies. The treatment plan shall include 
measures to document and protect the discovered resource. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in place will be the 
preferred method of mitigating impacts to the discovered resource. Pursuant to 
Government Code Section 6254.10, information on the discovered resource 
shall be confidential. 

(plan check) 

• Project 
applicant (if 
resources 
found) 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 

MM 3.7.4 All subsequent projects within the LSAP plan area shall be required to include 
information on the improvement plans that if, during the course of grading or 
construction fossils are discovered, work shall be halted immediately within 50 
feet of the discovery, the Sunnyvale Community Development Department shall 
be notified, and the significance of the find and recommended actions are 
determined by a qualified paleontologist. In addition, prior to the 
commencement of project site preparation, all construction personnel shall be 
informed of the potential to discover fossils and the procedures to follow. 

• Plan approval • Prior to issuance 
of grading 
permit 

• During 
construction 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check) 

• Project 
applicant (if 
fossils 
discovered) 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM 3.3.3 The City shall require a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared 
and submitted with any application for new development or redevelopment in 
any LSAP subarea north of the Caltrain tracks, the Peninsula subarea, the 
Lawrence/Reed/Willow subarea, or the Corn Palace property. The Phase I ESA 
shall be prepared by a qualified professional registered in California and in 
accordance with ASTM E1527-13 (or the most current version at the time a 
development application is submitted for the project). 

If determined necessary by the Phase I ESA, a Phase II ESA shall be conducted to 
determine the lateral and vertical extent of soil, groundwater, and/or soil vapor 
contamination, as recommended by the Phase I ESA. 

The City shall not issue a building permit for a site where contamination has 
been identified until remediation or effective site management controls 
appropriate for the use of the site have been completed consistent with 
applicable regulations and to the satisfaction of the City of Sunnyvale, DTSC, or 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB (as appropriate) prior to initiation of construction 
activities. Deed restrictions, if appropriate, shall be recorded. 

• Review of Phase I 
and/or Phase II 
ESA 

• Site inspection 

• Phase I at the 
time 
development 
application is 
submitted 

• Phase II prior to 
building permit 
issuance 

• Site inspection 
during 
construction 

• Project 
applicant 
(Phase I/Phase 
II) 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(document 
compliance) 
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If temporary dewatering is required during construction or if permanent 
dewatering is required for subterranean features, the City shall not issue an 
improvement permit or building permit until documentation has been provided 
to the City that the Water Pollution Control Plant has approved the discharge to 
the sewer. Discharge of any groundwater removed from a construction site in 
any LSAP subarea north of the Caltrain tracks, the Peninsula subarea, the 
Lawrence/Reed/Willow subarea, or the Corn Palace property to the El Camino 
Storm Drain Channel, Calabazas Creek, or storm drain shall be prohibited. The 
City shall ensure all plans and permits state this prohibition. 

If the Phase I ESA determines there are no recognized environmental conditions 
(RECs), no further action is required. However, the City shall ensure any grading 
or improvement plan or building permit includes a statement if hazardous 
materials contamination is discovered or suspected during construction activities, 
all work shall stop immediately until a qualified professional has determined an 
appropriate course of action. 

MM 3.3.5 Prior to issuance of a permit for a specific development project or prior to 
approving a City-initiated roadway improvement identified in the LSAP, the City 
shall determine whether project construction activities have the potential to 
affect traffic conditions on roadways as a result of construction of the 
development project or roadway improvement(s). If there is the potential the 
activities could impair or inhibit emergency response or evacuation, a 
Construction Traffic Control Plan shall be prepared for City review and approval. 
The plan shall include, but not be limited to, schedule of construction and 
anticipated methods of handling traffic for each phase of construction to ensure 
the safe flow of traffic and adequate emergency access, including maintaining an 
open lane for vehicle travel at all times. All traffic control measures shall 
conform to City of Sunnyvale, Santa Clara County, and/or Caltrans standards, as 
applicable. The City shall ensure final approved plans for private development 
projects specify the requirement, as appropriate, to implement the construction 
traffic control plan. 

• Plan approval • Prior to permit 
issuance 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check 
and 
inspection) 

• Project 
applicant 
(prepare plan) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM 3.8.3 Prior to approving any subsequent projects in the LSAP at any location where fill 
is placed in the FEMA AO zone to elevate the ground surface above the base 
flood elevation, the project applicant shall submit a hydraulic analysis prepared 
by a California-registered professional engineer for City Engineer review and 
approval. The analysis shall, at a minimum, identify: (1) the specific locations 

• Plan approval • Prior to grading 
permit issuance 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check) 

• Project 
applicant 
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where changes in water surface elevations due to fill encroachment could occur; 
and (2) drainage improvements that will be used to ensure placement of fill will 
not increase flood hazards in areas not previously subject to flooding during 
occurrence of the base flood discharge. 

(hydraulic 
analysis) 

Noise 

MM 3.6.4 Subsequent projects in the LSAP shall employ site-specific noise attenuation 
measures during construction to reduce the generation of construction noise. 
These measures shall be included in a Noise Control Plan that shall be submitted 
for review and approval by the City of Sunnyvale Building Services Division. 
Measures specified in the Noise Control Plan and implemented during 
construction shall include, at a minimum, the following noise control strategies: 

• Equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise 
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake 
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or 
shrouds. 

• Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for 
construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible 
to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically 
powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust 
muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower 
noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the 
tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction 
of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, 
shall be used. 

• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as 
possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporate insulation barriers, or include other measures. 

• Noise reducing pile-driving techniques shall be employed during project 
construction. These techniques shall include: 

o Installing intake and exhaust mufflers on pile-driving equipment. 

o Vibrating piles into place when feasible, and installing shrouds around the 
pile- driving hammer where feasible. 

o Implement “quiet” pile-driving technology (such as pre-drilling of piles and 
the use of more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving 

• Plan approval • Prior to issuance 
of grading and/or 
building permits 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
(plan check 
and 
inspection) 

• Project 
applicant 
(during 
construction) 
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duration), where feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and structural 
requirements and conditions. 

o Use cushion blocks to dampen impact noise, if feasible based on soil 
conditions. Cushion blocks are blocks of material that are used with 
impact hammer pile drivers. They consist of blocks of material placed atop 
a piling during installation to minimize noise generated when driving the 
pile. Materials typically used for cushion blocks include wood, nylon and 
micarta (a composite material). 

o At least 48 hours prior to pile-driving activities, the applicant shall notify 
building owners and occupants within 600 feet of the project area of the 
dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities. 

Transportation and Circulation 

MM 3.4.6 Should the proposed Land Use and Transportation Element update not be 
adopted, the following roadway improvements are required as a component of 
the implementation of the LSAP: 

•  Wolfe Road & Kifer Road – Construction of a second southbound left-turn 
lane and a second westbound left-turn lane. Both left-turn lanes would need 
to have the same length as the original left-turn lane. Depending on the 
width of each travel lane, the north and east legs of the intersection will need 
to be widened between 8 feet and 11 feet. The through lanes at this 
intersection will be realigned. The required right-of-way would need to be 
acquired from the northwest, northeast, and/or southeast quadrants of the 
intersection. Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be retained. This 
improvement would be a requirement for projects within the LSAP only and 
not a citywide requirement. 

With this improvement, the intersection would operate at an acceptable 
LOS D during the AM peak hour. There would be secondary deficiencies 
associated with this improvement such as increased pedestrian and bicyclist 
exposure to traffic when crossing the intersection. The increased exposure 
time would range from approximately 2 to 3 seconds for pedestrians and 
from 1 to 2 seconds for bicyclists. This increased exposure time would be 
minimal. Located in an industrial area and immediately between the rail 
tracks and Central Expressway, this intersection is also not expected to serve 
a considerable amount of pedestrian and bicyclist volume. The required 
right-of-way acquisition would be minimal and would not displace 
businesses or parking spaces. This improvement would be a requirement for 

• LSAP approval • Incorporated 
into LSAP should 
Draft LUTE not 
be adopted 

• Implemented 
during future 
development 
projects in LSAP 
only if Draft 
LUTE not 
adopted 

• City of 
Sunnyvale 
Planning 
Department 
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project within the LSAP only and not a citywide requirement. 

• Wolfe Road & Fremont Avenue – Construction of an exclusive southbound 
right-turn lane for the length of the segment. The eastbound inner left-turn 
lane will require restricting the U-turn movement to allow a southbound 
overlap right-turn phase. Vehicles wishing to perform the eastbound U-turn 
movement would instead perform the U-turn at Eleanor Way. Depending on 
the extent of the median on the north leg that could be removed, the north 
leg would be widened between 3 and 11 feet. The north leg would be 
realigned to accommodate the southbound right turn. There is existing right-
of-way on the northeast quadrant of the intersection.  

With this improvement, the intersection would operate at an unacceptable 
LOS E during the PM peak hour, but would no longer have an LSAP 
intersection deficiency. Secondary deficiencies on the pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities associated with this improvement would not be considerable. The 
increased exposure time would range from approximately 1 to 3 seconds for 
pedestrians and from 1 to 2 seconds for bicyclists. This increased exposure 
time would be minimal. The required right-of-way acquisition would be 
minimal and would not displace businesses. This improvement would be a 
requirement for projects within the LSAP only and not a citywide 
requirement. 
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