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County of Santa Clara

Department of Planning and Development
Attention: David Rader

County Government Center

70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110

Subject: Stanford University General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Mr. Rader:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Stanford University’s General Use Permit (GUP). It is our
understanding that the GUP identifies allowed land uses, authorizes total square
footage for academic and support facilities, authorizes total quantities of housing
units and student beds, and specifies conditions for approval. We understand
that Stanford is nearing completion of facilities and housing authorized by the 1
2000 GUP, so the University has prepared a new 2018 GUP application, and the
County has prepared a Draft EIR for the proposed Project. It is our understanding
that the 2018 GUP application supports construction of up to 3,150 net new on-
campus housing units/beds and up to 2.275 million net new square feet of
academic and support space by 2035.

The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) supports Stanford University’s
2018 GUP application and we appreciate the willingness of both the County and
the University to meet during the preparation of the GUP and Draft EIR to
discuss the included elements. Stanford University is an important partner for the 2
JPB in its efforts to provide safe, reliable, and frequent rail service on the
Peninsula Corridor. Strongly encouraged by the University, many Stanford
affiliates, including employees and students, use Caltrain for their transportation
needs, thus supporting Caltrain’s service and boosting its ridership and revenue.

With regard to the Draft EIR, the JPB understands that when evaluating
multimodal transportation networks, the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) advises that “lead agencies generally should not treat the
addition of new [transit] users as an adverse impact.” The JPB notes that the
GUP Draft EIR follows this recommended approach, so the addition of new

PENINSULA CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS BOARD
1250 San Carlos Ave. — P.O. Box 3006
San Carlos, CA 94070-1306 650.508.6269
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Comment Letter A-CALTN

transit users is not treated as an adverse impact and transit capacity is not
evaluated as part of the Draft EIR’s impact analysis.

The JPB understands that the Draft EIR did, however, include a transit capacity
analysis to provide information regarding the capacity of public transit systems to
accommodate ridership growth resulting from the proposed Project. This transit

capacity analysis included a ridership capacity analysis for Caltrain that
compared Caltrain’s current and anticipated future capacity with current and

forecasted future ridership at peak stations for the years 2015, 2018, and 2035. It

analyzed two future scenarios for 2035 to determine the forecasted passenger
load at peak stations, including the share of ridership growth attributable to the

proposed Project. The two scenarios analyzed were “Business as Usual,” which

assumed no new or enhanced Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

strategies, and “Expanded TDM,” which expanded TDM strategies to achieve no

net new commute trips through 2035 by shifting drive-alone commuters to rail
trips.

The JPB offers the following specific comments in reference to this capacity
analysis:

1. For the transit capacity analysis for 2015 and 2018 included in the DEIR, the

JPB understands that the peak hour capacity analysis for Caltrain was

estimated to be 3,250 passengers per peak hour. The analysis assumed that

total capacity could accommodate 120 percent of the seated capacity with
some standees, for a total capacity of 3,900 passengers per peak hour.

The JPB would like to note that the average number of seats per car on
Caltrain’s existing diesel train cars is generally about 126 seats, and the

average train length varies between five and six cars during the peak period.

This results in an estimated total seated peak hour capacity of 3,705 seats

per peak hour. The 120 percent seated capacity standard is consistent with

the JPB’s adopted Title VI standard and would result in a total capacity of
4,446 passengers per peak hour.

2. For the transit capacity analysis for 2035 included in the DEIR, the JPB
understands that the peak hour capacity analysis for Caltrain assumed that

the electric multiple unit (EMU) trains had 112 seats per car. It also assumed

that there were eight cars per train, and six trains per peak hour. Thus, the

seated capacity on the EMU trains was assumed to be 5,370 passengers per
peak hour. The analysis assumed that the total capacity could accommodate
120 percent of the seated capacity with some standees, for a total capacity of

6,444 passengers per peak hour in 2035.

The JPB would like to note a few important points regarding the 2035

capacity analysis for Caltrain. The analysis references the Peninsula Corridor

Electrification Project (PCEP), a nearly $2 billion project that is fully funded
and commenced construction in 2017. PCEP will replace 75 percent of

Page 2 of 4
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Comment Letter A-CALTN

Caltrain’s existing diesel train fleet with EMUs and will install the electrification
infrastructure necessary to support their operation between San Francisco’s 3
4t & King Station and San Jose’s Tamien Station. The project is on track to

be complete by 2022, which is also when electric train service is anticipated cont.
to commence. 1
Based on the current EMU configuration and planned mix of 6-car EMUs and [
7-car diesel consists, the JPB believes that the seated peak hour capacity of 9

the corridor in 2022 will be 4,088 seats — a 10.3 percent increase from today.
At 120 percent of seated capacity this equates to a peak hour passenger
capacity of 4,906. L

It is important to note that the JPB has not obtained funding to purchase
additional EMUs to convert the remaining 25 percent of the JPB’s current
diesel-hauled train fleet that are not funded by PCEP. Additionally, the JPB
has not obtained funding to purchase additional EMU train cars to extend the
train length from six cars to eight cars during the peak hour. The ultimate 10
seated capacity of a fully electrified, 8-car EMU fleet will vary depending on
train configuration choices that have yet to be made. However, the JPB
believes that full conversion of the mainline fleet to all 8-car EMUs would
conservatively result in a peak hour seated capacity increase to 4,512, or
21.8 percent above today’s levels.

Finally, the JPB would also note that it has not yet developed a service plan
for the electrified trains beyond the prototypical schedule contemplated in the
PCEP EIR. The ultimate determination of a service plan will impact the train 11
capacity available at any given station along the Caltrain line. Evaluating and
refining service options for the electrified system will be a key component of
the forthcoming Caltrain Business Plan.

3. The Draft EIR also references the Go Pass as part of Stanford’s existing
Transportation Demand Management program. A current Caltrain fare
product offered to employers, educational institutions, and residential
developments, the Go Pass is a deep discount pass program that allows
participating entities to purchase bulk annual travel passes for employees or
residents. Under the current program, Go Pass holders are allowed unlimited 12
travel across all six zones on the Caltrain corridor for the calendar year.
Stanford University currently purchases Go Passes for all eligible employees
and distributes them at reduced or no cost as part of its TDM program. The
JPB would like to note that while there are no plans to change the Go Pass
program at the present time, it may be subject to change in the future based
on fare policy actions undertaken by the JPB.

The JPB offers its support to Stanford University in its 2018 GUP application. As

the JPB looks to the future with the anticipated completion of PCEP and 13

Page 3 of 4
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Comment Letter A-CALTN

commencement of electrified service in 2022, we also look forward to continuing 13
to partner and collaborate with Stanford University. cont.

If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at
ScanlonE@samtrans.com or (650) 295-6867.

Sincerely,
//&;E/G .
/
Elizabe canlon
Director, Caltrain Planning
Cc:
Jim Hartnett, Caltrain
Michelle Bouchard, Caltrain

Sebastian Petty, Caltrain

Lesley Lowe, Stanford University
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.1 Responses to Comments from Caltrain

A-CALTN-1  No response is required.

A-CALTN-2  The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.
A-CALTN-3  The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.
A-CALTN-4  The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.

A-CALTN-5 to A-CALTN-6
The comment is noted, and the assumptions have been updated in a Transit and
Bicycle Capacity Analysis Addendum (included in Appendix TBC-ADD in this
Response to Comments Document).

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 12:
Transit and Bicycle Capacity for additional discussion of the updated analyses
conducted as a result of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board’s (JPB’s)
input.

A-CALTN-7 to A-CALTN-11
The comments are noted, and the assumptions have been updated in a Transit and
Bicycle Capacity Analysis Addendum (included in Appendix TBC-ADD in this
Response to Comments Document).

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 12:
Transit and Bicycle Capacity for additional discussion of the updated analyses
conducted as a result of the JPB’s input.

A-CALTN-12 The comment is noted. The no net new commute trips standard is a monitored
performance standard, as opposed to a prescribed set of transportation demand
management measures. The measures that Stanford uses to achieve the
performance standard may change over time. At such time that a Go Pass is no
longer offered by Caltrain, Stanford states that it intends to work directly with
Caltrain to find an alternative method, such as a monthly pass, which would
continue to allow Stanford affiliates to take advantage of the Caltrain service.
Stanford considers its proximity to the regional rail corridor to be important to
the success of its transportation demand management program and states that it
will continue to partner with the transit agency.!

A-CALTN-13 The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.

1 see Appendix TRF-MISC in this Response to Comments Document.
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Comment Letter A-EPA

City of East Palo Alto
Office of the Mayor

January 26, 2018

Santa Clara County

Department of Planning and Development
Planning Office

70 West Hedding Street, 7th Floor East Wing
San Jose, California 95110

Subject: Comments on the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Environmental Impact Report
Dear Santa Clara County Planning Dept:

This letter and its attachments are provided in response to the Notice of Availability for Public Review
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Stanford General Use Permit. The impacts
of this project are critical to East Palo Alto due to its proximity and scale. As indicated in this letter
with its attachments, including a letter from JARVIS, FAY, DOPORTO & GIBSON, LLP; the DEIR

raises a variety of serious legal, public policy and technical questions.

I want to emphasize that East Palo Alto values its relationship with its Stanford University, and we
hope to continue to work cooperatively on the many issues common to both of our communities. We
are accordingly prepared to work hard to resolve our concerns through good faith negotiations with
Stanford University. In light of that prospect, East Palo Alto reserves the right to withdraw the
enclosed comments by a further letter. If you have any questions you can call me anytime, or contact
either Carlos Martinez, City Manager, at (650) 799-4772 or cmartinez@cityofepa.org, or in his
absence, Sean Charpentier, Assistant City Manager, at (650) 833-8946 or scharpentier@cityofepa.org.

R

Ruben Abrica, East Palo Alto Mayor

Yours truly,

et East Palo Alto City Council
Attachments:
1. East Palo Alto Comments and Questions
2. SFJCPA Letter
3. Comment Letter from JARVIS, FAY, DOPORTO & GIBSON, LLP

5.2.1-7
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Comment Letter A-EPA

ATTACHMENT 1
East Palo Alto Comments and Questions

Affordable Housing Funds _
The project will significantly exacerbate the jobs housing crisis by adding 5,262 jobs

but only 550 new housing units. Page 5.12-4 indicates that in 2014, Stanford had a
jobs housing ration of 2.7 employees per employed resident. To understand the 2
impact of General Use permit, this number must provide that includes the growth
envisioned in the General Use Permit. 1
Please clarify decision making body and process for Stanford Affordable Housing

Fund. 1 3
The affordable housing commercial Linkage fee should be $25 per square foot, T 4
which is more in line with surrounding jurisdictions |

Stanford should build affordable employee housing, in particular for service ] 5

employees, on campus.

East Palo Alto is concerned about linking funding to transit corridors since East Palo
Alto is underserved by transit and does not have fixed rail transit. Recommend 6
language that would ensure that East Palo Alto is not placed at a disadvantage.

Traffic

City Council is gravely concerned about traffic, especially since 84% of the peak
hour traffic on University Ave is cuthrough traffic and the Stanford General Use 7
Permit is proposing to add over 5,000 new jobs but only 500 new housing units.
Off peak traffic is a concern given that East Palo Alto residents are experiencing
significant traffic at all times. 1
Stanford should create a fund specifically to fund class I bicycle facilities in
neighboring cities to invest in more bicycle facilities and reduce vehicle trips. East
Palo Alto projects that should benefit include the University Ave. bike pedestrian 9
overcrossing, the Rail Spur trail, and the bicycle and pedestrian improvements
included in the East Palo Alto Bicycle Transportation Plan and the General Plan. 1
To reduce incentives for single occupancy vehicle trips, Stanford should reduce its T

planned parking spaces, including new ones and the planned but undeveloped 10

reserve. -

Stanford should explore use maximizing use of car share options like Zip Car. T 11
. Hydrology

The proposed General Use Plan should include measures that either mitigate for
increase flows and/or create no net increase in storm water runoff to the neighboring
downstream communities that are located within the San Francisquito Creek
Watershed Area. These are not adequately analyzed or described in the DEIR.

12
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Comment Letter A-EPA

The DEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section does not identify existing flood
problems, but relies on existing detention facilities to control flows. There is no cited
drainage study that documents existing remaining detention capacity or quantifies
additional runoff volumes added for baseline, project and cumulative conditions to
substantiate the conclusion that no offsite flooding impacts will occur. The Biological
Resources section does in fact identify capacity and flood issues in San Francisquito
Creek (page 5.3-46) with one or more on- and off-site detention basins being
considered by the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority. The Final EIR
must provide a review of existing flood issues in both watersheds in which the
project is located, and in conjunction with the above comment, clearly document
potential off-site flooding impacts for the baseline, project and cumulative scenarios.

San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority. Stanford should be required to
coordinate and cooperate, including funding, with the San Francisquito Creek Joint
Powers Authority to provide meaningful large-scale upstream detention facilities to
attenuate and manage flows in San Francisquito Creek.

Applicant (Stanford) shall continue to work with the City of Palo Alto, the San
Francisquito Creek JPA, and other jurisdictions to develop a specific plan for the
detention of floodwaters on Stanford land that will result in a significant and
measurable reduction in floodwaters reaching the floodplain areas within Palo Alto,
East Palo Alto, and Menlo Park.

Additional comments as requested by SFCJPA and its members. The SFCJPA
Comment letter is incorporated herein and included as an attachment to our letter.

5.2.1-9
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Comment Letter A-EPA

JARVIS FAY DOPORTO & GIBSON, LLP

LOCAL GOVERNMENT LAW

January 26, 2018

David Rader

Santa Clara County Planning Office,
County Government Center

70 West Hedding Street

7th Floor, East Wing

San Jose, California 95110

Re:  Comments on the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Rader,

Our office represents the City of East Palo Alto (“City” or “EPA”). We have reviewed
the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”)
prepared for Stanford University’s (the “University”’) 2018 General Use Permit (“2018 GUP” or
the “Project”). We have prepared the following comments on the DEIR in order to ensure that
the DEIR adequately addresses environmental impacts to the City and its citizens as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).!

I The DEIR Fails to Consistently Include the City of East Palo Alto in its Analysis of
Local Jurisdictions

The DEIR fails to include the City in its regulatory setting, baseline, and impact analysis
in several key locations. While the City is not directly adjacent to the Project site, the DEIR
recognizes that the City may experience impacts from the Project and included it in some of its
analysis,? but failed to analyze potential impacts to the City in certain chapters.

First, at chapter 5.10 (“Land Use and Planning”), the DEIR describes the existing
environmental setting, nearby land uses, and baseline for purposes of identifying environmental
impacts, but fails to refer to the City or its existing plans and policies.> In chapter 5.12,
(Population and Housing), the DEIR uses population and housing figures from all surrounding
cities except for the City of East Palo Alto.* Further, at chapter 5.14 (“Recreation”), the DEIR

!'The City has also engaged Paul Krupka of Krupka Consulting to separately evaluate and comment upon the
DEIR’s traffic analysis

2 See, for example, Chapter 5.15 (Transportation and Traffic), which indicates that the DEIR identified locations
where the Project would contribute a noticeable amount of traffic for further study and analysis, including a variety
of intersections in the City.

3 DEIR, chapter 5.10.

4 DEIR, chapter 5.12. See also Table 5.12-1 and Table 5.12-3, which describe the populations of surrounding local
and regional jurisdictions but omit the City of East Palo Alto.

492 NINTH STREET, SUITE 310. OAKLAND, CA 94607
MAIN: 510.238.1400 / WWW.JARVISFAY.COM / FAX: 510.238.1404
52.1-11
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Comment Letter A-EPA

David Rader
January 26,2018
Page 2

summarizes general plan policies of “Local Jurisdictions” including Palo Alto and Menlo Park,
but fails to include the City in its analysis.’

The DEIR’s failure to include the City in its analysis may also result in incorrect or
misleading conclusions, so the DEIR should be corrected to include the City in all instances that
surrounding local jurisdictions are considered and analyzed. Most significantly, the DEIR’s
analysis of cumulative impacts in chapters where the City has been omitted may be inaccurate
given that future projects in the City were not evaluated.®

1L The Project Description is Internally Inconsistent; Conflicts with Transportation
and Traffic Analysis Regarding “No Net New Comimute Trips.”

The project description refers to the Stanford Community Plan (“SCP”), which is part of
the County’s General Plan and essentially acts as a general plan for future development of the
University. The project description states that the SCP “establishes a ‘No Net New Commute
Trips’ standard, defined to mean no additional trips above a measured base level during the peak
commute hours in the campus commute direction.”” The project description further states that
the Project will continue to implement programs to “help Stanford achieve its No Net New
Commute Trips standard.”® (Emphasis added).

The EIR is inherently unclear and contradictory as to whether the project will actually
meet this “No Net New Commute Trips” standard. For example, despite the initial indication
that the Project will “achieve” the No Net New Commute Trips standard required by the SCP,
the project description later states that the No Net New Commute Trips standard may be
“optionally achieved” by funding trip reduction programs to be implemented by other entities “in
the vicinity” of the Project.’ The project description is thus internally inconsistent insofar as it
suggests that the Project will comply with the SCP’s No Net New Commute Trips standard, but
also suggests that the standard may not actually be met and provides an “optional” alternative. It
is unclear whether (i) the Project must undertake this optional alternative (i.e. the funding of trip
reduction programs in the vicinity of the project), or (ii) whether the optional alternative must
also achieve the No Net New Commute Trips standard. These inconsistencies need to be
reconciled and the text clarified to ensure that the Project complies with the SCP’s No Net New
Commute Trips standard, regardless of the method employed to do so.

5 DEIR, pp. 5.14-15 and 5.14-16.

¢ See DEIR’s discussion of cumulative land use impacts (Impact 5.10-2) at pages 5.10-18 and 5.10-19. The analysis
fails to include the City of East Palo Alto — or any of the City’s upcoming projects, etc. — in its discussion of
cumulative impacts.

"DEIR, p. 1-4.

¥1d.

71d.
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Comment Letter A-EPA

David Rader
January 26,2018
Page 3

Furthermore, the project description conflicts with the analysis in the Transportation and
Traffic section. As stated above, the project description suggests that the Project will comply
with the SCP’s No Net New Commute Trips standard, but the Transportation and Traffic
analysis identifies four significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the traffic caused by
the Project.!® And Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 states that mitigation will occur “either through a
program of ‘no net new commute trips’ or through [funding of transportation improvements].”
Thus, while the analysis identifies the SCP as an applicable regulatory plan that requires the
University to comply with its No Net New Commute Trips standard,'! the DEIR then later
identifies significant and unavoidable impacts, which suggests that the Project will nof comply
with the No Net New Commute Trips standard.

We understand that the traffic analysis has taken a “conservative” approach by assuming
the worst-case scenario (i.e. by assuming that the University does not increase trip reduction 20
efforts!?), but the SCP requires compliance with the No Net New Commute Trips standard. '3
Because compliance with the standard is required, the Transportation and Traffic chapter should
assume that the standard must be met, and analyze whether the Project causes traffic impacts that
would exceed the standard. Instead, the DEIR analyzes the Project without the assuming that the
standard must be met, and identifies four significant and unavoidable impacts. While the DEIR
identifies mitigation intended to lessen these impacts,'* the analysis frankly acknowledges that
the No Net New Commute Trips standard may not actually be satisfied. And it apparently leaves
it to Stanford’s sole discretion to determine whether it will actually comply with the standard,
with no apparent role by the County or any other public agency in approving such non-
compliance.

Thus, the Project’s promise of compliance with the No Net New Commute Trips
Standard is ephemeral and unenforceable and the project description and the remainder of the
EIR are internally contradictory and unclear as to whether this.standard will actually be met.
EPA thus requests that the EIR be revised to cure this inadequacy of the project description.

111, The DEIR Fails to Adeguately Define Academic Space

The project description states that buildout of the Project will result in “2,275,000 net 21
new square feet of academic and academic support facilities.”'> However, the DEIR does not
adequately define “academic and academic support facilities.” The DEIR’s Land Use chapter’®

10 See DEIR Table 1-1, p. 1-5. See also Chapter 5.15 (Transportation and Traffic).

' DEIR, pp. 5.15-42 through 5.15-45.

12 DEIR, p. 5.15-65.

13 Or funding of specific transportation impact mitigation efforts proportional to the effect of new development. See
description of SCP policy C(i)9 at DEIR p. 5.15-44.

" DEIR Table 1-1, p. 1-5.

B DEIR, p. 1-3.

16 DEIR, Chapter 5.10.

5.2.1-13
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Comment Letter A-EPA

David Rader
January 26, 2018
Page 4

fails to describe the land uses associated with these facilities, and all other chapters fail to
account for impacts that may come with those certain uses. For example, Chapter 5.15
(Transportation and Traffic) only analyzes traffic impacts based on the growth in “academic and
academic support square footage.”!” If the facilities are developed as all classrooms, there may 21
be a different traffic impact than there would be if the facilities were developed as classrooms, a cont.
gymnasium, a performing arts auditorium, and university offices. Certain uses have potentially
greater environmental impacts — particularly traffic impacts — so it is important that the DEIR
adequately define “academic and academic support facilities” by including the uses associated
with those facilities. 1

IV. Application and DEIR Improperly 1dentify On-Campus Affordable Housing

East Palo Alto is very concerned that the County may be inappropriately using on-
campus student housing at the University as a credit against its obligations under state law to
provide its fair share of affordable housing for the truly needy. Any failure by the County to
meet its fair share will place a greater burden on East Palo Alto and other communities to
accommodate such housing needs. The EIR needs to be amended to explicitly analyze the extent
to which the Project will facilitate the County’s failure to satisfy such obligations, as well as the
secondary environmental impacts on other communities resulting from such failure.

The University’s application (“Application”) states as follows: “Stanford has constructed
816 on-campus housing units that the County has recognized as affordable to low and very low
income individuals and that the County credited toward its Regional Housing Needs Assessment 22
as established in the Housing element of its General Plan.” (Emphasis added).'® This statement
suggests that the County has taken credit for on-campus housing units which are available to
and/or occupied by students and faculty — not low-income residents of the County.

Pursuant to the state’s Housing Element Law,'® the County is responsible for providing
for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community.?® While the Association of
Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”) determines the regional housing needs allocation (“RHNA”)
for the County, it is the County that is responsible for providing housing capacity for each type
of RHNA category (e.g. moderate-income, low-income, very-low income, etc.). Here, the
Application and the DEIR indicate that the County has “credited” 816 on-campus units to satisfy
its RHNA obligations for the “low” and “very low” income categories. However, on-campus
housing appears to only be available to students and faculty, and there is no evidence in the
Application or DEIR that suggests that the 816 units are available to provide low-income
housing for County residents who meet the state income standards for it and who genuinely need
it. 1l

" DEIR, p. 5.15-65.

18 Stanford University General Use Permit 2018 Application, p. 3.2.
¥ Cal. Gov. Code §§65580 et seq.

20 Cal. Gov. Code §65580(d).
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.2 Responses to Comments from City of East Palo Alto

A-EPA-1 Regarding the general comment made that the Draft EIR raises a variety of legal,
public policy and technical questions, each of the specific issues raised by the
comment in this letter are addressed in the individual responses to the comments
that follow.

Regarding the comment that East Palo Alto values its relationship with Stanford
and desires to work cooperatively on issues common to both communities, the
comment is acknowledged.

A-EPA-2 The jobs/housing balance issue is an important policy issue that the County
Board of Supervisors will consider when it decides whether, and under what
conditions, the Project should be approved. For purposes of evaluating the
Project’s environmental effects, the CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR’s
discussion of growth-inducing effects should not assume that growth is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d).) Here, the Draft EIR complies with
CEQA by including data on employment expected to be generated by the
proposed Project and estimating the number of new residential units that would
be needed to provide housing for them.

A-EPA-3 The Stanford Affordable Housing Fund is administered by the County Office of
Supportive Housing in accordance with guidelines adopted by the County Board
of Supervisors for implementation of the Fund. Please also see Master Response 10:
Affordable Housing, Topic 4: Process for Distribution of Affordable Housing
Funds.

A-EPA-4 The County Board of Supervisors, as the decision-making body for the 2018
Stanford General Use Permit, will determine any in-lieu fee paid by Stanford for
affordable housing demand generated by its academic development and is not
bound by the $20 fee proposed by Stanford. Please see Master Response 10:
Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund.

A-EPA-5 Impacts of the Project on affordable housing is a socioeconomic issue not
required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA. Please note
that on June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft
EIR, which includes two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing
Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be
added to the proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A
and Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-EPA-6

A-EPA-7

A-EPA-8

A-EPA-9

A-EPA-10

A-EPA-11

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please also see Master Response 8: EIR Alternatives, Topic 2: Additional Detail
on Potential Alternatives; Master Response 9: Population and Housing
Methodology and Calculations; and Master Response 10: Affordable Housing.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 5: Geographical
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.

As noted in the East Palo Alto General Plan 2035, University Avenue (State
Highway 109) is a major thoroughfare that connects U.S. 101 and the Dumbarton
Bridge. The Draft EIR on pages 5.15-80 through 5.15-82 and on pages 5.15-118
through 5.15-120 provides the results of the evaluation of five intersections on
University Avenue in East Palo Alto. The findings are that, even if Stanford did
not achieve the no net new commute trips standard at buildout of the proposed
2018 General Use Permit, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact
at these locations under both 2018 Baseline with Project conditions and

2035 Cumulative with Project conditions.

As discussed on page 5.15-13 of the Draft EIR, the Level of Service methodology
used to evaluate traffic operations identifies the highest single hour within the
morning and evening peak period, and includes all traffic in and out of the
intersection, including those vehicles traveling in the reverse commute direction
to represent the worst-case condition within the peak period. By evaluating the
worst condition within the peak period, the analysis ensures that the maximum
effect of the proposed Project is identified, and if mitigation is warranted, that the
mitigation is designed to prevent the maximum effect from occurring (which in
turn prevents impacts under conditions that are not at the maximum). Please also
see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily
Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading,

It should be noted that Stanford’s TDM programs also reduce off-peak trips
generated by the school’s students and employees. Please see Master

Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard for a discussion of the no net new commute trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Analysis.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13, Parking
Supply and Restrictions for a discussion of the on-campus parking supply.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for details on transportation demand management
programs (including car share options such as Zip Car) that are methods Stanford
uses to achieve the no net new commute trips standard.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-EPA-12

A-EPA-13

A-EPA-14

A-EPA-15

A-EPA-16

A-EPA-17

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 3: Capacity of
Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under
Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 6: Non-Project Planning Efforts to
Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed.

As explained in the Draft EIR Hydrology and Water Quality section, as a
condition of the 2000 General Use Permit, between 2001 and 2015, Stanford
constructed on-site detention facilities on a watershed basis to create sufficient
capacity to offset increased runoff associated with all new impervious surfaces
constructed under the 2000 General Use Permit. Consequently, existing flooding
issues in San Francisquito Creek are not a result of peak stormflows generated
from the Project site development associated with the existing Stanford General
Use Permit. Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1.
Development and Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities,
and Topic 2: Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity.

Furthermore, the Draft EIR explains that the proposed 2018 General Use Permit
would not contribute to peak stormflows in San Francisquito Creek because
sufficient remaining on-site detention capacity would exist to sufficiently handle
peak runoff from the increased amount of impervious surfaces projected under
the 2018 General Use Permit. Because Stanford would not contribute to
additional peak flow, there would be no contribution to flooding in San
Francisquito Creek. As such, development under the 2018 General Use Permit
would not cause downstream flooding, nor would it contribute to cumulative
downstream flooding. Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention,
Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from
Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 4: Capacity
of Stanford’s Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 6: Non-Project
Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 3: Capacity of
Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under
Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 6: Non-Project Planning Efforts to
Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed.

Comment Letter A-EPA includes comment letter (as Attachment 2) from the
SFCJPA, dated December 4, 2017. A letter with identical comments was
submitted separately by the SFCJPA on January 4, 2018 to the County; that letter
is included as Comment Letter A-SFCJPA in this Response to Comments
Document. Please see that comment letter and associated responses.

The extent to which the regulatory setting, environmental baseline and impacts
are addressed in the Draft EIR is based on the potential for the Project to result in
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

physical effects within a particular geographic area for each environmental topic.
An EIR’s environmental setting should be no longer than is necessary to
understand the significant impacts of the proposed project and its alternatives
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).) In general, and as discussed below, East
Palo Alto was not included in the sections cited by the comment because
significant environmental impacts were not projected to occur there. This
comment provides no evidence that the Draft EIR omitted significant
environmental impacts within the City of East Palo Alto.

For the Land Use and Planning section, the comment indicates the Draft EIR
does not refer to the City or its existing plans and policies. The focus of the Draft
EIR Land Use and Planning setting are to discuss land uses and land use plans
that apply to the proposed Project and the Project site; this includes the County’s
plans and policies and certain regional plans and policies that apply to the
Project, and significant Project impacts. For this reason, a discussion of land use
plans and policies of all surrounding and nearby cities, including East Palo Alto,
would not add information that is relevant to the environmental analysis, and
therefore not included in the Draft EIR. Please note the Draft EIR concludes that
all Project and cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant.

For the Population and Housing section, the comment indicates the Draft EIR
includes population and housing figures from all surrounding cities except for the
City of East Palo Alto. The presentation of population of local and regional
jurisdictions in Table 5.12-3 is for informational purposes, and provides an
overview of population in adjacent jurisdictions, unincorporated Santa Clara
County, and total Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties. The City of East Palo
Alto’s population is included in the San Mateo County (Total) row in that table.
The Draft EIR addresses the Project and cumulative population and housing
impacts in the surrounding and nearby jurisdictions, including East Palo Alto,
and concludes the impact would be less than significant.

For the Recreation section, the comment indicates that the Draft EIR includes the
general plan policies of Palo Alto and Menlo Park, but not of East Palo Alto. The
Draft EIR Recreation section addressed off-campus regional parks, major open
space areas, trails, local parks and recreation facilities that would most likely be
utilized by Stanford population; which consists of facilities within Palo Alto and
Menlo Park because these cities are adjacent to the project site. Accordingly,
recreation-related policies of those cities were discussed in the Recreation section
of the EIR for informational purposes. Please note the Draft EIR concludes that
all Project and cumulative recreation impacts would be less than significant.

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline
Environmental Setting, and Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-EPA-18

A-EPA-19

A-EPA-20

A-EPA-21

Please see Response to Comment A-EPA-17, above, regarding the approach for
how the geographic study area is defined in the Draft EIR for each environmental
topic, including Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing, and
Recreation. In all cases where the proposed 2018 General Use Permit has the
potential to result in Project or cumulative impacts in East Palo Alto (e.g., traffic
impacts, etc.) the Draft EIR adequately discloses and mitigates those impacts to
the extent feasible.

The comment provides no examples of East Palo Alto projects that were omitted
that could cause new or substantially worse significant cumulative impacts, and
no evidence that the Draft EIR’s cumulative impact conclusions would be
different if any such projects were included.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6, No Net New
Commute Trips Standard for a discussion of the no net new commute trips
standard and the fair share payments toward intersection improvements that
would be required if the Project does not achieve the standard.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6, No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for a discussion of the no net new commute trips
standard and the fair share payments toward intersection improvements that
would be required if the Project does not achieve the standard. The commenter
acknowledges in footnote 13 of the comment letter that the Stanford Community
Plan requires that Stanford achieve the no net new commute trips standard or
fund specific transportation improvements proportional to the effects of new
development. The Stanford Community Plan establishes a goal to achieve the no
net new commute trips standard but expressly recognizes that this standard might
not be achieved, and therefore also establishes a policy to ensure that, if the
standard is not achieved, Stanford funds its fair share of feasible transportation
improvements to mitigate the impacts of new development. Mitigation

Measure 5.15-2 implements these Stanford Community Plan policies. While
Master Response 13: Topic 6, No Net New Commute Trips Standard includes data
and analysis demonstrating achievement of the no net new commute trips standard
is likely, the EIR does not assume the no net new commute trips standard will be
achieved because it is not certain that the standard will be achieved.

Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity. The trip generation rates and trip
distribution patterns used to predict traffic effects of future development under
the 2018 General Use Permit were based upon the trip generation and distribution
characteristics of the existing campus, which includes a broad range of academic
and academic support uses such as classrooms, athletic facilities and venues,
performing arts venues and museums, and support buildings. The rates and
distribution patterns incorporate an assumption that new development would
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A-EPA-22

A-EPA-23

A-EPA-24

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

contain a similarly broad mix of academic and academic support buildings and
programs, which is a reasonable assumption based upon the best information that
is available at this time. Specific programs that may be housed in individual
buildings constructed under the 2018 General Use Permit are unknown.

The comment is noted. The means by which the County satisfies its obligations
to provide housing needs for all economic segments of the community is a policy
issue that may be considered by the County Board of Supervisors and is not
related to how the proposed Project will have a physical effect on the
environment.

Please also note, as discussed in Response to Comment A-EPA-5, the County
published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, which includes two new
housing alternatives (Additional Housing Alternatives A and B) under which
additional quantities of housing would be added to the proposed Project.

Also, please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 6: Regional
Housing Needs Assessment Affordable Housing Credit.

The comment is noted. The means by which the County satisfies its obligations
to provide housing needs for all economic segments of the community is a policy
issue that may be considered by the County Board of Supervisors and is not
related to how the proposed Project will have a physical effect on the
environment.

Please also see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations; and Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 6: Regional
Housing Needs Assessment Affordable Housing Credit.

The comment is noted. The use of funds within the Stanford Affordable Housing
Fund is determined by the County Board of Supervisors based on adopted
procedures for disbursement of the fund. The use of funds within the Stanford
Affordable Housing Fund is not a CEQA issue.

Please also see Master Response 10 Affordable Housing, Topic 4: Process for
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.3 Responses to Comments from Las Lomitas School District

A-LLSD-1

A-LLSD-2

A-LLSD-3

A-LLSD-4

A-LLSD-5

The Draft EIR analyzes all potentially significant Project and cumulative
impacts, and identifies feasible mitigation measures where appropriate, to
mitigate these impacts to the extent possible. Please see responses to the specific
comments raised below; see also Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR
and Environmental Topics.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please see also Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10,
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis for a discussion of bicycle and pedestrian safety,
and Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic Topic 9: Design Hazards
and Safety Impacts for discussion of traffic safety hazards.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially affect
local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property tax
assessment methods are governed by state law and are not within the scope of
environmental review under CEQA. State law also establishes exclusive
mitigation (“SB 50” school mitigation fees) for school impacts and preempts
local authority on this issue.

Impacts of the Project on housing supply is a socioeconomic issue not required to
be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA. Nevertheless, on

June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which included a new impact (Impact 5.17-1) that discussed the indirect impacts
of off-campus housing associated with the Project. The Recirculated Portions of
Draft EIR also included two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing
Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be
added to the proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A
and Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.

As explained above, state law establishes mitigation for school impacts and
preempts local authority on this issue. Property tax assessment methods are also
governed by state law.

As explained above, state law establishes mitigation for school impacts and
preempts local authority on this issue. Property tax assessment issues are also
governed by state law.
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 2
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

Project Description Concerns and Questions

1. Stanford is seeking “flexibility with accountability.” The application and DEIR indicate that the
total amount of academic square footage may take many forms, from classroom buildings to art
galleries to energy facilities. Similarly, the anticipated housing units/beds will include a range of

products from undergraduate dormitories to single-family homes for faculty. These different uses 2
will have disparate impacts. Without specificity as to the amount, location and intensity of the

various uses, there are no assurances that the impacts have been adequately assessed in the |
DEIR. Further, there is no mention in the DEIR that further study will be conducted to determine T
whether what does eventually get built is within the parameters of the DEIR or creates additional 3

impacts that require additional mitigation. This seems critically important for a document that is
anticipated to govern development for the next approximately 17 years in an area that is seeing
rapid transition in local and regional conditions and circumstances. The City requests that clear
accounting of the proposed uses and location of such uses be documented, and no changes to 4
the provided allotments of developable area be allowed without a full assessment of any further
environmental impacts. Further, as evidenced by the Center for Academic Medicine project
application, any transfer of development request needs to include explicit consultation with and
notice to the City of Menlo Park, particularly in the area of traffic concerns. The City has
included recommended revisions to Condition of Approval G11 from the 2000 GUP, which are 6
outlined below in comment 6.

2. The 2018 GUP should preserve the Academic Growth Boundary and the extra increment of
foothill protections (i.e., the 4/5ths vote for development west of Junipero Serra Boulevard) in
order to ensure ongoing open space and conservation efforts are recognized as a serious 7
concern. The City requests the Academic Growth Boundary be preserved for at least the next 50
years.

3. The maximum build out of the Stanford campus should be identified, defined and evaluated in
the 2018 GUP and DEIR. Such definition was required during the 2000 GUP development, as a
condition of approval, but has not yet be identified or imposed here. This is important to provide 8
the community and neighboring jurisdictions a clear picture of when growth limits would be
reached; further, the current process provides no assurances to the maximum extent of growth
and development on the campus.

4. Stanford will be increasing the population of students, faculty, staff and other workers from
41,217 in 2018 to 50,827 by 2035. However, it is not clear that these numbers reflect the full
picture and include families of students and faculty, deliveries, consultants, contractors and
various visitors who travel to and from Stanford. The assumptions should be clearly outlined in
the DEIR.

5. The 2018 GUP and DEIR should evaluate changes in the Project Description, or as mitigation \} 10

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 3
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

measures to:

a. Prohibit an increase in net new parking spaces

b. Provide a direct roadway connection from Campus Drive West to |-280 between Page Mill
Road and Alpine Road without a connection at Junipero Serra Boulevard. Also force traffic to
use Page Mill Road over Alpine Road since there are limited residences along Page Mill
frontage 10

c. Add locations for traffic monitoring at gateways to Stanford Land beyond the cordon locations
that are specific to unincorporated Santa Clara County to account for development in the
Quarry, Lathrop and San Juan districts (see comment 7.k.ii. below)

d. Require trip credits to have some spatial or geographic relevance based on Gateways and
cordon limits around the Stanford campus

6. Inthe 2000 GUP conditions of approval, condition G11 required project-specific traffic studies for
certain projects. Subsequent to adoption of the 2000 GUP and conditions, the County prepared
Scoping of Project-Specific Transportation Studies under Stanford GUP Condition of Approval
G11 (dated January 16, 2002). These documents do not directly address the need for a project-
specific traffic study for relocation of planned development levels across Campus district
boundaries, and the City requests this document be modified, if to be carried over for use 11
subsequent to the 2018 GUP. Further, the City requests that a project-specific traffic study be
completed for all projects that generate over 50 peak hour trips to ensure transparency and
consistency across future proposals. The City has documented suggested revisions, as included
in Attachment A. Further, the City requests that the Board of Supervisors must consider any
request to relocate development to a different district, and approval be required to reach a 4/5
vote in favor, including the Supervisor from the District.

Transportation
7. The transportation analysis shows several deficiencies with respect to':
a. Existing congested conditions are not reflected in the intersection analysis.
The existing conditions analysis does not reflect congested conditions on the Bayfront
Expressway, Willow Road, University Avenue, EI Camino Real, and Sand Hill Road corridors

as of the time the existing counts were taken in 2016. The reported results at the following
locations do not reflect field observed conditions:

12

i. Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue
ii.  Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road
iii.  Willow Road intersections

T All page number references within this comment point to the Transportation Impact Analysis, Part 2 in Appendix TIA
of the Draft EIR. Similar comments apply to the same content shown in the Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 4
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

iv.  Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue-Alpine Road

The existing congested conditions on the corridors and intersections listed above are not
taken into account by isolated intersection analysis. As summarized in the City of Menlo
Park’s General Plan (ConnectMenlo) Draft Environmental Impact Report published in 2016,
isolated intersection analysis does not account for the queue spillback between intersections
on the approaches to the Dumbarton Bridge, including those on Bayfront Expressway, Willow
Road, and University Avenue. The TRAFFIX 8.0 software that was used for the analysis is
not sufficient to reflect the existing or future (2018 or 2035) congestion levels. The TIA 13
(Section 4.8, page 94-95) describes the observed queues and congested conditions on El
Camino Real and Sand Hill Road, but does not use this information to validate the calculated
existing levels of service (Figure 4-2 on page 54 and Table 4-1 on pages 55-60) on the
corridors. Field observed conditions are not described on Willow Road and the Dumbarton
Bridge approaches. These level of service calculations need to be updated in order to
present an accurate existing scenario to assess impacts of the 2018 GUP. Otherwise,
potential impacts are underestimated. The Draft EIR should be updated and recirculated with
corrected information that mitigates all additional impacts.

b. Existing congested conditions are not reflected in the freeway and ramp analysis.

Similarly, the freeway ramp analysis at the US 101/Willow Road interchange and the I-
280/Sand Hill Road interchange do not reflect existing congested conditions, and therefore
the volume-to-capacity analysis conducted does not take into account the unserved peak
period demand and queue spillback. Analysis based on these existing results therefore
underestimates potential impacts of the 2018 GUP. The analysis must be updated and the
Draft EIR recirculated with the corrected information, including appropriate mitigation for all
additional impacts. 1

14

c. The No Net New Commute Trips mitigation program does not fully mitigate transportation
impacts and must be modified.

The 2018 GUP application materials and Draft EIR describe Stanford’s continued
participation in the No Net New Commute Trips mitigation program. The program limits peak
hour, peak direction vehicular trips associated with Stanford University. However, this 15
program is fundamentally flawed and does not fully mitigate transportation impacts for
several reasons:

i.  Congested conditions in the region are no longer limited to a single morning and evening
peak hour. The monitoring program should be expanded to capture the hours of
congestion across the peak periods, at a minimum from 7:00 — 9:00am and 4:00 —
7:00pm, since the program encourages peak spreading to shoulder and off-peak hours. 1
Daily trip limits should also be considered to reduce potential air quality and greenhouse \P 16
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 5
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

16

gas impacts. 1 cont.

i.  While traffic flows still see some directionality, reverse peak direction patterns are
increasing and even reverse direction trips in the peak hours can contribute to
congestion.

The proposed 2018 GUP is estimated to add 428 AM and 600 PM peak hour trips in the
reverse commute direction. This represents a significant proportion of the proposed
growth in traffic, representing 36% of morning and 44% of evening peak hour traffic. The
proposed analysis does not isolate the potential impacts of these trips, and they are not
mitigated by the No Net New Commute Trips mitigation program, which only limits the 17
peak direction trips. Therefore all reverse peak trips are added to the roadway network,
with undetermined impacts, and are not currently mitigated.

The City requests that an analysis of the reverse direction trips be conducted and
appropriate mitigation measures be identified. The mitigation program should could be
expanded to limit any new impacts from reverse commute trips by including them in the
No Net New Trips program, and no growth in such trips should be allowed over existing
conditions. This analysis should be prepared and the DEIR recirculated with this
significant new information.

iii.  Monitoring of the program is infrequent and does not assure neighboring jurisdictions that
the program achieves its goals on a typical basis. Monitoring occurs twice per year, and
while conducted in typical traffic conditions, this limited frequency allows the potential for
ongoing violations. The City requests the County modify the monitoring program to
provide consistent, daily monitoring. Such monitoring and enforcement is conducted by
the City for the Facebook Campus site in Menlo Park, and provides assurances that the
trip limits are met on a daily basis throughout the year. This increased frequency is
enabled more readily, since under the current proposal, Stanford and the County propose
to use automated technology to conduct the counts in the future. The City requests that
no new development be allowed beyond the 2000 GUP until such automated equipment
and increased monitoring is in place.

18

iv.  The use of “cordon credits” and a campus-wide monitoring methodology allow Stanford to
offset peak hour, peak direction vehicle trips occurring anywhere in the cordon area at
the expense of other potentially affected roadways. In particular, the Sand Hill Road and
El Camino Real (north of Stanford) corridors have not seen investment in infrastructure or 19
program support to reduce vehicle traffic levels approaching the University from these
directions, and traffic congestion has increased since the 2001 GUP analysis. In addition,
the 2014 Annual Traffic Monitoring Report claimed 402 trip credits for bus trips across the
cordon points and the number of transit passengers served outside the cordon area in
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 6
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

the evening peak hour, but no data is provided about how the individual cordon locations
have increased or decreased over time. The City’s own traffic counts on Sand Hill Road
(near the City of Menlo Park and Palo Alto border) show an increase in average daily
traffic volumes from 30,550 vehicles to 33,900 vehicles per day between 1998 and 2017.
The DEIR also does not disclose Marguerite transit ridership by route and stop to 19
demonstrate which corridors are achieving trip credits per the allowance of “cordon cont.
credits”. The City requests the historic raw cordon count data and Marguerite ridership
data be included in a revised and recirculated DEIR. The City requests that the cordon
trip limits be established by sub-area or district to ensure that the levels of traffic in any
one corridor are not adversely affected at the expense of others. 1

v.  Chapter 8 of the TIA details the tiered mitigation program steps if Stanford does not
achieve the No Net New Commute Trips goal. However, as described in Section 8.1.1.3
through 8.1.1.5, Stanford would fund infrastructure changes and programs to reduce
vehicle trips in the vicinity of the campus if the No Net New Commute Trip goal is not
successful. This shifts the burden of mitigation to neighboring cities, when the mitigation
is necessitated by Stanford’s non-compliance with the mitigation measure. Stanford
should instead assume responsibility, in collaboration with neighboring agencies to
design and construct physical infrastructure and provide resources to help implement
necessary programs to reduce trips as identified in these sections. The City requests that
a contribution towards the Middle Avenue Pedestrian/Bicycle Crossing, Dumbarton Rail 21
Corridor, and Sand Hill Road-Santa Cruz Avenue-Alameda de las Pulgas-Alpine Road
corridor improvements be prioritized for mitigation. The City also requests that penalties :[
be assessed if the trip reduction goals are not met.

20

22

vi.  Section 8.1.1.5 of Chapter 8 of the TIA further outlines the payment methodology to
determine Stanford’s fair share of the intersection improvements on a per trip basis. This
section outlines that the proposed payments would be on an annual basis, and since the
2018 GUP is projected to carry development through 2035 (17 years), the total
contribution towards all intersection improvements would be divided by 17. This proposed
methodology does not mitigate Stanford’s contribution towards impacts in the City, and 23
other neighboring agencies, as sufficient funds would not accrue to cover the
construction cost of the necessary mitigation — which since a Project level impact (see
comment 7.g. below) — is necessary to reduce the Project’s impact to a less-than-
significant level. The proposed methods also do not account for escalation in construction
costs over the life of the proposed 2018 GUP.

d. All relevant near term projects should be included in the analysis. According to Table 2 in
Appendix CON, the Stanford Shopping Center Expansion and Stanford Redwood City
campus are not currently included as near-term projects, and should be included in the 24
DEIR’s evaluation. Notably, the traffic analysis should be revised to include these projects,
as traffic from the Shopping Center directly overlaps with the traffic accessing the University
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 7
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

from EI Camino Real and Sand Hill Road; and traffic from the Stanford Redwood City /
campus will occur on Marsh Road, Bay Road, Bayfront Expressway, Middlefield Road and El 24
Camino Real, among other streets in the area, which are also studied in the 2018 GUP
DEIR. Not including the Stanford Shopping Center and Redwood City campus
underestimates the near-term and cumulative traffic impacts. Further the DEIR should
explicitly describe the anticipated interaction between the Stanford University campus and 25
the Stanford Redwood City campus. The City requested this information in its NOP letter
(comments 5, 6, and 8), but it was not provided in the DEIR.

cont.

e. At the time the Stanford Hospital Expansion was considered by the City of Palo Alto, the City
of Menlo Park challenged the traffic projections as underestimating the likely impacts of the
project due to a significant allowance for TDM reductions. The City requests that the County 26
independently evaluate the traffic projections used for the Hospital Expansion in the
Background conditions of the DEIR transportation analysis and TIA.

f. The traffic projections shown on El Camino Real and Sand Hill Road appear to be
underestimated. The DEIR and TIA should be revised to correct the underestimation,
impacts reevaluated, and recirculated with this substantial new information. For example:

i.  Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue (study intersection 7 in the TIA): certain traffic
movements are shown to have less traffic under Background as compared to
Cumulative conditions: the westbound left-turn (decreases by approximately 50
vehicles) and the northbound right-turn (experiences no change from Existing
conditions, even with anticipated build out of the Stanford Hospital, 2000 GUP, and
other projects in the area). Similarly in the cumulative conditions the westbound left- 27
turn, southbound right-turn, eastbound left- and right-turns, and northbound left- and
right-turns experience decreases of up to 200 vehicles per hour.

ii.  El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue (study intersection 41 in the TIA): Background
conditions does not appear to adequately account for the buildout of projects in the
area as listed. In particular, the growth shown between Existing and Background
conditions at certain movements in the 2018 GUP DEIR and TIA is less than that
shown for the Middle Plaza at 500 EI Camino Real project alone. For example, the
westbound left-turn in the 2018 GUP DEIR shows growth of 9 vehicles in the AM
peak hour, while the Middle Plaza EIR shows 70 vehicles. Similar concerns exist for
the northbound through and right-turn movements, eastbound right-turn and
southbound through movement. 1

g. Project level impacts identified under Background Conditions should be fully mitigated.

28
The DEIR and TIA identify mitigation measures for Background plus Project conditions as

fair-share payment towards potential physical improvements. CEQA, in sections PRC
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 8
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

20112(a) & 14 CCR 15126.4, requires that project-level impacts be mitigated. The Project /

should be responsible for construction of mitigation measures that result from Project-level 28
im cont.
pacts. 1
h. Comments on specific mitigation measures T
29

i. 1-280 Northbound Ramp/Sand Hill Road. A fair share contribution is not adequate, per
comment 7.g above. Bike lane is not protected, as stated on page 172.

i. El Camino Real intersections. A fair share contribution is not adequate, per comment 7.g
above, and proposed improvements conflict with recent City direction and Middle Plaza at 30
500 ECR DEIR recommendations.

i. Bicycle and pedestrian impact evaluation and proposed mitigation

While the effort to assess mitigation measures impacts on multi-modal travel, in addition to
identifying vehicular improvements to mitigate traffic impacts, is appreciated, this assessment
does not address bicycle and pedestrian demand and facility needs as a result of this
Project. Key access routes to the Campus were recently evaluated as part of the Bicycle
Access Plan, and gaps in the existing networks should be evaluated and mitigated
appropriately. Similar efforts for the pedestrian network should also be completed. The City
requested such an analysis in its NOP letter, an analysis of a 5-mile commute shed around
the proposed General Use Permit development area. As noted in the permit application,
Stanford owns land throughout the mid-Peninsula, including proposed development sites in
Menlo Park and an approved project site in Redwood City. The City requested that the DEIR
assess walking, bicycling, and traffic conditions across Stanford properties located across
these multiple jurisdictions. This comment on the NOP was not addressed and the DEIR
should be revised to include such an analysis and recirculated.

31

Further, Section 8.4.2 on page 218 discloses that the Project does not conflict with a planned
facility or local agency policy. The City’s El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, and follow
up work through the El Camino Real Corridor Study, identify potential bicycle lanes on El
Camino Real. The proposed mitigation conflicts with these plans. This is not addressed in the
DEIR and the analysis should be revised and DEIR recirculated with identification of
appropriate mitigation.

32

In addition, without provisions for bicycling and walking, Safe Routes to Schools within the
City of Menlo Park are anticipated to be impacted by increased traffic as a result of the 2018 33
GUP. The City requests financial assistance for crossing guards.

j-  Neighborhood street impacts are not fully addressed
34

Neighborhood street impacts (Section 8.3 on page 199) in the Willows and Belle Haven
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 9
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

neighborhoods in Menlo Park are not addressed. The Crescent Park neighborhood in Palo /
Alto was evaluated, and cut-through traffic from that area also directly impacts the Willows,
across the Pope-Chaucer bridge over San Francisquito Creek. Additional traffic added to
Bayfront Expressway, Willow Road and University Avenue will also lead to additional cut-
through in the Belle Haven neighborhood as commuters seek out alternative routes. Both of
these should be addressed. The City of Menlo Park has adopted standards and thresholds of 34
significance that should be used to evaluate increases in daily roadway traffic volumes on cont.
local streets in lieu of the TIRE Indices Analyses prepared following the City of Palo Alto
standards. Based on Table 8-5 on page 217, cut-through volumes on Lytton Avenue and
Hamilton Avenue near Pope-Chaucer are between 76 and 145 daily trips. These increases in
traffic through the Willows would be considered significant following City of Menlo Park
impact standards, and need to be evaluated and mitigated accordingly in a recirculated
DEIR.

k. The DEIR does not address the NOP comments the City provided as listed below.

i.  Stanford is requesting continuation of a program to provide trip credit for off-campus
transportation infrastructure improvements within the Cordon Credit Area, which includes
properties owned by Stanford outside of Santa Clara County, including 500 El Camino 35
Real and 2131 Sand Hill Road. The City requests that any required measures to reduce
or mitigate impacts from the Middle Plaza at 500 EI Camino Real project recently
approved or 2131 Sand Hill Road project currently under review are not eligible for
credits under the General Use Permit program, since this would result in double-counting
the benefits of such measures. 1

ii.  The Draft EIR did not address how vehicle trips from the proposed development areas
outside the traffic cordon area, including Quarry, Lathrop, and San Juan in particular, will
be addressed by the No Net New Commute Trips condition. The City requested the 36
County modify the cordon area to incorporate these zones with additional proposed
development.

Housing

8. The proposed $20 per square foot (plus CPI adjustment inflator) affordable housing impact fee is
not adequate to mitigate the increased demand for affordable housing by the proposed 2018
GUP. The rate of housing construction costs has generally outpaced the CPI, so the fee as 37
proposed does not keep pace with rising costs and will not allow construction of the identified
housing unit demand within Menlo Park.

9. In addition, when Stanford University purchases or develops property for the provision of faculty
and staff housing in adjacent jurisdictions, including both the City of Menlo Park and local school 38
districts, the City and school districts lose property tax revenues from the property in perpetuity,
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Comment Letter A-MP

City of Menlo Park 10
Stanford University “2018 General Use Permit”, Draft EIR Comments

since Stanford does not pay property taxes on lands used to support the University. This creates /
a two-fold negative impact to the City and other affected agencies, since the City loses revenues
and has to continue to provide the municipal services necessitated by the residential properties. 38
It also further increases the cost of housing in the region, as the market-rate housing supply is
decreased by such actions. Requiring Stanford to provide all housing on campus will avoid this
impact. Further, the City requests that any growth in academic or support facilities be offset with
commensurate growth in housing units on campus.

cont.

10. As availability of affordable housing continues to be a regional concern, the City requests that
the County maximize additional benefits for housing supply for faculty, staff, and students, as
well as for workers that may not be employed directly by Stanford, but work within the General
Use Permit area. Specifically, the City requests that the full housing burden generated by the
2018 GUP be absorbed on the Stanford Campus, within the 2018 GUP development area.
Further, the City requests the County retain the 6-mile radius for use of affordable housing fees, 39
since the impacts are most concentrated locally near the Stanford University campus. Further,
the City requests that funding from housing fees be dedicated to impacted cities, commensurate
with the level of anticipated impacts (e.g., proportional to the number of units needed to house
Stanford employees). The provision of such fees is one of the few strategies that can be used to
help offset the housing impacts identified as a result of the 2018 GUP and should be maintained. 1

11. The DEIR acknowledges that Stanford’s growth pursuant to the 2018 GUP will require housing in
adjacent jurisdictions such as Menlo Park. The DEIR anticipates 153 new housing units in
Menlo Park. Since the growth with the 2018 General Use Permit is anticipated to be at the same 40
rate as the 2000 General Use Permit, the anticipated units in Menlo Park may be under
estimated because 215 units associated with the 2000 General Use Permit have been approved
for construction in Menlo Park at the Middle Plaza at 500 EI Camino Real site. 1

Air Quality and Noise

12. Given the comments regarding peak spreading, the air quality and greenhouse gas analysis
should be reevaluated to determine the continued accuracy of the conclusions relative to 41
reductions in pollutants, especially since a full 1/3 of emissions are anticipated from
transportation sources.

13. Stanford is proposing to construct up to 40,000 net new square feet of child care centers and
other services on campus. However, in the chapter regarding air quality (see Figure 5.2-1), the

DEIR does not consider on-site sensitive receptors like the new proposed day care centers and 42
should be revised to reflect this change. 1
14. Noise impacts on the Sand Hill Road corridor should be mitigated near residential uses. I 43
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Comment Letter A-MP
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Hydrology/Water Quality

15. Stanford should be required to coordinate and cooperate, including funding, with the San
Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority to provide meaningful large-scale upstream detention 44
facilities to attenuate and manage flows in San Francisquito Creek.

16. The DEIR did not adequately respond to the City request that Stanford continue to work with
the City of Menlo Park and other jurisdictions to develop a specific proposal for the detention of
floodwaters on Stanford land that will result in a significant and measurable reduction in
floodwaters reaching the floodplain areas within Menlo Park and neighboring jurisdictions. The
City requests that existing and proposed runoff calculations from the project area for both the 10-
year and 100-year storm event be provided for the City to review and that the impact be 45
evaluated in a revised and recirculated DEIR. In addition, the City requests that any plans that
show existing and proposed impervious improvements and potential alteration of drainage
patterns be provided. Combined with the improvements downstream within San Francisquito
Creek, the detention on Stanford land shall result in containment of flows from the 10-year and
100-year storm events within the detention site(s) and within the Creek to the extent feasible.
The detention plan shall be designed and implemented by Stanford within a specific time line
that is relative to the proposed development.

17. In addition, the City requests that the proposed General Use Permit include measures that either
mitigate for increase flows and/or create no net increase in storm water runoff to the neighboring 46
downstream communities that are located within the San Francisquito Creek Watershed Area.

Other Issues

18. The DEIR dismisses the impact of new students, faculty and staff on neighboring library facilities
positing that Stanford is an academic university with libraries and visiting a local library is not
necessary. However, there are many reasons to visit a library--a college student’s reason may
be different from a faculty member who has a toddler and wishes to participate in story time at 47
the library. If Stanford does not provide such services at its libraries, it is likely that there will be
more visits to libraries in surrounding jurisdictions and potential impacts. The same is true of the
impacts on parks and other community based recreation programs.

19. In anticipation of the Final EIR review period, the City requests that a minimum of 30 days be

granted for public review. 48
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Need to justify how 400
spaces or 100 housing
units was determined.
A preferred measure
would be an equivalent
number of vehicular
trips instead of parking
spaces or unit counts.
These levels of
development would
easily trigger CMP

Projects that would review criteria alone.
relocate academic The City requests that
square footage, a "trigger" of 50 peak
housing units, and/or hour trips be used to
parking to districts consistently and
beyond the level of transparently address
development impacts.

contemplated in the

GUP.
—
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Add 3. Whether local
traffic conditions have
changed substantially
that differing impacts
of the project could
be reasonably

expected.
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Comment Letter A-MP

During the life of the 2018 GUP, it is expected that state law changes will result in modifications to the
standards of significance, analysis methods and mitigation selection with regard to transportation and
potentially GHG and Air Quality analyses. The conditions and required follow up analysis should
cknowledge that these conditions may necessitate evolution of standards of significance, analysis
ods and mitigation selection over time.

levels anticipated as
part of background
projects be quantified
and existing traffic
levels be verified with
new traffic counts. At
a minimum, critical
gateway intersections
including ElI Camino
Real/Sand Hill Road
and Sand Hill
Road/Santa Cruz
Avenue should be
monitored to
determine changes in
the vicinity of the
campus to the Menlo
Park border.

If further reduction in commute-trip generation is allowed, the
City requests the County ensure that such programs reduce

trips directly in the impacted corridors to mitigate impacts. Other impacted
jurisdictions should

also be consulted on
5.2.1-41 the scope.
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The City requests that the relevant approval body be
specified. Consistent with the request outlined in the
City's comment letter, the City requests that the
Board of Supervisors must consider any relocation
of development to different districts within the
campus.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.4 Responses to Comments from City of Menlo Park

A-MP-1 Each of the specific issues raised by the comment in this letter are addressed in
the individual responses to the comments that follow. See also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 2: EIR Recirculation.

A-MP-2 Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity.

A-MP-3 Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals.

A-MP-4 Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity.

A-MP-5 The comment states that any transfer of development should involve notice to
and consultation with the City of Menlo Park. The County acknowledges the
City’s concerns about such transfers. The County will address this concern
during development of Conditions of Approval to address the reallocation of
development area between development districts.

A-MP-6 The comment refers to the City’s proposed revisions to condition of approval
G11 of the 2000 GUP. Please see Response to Comment A-MP-11, below.

A-MP-7 Please see Master Response 5: Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Project and
Analysis.
A-MP-8 Please see Master Response 2: Non-Project Planning Processes, Topic 1:

Sustainable Development Study; and Master Response 5: Project Description,
Topic 2: Scope of Project and Analysis.

A-MP-9 Draft EIR Table 5.12-9 in Section 5.12, Population and Housing provides detail
on all segments of Stanford affiliates that would increase under the proposed
2018 General Use Permit, including students, faculty, staff, and other workers
(including casual, contingent, temporary employees, non-employee academic
affiliates, and third-party contractors, including construction workers). Draft EIR
Table 5.12-10 describes the net increase in Stanford population residing on the
Project site under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, including
undergraduate students, graduate students (including non-student spouses and
children), and faculty and staff (including other family members). All appropriate
segments of the Project population are accounted for in the Draft EIR impact
analyses. Please see the impact sections for each environmental topic for how the
increases in Project population were addressed. See also Master Response 9:
Population and Housing Methodology and Calculations.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-MP-10

A-MP-11

Responses to each item are provided below.

Item a: Regarding the request to prohibit an increase in net new parking spaces,
please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions.

Item b: The suggestion to construct a new roadway from 1-280 to Stanford is
addressed in Master Response 9: EIR Alternatives, Topic 2: Additional Detail on
Potential Alternatives. For reasons explained in that Master Response,
constructing a new roadway is not an alternative to the project as a whole, and is
not preferable to the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. The
suggestion to require traffic to use Page Mill Road over Alpine Road is
infeasible. The County of Santa Clara cannot prevent drivers from accessing
public streets in other jurisdictions.

Item c: The cordon boundary was developed in 2001 to measure trips to and
from the campus as envisioned by the Stanford Community Plan. Under the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford does not propose development in
the San Juan Development District. New development in the San Juan
Development District, if any occurs, would be subject to applicable zoning
restrictions and County review processes, which may include modifying the
cordon boundary. Similar to the 2000 General Use Permit, Stanford anticipates
very little growth in the Lathrop Development District. The Draft EIR Figure 3-8
on page 3-21 shows that 20,000 net new square feet of academic and academic
support space are anticipated in the Lathrop Development District. That small
amount of new space would generate very few new peak hour trips. Figure 3-8
also shows that Stanford does anticipate constructing 200,000 net new square feet
of academic and academic support facilities and 550 new housing units in the
Quarry Development District. Cordon locations, such as driveway counts could
be added to address trips to and from the Quarry Development District.

The Quarry Development District is included in the annual traffic monitoring
under the 2000 General Use Permit by directly counting the parking lots in the
District, and removing hospital trips via a parking permit survey. This method is
used because moving the roadway count out to encompass the District would
capture trips to and from the shopping center and the medical center, which
would be difficult to screen out. If and when the construction of new housing in
the District occurs, the monitoring would continue to count the parking access
points, and attribute those trips solely to the University.

Item d: Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard for discussion of the trip credits and
boundaries in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

The comment requests that (i) traffic studies be prepared for changes to the
amounts of development within each development district; (ii) transfers of
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-MP-12

A-MP-13

A-MP-14

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

development between development districts be approved by a 4/5 the County
Board of Supervisors, including the District 5 Supervisor; and (iii) project-specific
traffic studies be prepared for all projects generating over 50 peak hour trips.

With respect to items (i) and (iii) of the comment, please see Master Response 4:
Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and Subsequent
Approvals. Regarding item (ii), this is a policy issue for the County Board of
Supervisors to consider when it considers whether, and under what conditions, to
approve the Project.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 2: Existing
Intersection, Freeway Ramp, and Freeway Mainline Conditions for a discussion
of the modeling tools used to evaluate existing traffic conditions on study area
roadway facilities. Further, as described in Appendix TIA-REV Part 2 (p. 39)
field observations were used to calibrate the model to match field conditions for
ramps.

The Draft EIR, pages 5.15-13 through 5.15-24, presents existing congestion
conditions at intersections, freeway segments and ramps within the applicable
study boundaries. The County of Santa Clara follows the VTA TIA Guidelines to
model and represent intersection, ramp and freeway conditions. The VTA TIA
Guidelines require use of the Traffix 8.0 model. The TIA prepared for the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit and the results presented in the Draft EIR
reflect the inputs and outputs from the Traffix model. Please see Master
Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 2: Existing Intersection, Freeway
Ramp, and Freeway Mainline Conditions for additional discussion of the
modeling tools used to evaluate existing traffic conditions on study area roadway
facilities.

See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 2: EIR
Recirculation for the conditions under which recirculation of the Draft EIR is
warranted. Recirculation is not warranted because this comment did not result in
significant new information being added to the EIR; for example, it did not result
in the identification of additional significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.

The Draft EIR pages 5.15-13 through 5.15-24 presents existing congestion
conditions at intersections, freeway segments and ramps within the applicable
study boundaries. The VTA TIA Guidelines require calculation of freeway
conditions based on density calculations that the VTA performs bi-annually.
These density calculations are not performed for freeway segments in San Mateo
County. Therefore, existing conditions calculations service levels for freeway
segments in San Mateo County were based on the 2015 C/CAG Level of Service
and Performance Measure Monitoring Report.2 Please see Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 2: Existing Intersection, Freeway Ramp, and

2 See http://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/2015-San-Mateo-Monitoring-Report-091415.pdf.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-MP-15

A-MP-16

A-MP-17

Freeway Mainline Conditions for additional discussion of the modeling tools
used to evaluate existing traffic conditions on study area roadway facilities.

See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 2: EIR
Recirculation for the conditions under which recirculation of the Draft EIR is
warranted. Recirculation is not warranted because this comment did not result in
significant new information being added to the EIR; for example, it did not result
in the identification of additional significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of
average daily traffic and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new
commute trips policy.

The commenter suggests that the County establish daily trip limits to address the
Project’s air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. The Draft EIR concluded that
the Project would not have significant air quality impacts related to development
operations, which include operational traffic from daily Project trips (Impacts
5.2-4,5.2-6, and 5.2-9). The Draft EIR also concluded that the proposed Project
would not result in a net increase in campus-wide greenhouse gas emissions over
that generated in the 2018 environmental baseline (Impact 5.7-1). The Project’s
potentially significant greenhouse gas impacts related to consistency with plans,
policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases (Impact 5.7-2) would be mitigated to less than significant levels
through implementation of measures that include Mitigation Measure 5.15-2.3
Because the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, it is not necessary to impose daily trip
limits as additional mitigation.

As discussed on page 5.15-13 of the Draft EIR, the Level of Service
methodology used to evaluate traffic impacts identifies the highest single hour
within the morning and evening peak periods to represent the worst-case
condition within the peak period and includes all traffic in and out of a study
intersection, including those vehicles traveling in the reverse commute direction.
The traffic volumes evaluated at study locations during the peak hour and period
include all vehicles and all approaches, and therefore capture the potential effects
of vehicles traveling in the peak commute direction as well as those travelling in
the reverse commute direction. By evaluating the worst condition within the peak
period, the analysis ensures that the maximum effect of the proposed Project is
identified, and if mitigation is warranted, that the mitigation is designed to

3 Please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-MP-18

A-MP-19

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

prevent the maximum effect from occurring (which in turn prevents impacts
under conditions that are not at the maximum).

With respect to the comment that suggests that the no net new commute trips
program is not adequate because trip monitoring is limited to commute direction
trips, please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for a supplemental analysis conducted to
address the impact of reverse-commute direction trips, and Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic
and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(b) has been included to
include an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-
hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute)
that are not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see
Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation
measure text.

See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 2: EIR
Recirculation for the conditions under which recirculation of the Draft EIR is
warranted. Recirculation is not warranted because this comment did not result in
significant new information being added to the EIR; for example, it did not result
in the identification of additional significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.

The applicable eight weeks per year were identified during development of the
baseline traffic count methodology, as these eight weeks represent when Stanford
is in regular session and reflect the normal patterns on the campus. Because
Stanford is an academic use, rather than an office use like Facebook, the patterns
on campus fluctuate during the calendar year. Maintaining a consistent approach
to taking traffic counts enables the County to compare each year’s counts to the
baseline counts.

Using license plate readers to conduct the cordon monitoring at Stanford would
be complicated given the varying terrain and locations of the cordon gateways.
Facebook by contrast has a limited number of driveways, with no pass-through
trips. The potential use of an automated counting mechanism is being
investigated, and may be implemented if and when a feasible approach has been
identified.4

The annual traffic monitoring reports that are prepared by the County are
available on the County’s website.> These documents provide the raw cordon
data and Marguerite ridership by route that was used to apply for credits.

4 see Appendix TRF-MISC in this Response to Comments Document.
5 Please see https://www.sccgov.org/sites/dpd/Programs/Stanford/Pages/Docs.aspx.
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A-MP-21

A-MP-22

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for a discussion of trip credits and cordon
boundaries in the context of the no net new commute trips policy. As illustrated
in Figure MR13-7, the number of vehicles entering and exiting the campus on a
daily basis has not increased during implementation of the 2000 General Use
Permit. These data indicate that an increase in trips to and from the Stanford
campus has not contributed to increases in daily trip volumes on surrounding
roadways. On Sand Hill Road, an increase in traffic volumes from 1998 to 2017
would have been due in part to construction of several projects in the early 2000s
which included additional residential units along this corridor and the extension
of Sand Hill Road to El Camino Real.® Employment and residential growth at a
variety of sites throughout Menlo Park and Palo Alto would also account for
increases in volumes on this major arterial. Section 5.4 of Appendix TIA-REV in
this Response to Comments Document further explains how growth generated by
local and regional commercial and residential development is accounted for in
the traffic forecasting process for study area roadways.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for information regarding mitigation of intersection
impacts and fair share contributions, and Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard for information on the penalty for non-compliance with the no net new
commute trips standard.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 includes a process for establishing a fair
share contribution towards improvements at adversely affected intersections and
roadways if Stanford does not achieve the no net new commute trips standard.
The County Planning Office will determine priorities for use of such a fee in
consultation with other affected jurisdictions. The City of Menlo Park’s
suggested priorities will be considered during this process. It should be noted that
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share
payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction
Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for
in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for information regarding mitigation of
intersection impacts and fair share contributions, and Topic 6: No Net New
Commute Trips Standard for further information on use of the fair share
contribution.

The City’s request that penalties be assessed for noncompliance with trip
reduction goals is noted. Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for information regarding

6 See https://www.paloaltoonline.com/weekly/morgue/news/1999 Jan_27.SANDHLL.html.
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

mitigation of intersection impacts and fair share contributions, and Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard for detail on the fair-share impact fees that
would apply if the no net new commuter trips standard is not met.

Consistent with standard practice for impact fee-setting and program
administration, the fair share contribution will be calculated using cost estimates
for the proposed mitigation measures in current-year dollars, and the fee will be
escalated using a yearly escalation rate based on local construction cost data.
Mitigation projects for which other agencies have prepared cost estimates that
already include escalation will be separated out and added to the fee separately,
using the Project’s fair share contribution.” See Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 in the
Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that sufficient funds may not be obtained from
other entities contributing to impacts at the affected intersections to cover the full
costs of constructing the intersection improvements and, thus, concludes that
Impacts 5.15-2 and 5.15-9 are significant and unavoidable (see pages 5.15-90
through 5.15-91 and 5.15-123). Further, to the extent Stanford achieves the no
net new commute trips standard, its fair share responsibility for contributing to
intersection improvements will be diminished.

Draft EIR Section 5.0, Introduction to Environmental Analysis, discusses notable
near-term development within the Project site and nearby that were either
completed since release of the NOP in January 2017, or for which construction is
either currently underway or starting soon and expected to be largely completed
by Fall 2018 (Appendix CON, Tables 1 and 2). This information was presented
to provide context for the physical changes and near-term cumulative construction
effects on the Project site and vicinity that occurred between existing and 2018
baseline conditions, but was not used as the basis for the forecasting traffic
growth in the Transportation section of the Draft EIR. Please also note that the
Stanford Redwood City campus was not included in Table 2 in Appendix CON,
as that campus is not near the Project site. However, the Stanford Redwood City
campus is included in the 2035 Cumulative Model used to evaluate transportation
impacts of the Project.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information on how the travel demand forecast for growth
outside the Project site was developed for the Draft EIR, including for the
Stanford Redwood City campus. As discussed in that master response, there are
no pending or approved projects for the expansion of Stanford Shopping Center
Expansion listed on the City of Palo Alto’s website. See also Master Response 6:
Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting and Cumulative Scenarios,
Topic 1: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting, Topic 2 Approach
for Cumulative Scenario, and Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-

7 See http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf (see page 13 of the Caltrans Guidelines).
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A-MP-26

A-MP-27

A-MP-28

A-MP-29

Related Development Outside General Use Permit Boundary, for a discussion of
how the cumulative impact scenario was developed.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information on how travel demand forecast for growth
outside the Project site was developed for the Draft EIR.

The forecasts for land uses outside the Project site were prepared using the
VTA-C/CAG Travel Demand Forecasting model. As part of the forecasting
process, the model's assumed land uses within the cities surrounding the campus
were checked to ensure they reflected growth associated with approved and
pending projects, such as the Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC)
Renewal and Replacement Project. For the traffic analysis zone containing the
SUMC, the existing land uses were increased by 4,000 jobs, to 12,700 total jobs,
to better-reflect existing conditions. No adjustment was made to the VTA
model’s jobs growth projection for the traffic analysis zone containing the
SUMC because the jobs growth projection in the VTA model is higher than the
growth projected by the SUMC Renewal and Replacement EIR, and therefore the
VTA model is conservative.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information on how travel demand forecast for growth
outside the Project site was developed for the Draft EIR, including for the
SUMC.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information about the travel demand forecasting process.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation, which addresses intersection improvement
funding/implementation if the no net new commute trips standard is not
achieved, and Stanford’s fair share contributions.

Table 5.15-19 on page 5.15-75 of the Draft EIR shows that under 2018 Baseline
conditions, the 1-280 Northbound Off-ramp/ Sand Hill Road intersection
(Intersection #2) would operate at unacceptable LOS F conditions. While the
proposed Project’s contribution to an impact at this intersection would be
significant, the Project alone would not cause the unacceptable conditions at this
intersection. Under these circumstances, it is appropriate for a project to make a
fair share contribution toward intersection improvements rather than fully fund or
construct such improvements. Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation
and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection Impacts and Mitigation. In addition, the comment
states that TIA Part 2 refers to a protected bicycle lane at the intersection, on

page 172. This is incorrect. The reference is to a protected right-turn lane.
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The Draft EIR does not identify any significant impacts from the proposed Project
at intersections on El Camino Real under 2018 Baseline with Project conditions.
Table 5.15-29, commencing on page 5.15-113 of the Draft EIR identifies 2035
Cumulative with Project conditions. That table shows that the proposed Project
would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to five intersections on

El Camino Real (Intersections #20, 37, 38, 41, and 48) under 2035 Cumulative
with Project conditions. Please see Response to Comment A-MP-28, above.

The purpose of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the Project’s impacts on the
environment, not remedy existing gaps or other deficiencies in such facilities.
The proposed Project encompasses only Stanford land in unincorporated Santa
Clara County that the County has land use jurisdiction over. It is not within the
required scope of the EIR impact analysis to assess existing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities across all Stanford properties to determine whether there are existing
gaps, as is requested in the comment. The applicable significance criteria for
impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, which are identified on page 5.15-54
of the Draft EIR, are whether the Project would:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit; or

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities.

The Draft EIR analyzes the Projects impacts with respect to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities under Impact 5.15-8 (pages 5.15-111 and 5.15-112), and finds that the
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to such facilities.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis, and Topic 12: Transit and Bicycle Capacity for
information on the Draft EIR’s bicycle and pedestrian analysis, which complies
with CEQA requirements.

The proposed Project does not include infrastructure improvements that would
interfere with offsite existing or planned bicycle facilities. The mitigation
measures proposed for three intersections along EI Camino Real in Menlo Park
(at intersections #37, #38 and #41) involve converting the northbound right turn
lane at each intersection to a shared through-right lane. The discussions of the
impacts of these mitigation measures on bicycle quality of service is included in
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-9, and Appendix TIA-REV (TIA Part 2, in
Section 8.1.3, and Table 8-2), which describe how the mitigation measures could
be constructed to accommaodate bicycle lanes.
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A-MP-34

A-MP-35

A-MP-36

Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for updated and
corrected text with regard to the potential bicycle lanes along EI Camino Real
that are described in the EI Camino Real Corridor Study.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle and
Pedestrian Analysis for a discussion of bicycle and pedestrian safety.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts for additional detail on the methodology used to
identify and evaluate neighborhood streets, including selection of the TIRE
methodology for neighborhood street impact assessment. Note that traffic
impacts on arterial and certain collector roadways are assessed using peak hour
intersection level of service, as opposed to the neighborhood street impact
assessment method. The Willows and Belle Haven neighborhoods were not
identified for neighborhood street impact assessment based on the projected level
of Project traffic using adjacent major roadways (primarily Willow Road) and the
potential for diversion to local streets based on comparable travel times given trip
lengths, speed limits and traffic controls. The comment notes projected trip
diversions to Lytton Road and Hamilton Road within the Crescent Park
neighborhood (76 daily trips and 145 daily trips, respectively) and states that
some of these trips could use Willows neighborhood streets via the Pope-
Chaucher bridge. The percentage of these potential diverted trips which would
choose routes through the Willows neighborhood on local streets is considered
very low, given that during most of the day, the comparable travel times on
higher-speed, more direct roadways are shorter, so potential for diversion
typically occurs only during the peak hours.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 describes the process that the County of Santa Clara
uses to approve trip reduction credit programs proposed by Stanford. Presently,
Stanford has not requested and does not receive credits for trip reduction
programs or improvements designed to reduce trips to or from 500 EI Camino
Real or 2131 Sand Hill Road. If Stanford were to apply for such trip reduction
credits in the future, the County would review the proposal to confirm that it is
not duplicative of an existing regulatory requirement. It should be noted that
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share
payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction
Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for
in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for a discussion of trip credits in the context of the
no net new commute trips standard.

Please see Response to Comment A-MP-10, item ¢, above.
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A-MP-40

A-MP-41

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The County Board of Supervisors, as the decision-making body for the 2018
Stanford General Use Permit, will determine any in-lieu fee paid by Stanford for
affordable housing demand generated by its academic development and is not
bound by the $20 fee proposed by Stanford. Please see Master Response 10:
Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially affect
local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property tax
assessment methods are governed by state law and are not within the scope of
environmental review under CEQA.

With respect to the comment’s request for more housing, please note that on
June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which includes two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing Alternatives A
and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be added to the
proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A and
Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.

Impacts of the Project on housing supply is a socioeconomic issue not required to
be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA. Nevertheless, on

June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which included a new impact (Impact 5.17-1) that discussed the indirect impacts
of off-campus housing associated with the Project. The Recirculated Portions of
Draft EIR also included two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing
Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be
added to the proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A
and Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.

Please also see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 4: Process for
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations.

Consistent with professional practice, air quality and greenhouse gas analyses in
the Draft EIR incorporate emissions from the additional vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled associated with the Project. The times of the day that these trips
take place does not impact the annual emissions estimates, as the emission
factors are based on Santa Clara County aggregated trip data for the calendar
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A-MP-42

year (as explained in Draft EIR Appendix VMT). Consequently, peak traffic
spreading would not affect any analysis or conclusions regarding the significance
of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR adequately analyzed all significant site-specific air quality effects of
the proposed Project to on- and off-site sensitive receptors, such as residential uses
and day care centers, including localized increases of construction-related fugitive
dust (Impact 5.2-2), and construction and operational health risks associated with
increase in emissions of TACs and PM,s (Impacts 5.2-3 and 5.2-5). Figure 5.2-1 is
revised to illustrate both on- and off-site sensitive receptors. Please see Chapter 2
in this Response to Comments Document for the revised Figure 5.2-1.

As addressed in Impact 5.2-2, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2
(BAAQMD Best Management Practices for Controlling Particulate Emissions)
would ensure that localized fugitive dust emissions generated during construction
of projects under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and associated effects
on both on- and off-site sensitive land uses, would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

As addressed in Impact 5.2-3, a screening tool was developed as part of the health
risk analysis conducted in support of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit to
ensure future construction activities would not result in emissions of toxic air
contaminants exceeding BAAQMD health risk significance thresholds. The
screening tool was developed because the locations of individual projects under
the proposed 2018 General Use Permit are not known, including those of future
childcare centers, and thus, it is not possible to conduct a health risk assessment
(HRA) for construction for individual projects that would occur under the
Project. Table 5.2-8, on page 5.2-34 of the Draft EIR presents the screening
distances developed to determine the circumstances in terms of construction
project size and distance from receptors under which a significant construction-
related health risk may occur. Childcare centers are presented as the first receptor
site. Any existing or future childcare center would be held to these screening
criteria. If applicable, Mitigation Measure 5.2-3(b), would require a project-
specific health risk analysis to demonstrate that the project construction activities
would not result in a significant acute, chronic non-cancer or cancer-related
health risk to specific sensitive receptors. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 5.2-3(a)-(b) would ensure potential exposure of both on- and off-site
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or health risk from
construction activities under the Project would be less than significant.

As addressed in Impact 5.2-5, implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-5
(Laboratory Fume Hood Emission Control) would be required for laboratory
projects proposed over a certain size. For those projects, Stanford would be
required to conduct a health risk screening analysis and obtain a permit from the
BAAQMD for the proposed individual project. In accordance with BAAQMD
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A-MP-46

A-MP-47

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Rules 2-1 and 2-5, new sources of emissions must implement Best Available
Control Technology for Toxics (T-BACT) if individual source risks exceed 1.0 in
a million for cancer and/or chronic hazard index is greater than 0.20. Compliance
with BAAQMD Rules 2-1 and 2-5 will ensure that new laboratory operations
will not result in a significant health risk impact to nearby on- and off-site
sensitive land uses.

See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity.

Please see the discussion of Impacts 5.11-1 and 5.11-6 in the Draft EIR, which
ensure that potential construction related noise impacts (Project and cumulative
contribution) at off-site land uses, including residences along Sand Hill Road,
would be mitigated to the extent feasible with implementation of Mitigation
Measures 5.11-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures and Noise Control Plan
for Off-site Receptors). Please see the discussion of Impacts 5.11-4, which ensure
that potential operational related noise impacts to off-site uses would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measures 5.11-4 (Shield or Enclose HVAC Equipment and Emergency
Generators). Finally, as discussed in Impacts 5.11-5 and 5.11-7, the increases in
Project traffic would result in a less-than-significant increase in noise levels, and
contribution to cumulative noise levels on off-site roadways, including Sand Hill
Road. Consequently, all potential Project noise impacts, including those effects
on residential uses on the Sand Hill Road corridor and disclosed and mitigated to
the extent feasible in the Draft EIR.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 6: Non-Project
Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1: Development and
Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities, Topic 3: Capacity
of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under
Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Topic 4: Capacity of Stanford’s Detention
Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event and Topic 6: Non-Project
Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 3: Capacity of
Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under
Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 6: Non-Project Planning Efforts to
Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed.

The Draft EIR determined the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would have no
potential impact on public libraries (page 5.13-12). As a major higher education
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institution Stanford provides extensive on-campus library facilities and related
services to accommodate the library demands of its student, faculty, and staff,
and would expand those facilities as needed with development of new academic
facilities under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit. Consequently, it is highly
unlikely that the increased student and faculty population to be accommodated
under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would necessitate the need for new
off-campus public libraries.

The Draft EIR (Impact 5.14-1) also determined there would not be substantial
deterioration of public park and recreation facilities associated with increased
visitors to those facilities from campus residents under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit. Consequently, the proposed 2018 General Permit would
generate a less-than-significant impact to public park and recreation resources.

The commenter notes that adults living on the campus may visit local libraries to
access programs such as children’s story hours. Such use is not expected to result
in physical environmental impacts associated with construction of additional
offsite libraries. Use of public facilities alone, even if such use results in
crowding, is not an environmental impact under CEQA. On page 5.14-17, the
Draft EIR states: “Crowding and increased demand for public facilities and
programs alone, absent physical deterioration or new construction or the
alteration or displacement of existing parks or recreation facilities on campus, are
not considered physical environmental impacts under CEQA.”

CEQA requires that the Lead Agency provide a written proposed response to a
public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to
certifying an environmental impact report [CEQA Guidelines 15088(b)]. There is
no CEQA requirement for public review of the Final EIR. However, it is the
County’s practice to issue a Notice of Availability of the Final EIR to all
interested parties once the document is completed. The County anticipates that
the Final EIR will be released in December 2018, well in advance of the first
Planning Commission hearing in 2019. Certification of the Final EIR is not
anticipated to occur until mid-2019 prior to the County Board of Supervisors
considering the project.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.5 Responses to Comments from Menlo Park City School
District

A-MPCSD-1

A-MPCSD-2

A-MPCSD-3

A-MPCSD-4

A-MPCSD-5

This comment states conditional opposition to the proposed Project. The
Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR disclose all potential
significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and identify
mitigation measures to reduce all significant impacts to a less-than-significant
level, where feasible. Please also see the individual responses that follow.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially affect
local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property tax
assessment issues are governed by state law and are not within the scope of
environmental review under CEQA. State law also establishes mitigation for
school impacts and preempts local authority on this issue.

Impacts of the Project on housing and potential funding impacts on taxing
entities are socioeconomic issues not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR or
mitigated under CEQA. Nevertheless, on June 12, 2018 the County published the
Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, which included a new impact (Impact 5.17-1)
that discussed the indirect impacts of off-campus housing associated with the
Project. The Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR also included two new housing
alternatives (Additional Housing Alternatives A and B) under which additional
guantities of housing would be added to the proposed Project. The analysis of
Additional Housing Alternative A and Additional Housing Alternative B, along
with comments received on, and responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated
Portions of Draft EIR, will be presented to the County Board of Supervisors to
assist in their consideration of whether more housing should be constructed.

The Community Plan and zoning amendments proposed by Stanford in
connection with the Project are described in Draft EIR sections 3.9 and 3.10.
State law establishes mitigation for school impacts and preempts local authority
on this issue.

As explained above, state law establishes mitigation for school impacts and
preempts local authority on this issue. Property tax assessment issues are also
governed by state law.

The comment is acknowledged. As discussed above, the County elected to
evaluate two new housing alternatives under which additional quantities of
housing would be added to the proposed Project. The analysis of Additional
Housing Alternative A and Additional Housing Alternative B will be presented
to the County Board of Supervisors along with comments on the Draft EIR to
assist in the Board’s consideration of whether more housing should be
constructed on the Stanford campus. See also Master Response 9: Population and
Housing Methodology and Calculations, Topic 3: Off-Campus Households and
Household Adjustment Factors.
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A-MPCSD-6 Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis for the discussion of bicycle and pedestrian
safety.

A-MPCSD-7  The comment is noted; no response is required.
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Comment Letter A-MPFPD

Fire Chief
Harold Schapelhouman

Menlo Park Fire Protection District

170 Middlefield Road - Menlo Park, CA 94025 - Tel: 650.688.8400 - Fax: 650.323.9129 Chuck Bernstein
Website: www.menlofire.org - Email: mpfd@menlofire.org Virginia Chang Kiraly

Peter Carpenter

Robert J. Silano

February 2, 2018 Robert Jones

County of Santa Clara

Department of Planning and Development
Attention: David Rader

County Government Center

70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110
Email: david.rader@pln.sccgov.org

Re: Comments on Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Rader:
The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (District) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the T
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Project (Stanford Project or
Project). The District submits these comments as a fellow public agency and provider of fire and emergency services
in the area affected by the Project.

The District provides fire and emergency services for jurisdictions adjacent to the Stanford campus including Menlo
Park, Hast Palo Alto, portions of unincorporated San Mateo County, and Atherton. Stanford has buildings and
facilities located within the District’s jurisdiction that are served by the District. In addition, the District serves the
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC) and has a mutual aid agreement with Palo Alto Fire Department which
provides fire and emergency services to Stanford. Stanford Hospital is one of the primary destinations for District
emergency medical service vehicles. 1
Since the District is one of the primary fire and emergency setvice providers in the area, it is critical that the impacts of T
the Stanford Project on the District be propetly analyzed and mitigated. The Stanford Project allows a significant
increase in the amount and density of development on the campus. The primary concern of the District is the increase
in traffic congestion on emergency access roadways caused by the Project. The increased congestion will adversely
affect the ability of the District to respond to emergencies and transport victims to medical facilities. Response time is
one of the District’s critical performance standards. The EIR does not analyze the impacts of roadway congestion on :[
the provision of emergency services and response times. In addition, the EIR does not propetly analyze the :[
cumulative impacts of development under the Project on all local emergency services providers, including the District.
The EIR also should require Stanford to mitigate the impacts of floodwaters and storm water runoff from its
development that will create flooding hazards within the San Francisquito Creek Watershed Area. The District has
responded to emergencies caused by flooding in this area that have resulted in significant harm to lives and property.
The District also believes that Stanford should consult and coordinate with adjacent local agencies, including the
District, on its development projects, so that any impacts to the jurisdictions are addressed.

Many of the District’s concerns are shared by the City of Menlo Park and the County of San Mateo as evidenced by
those jurisdictions’ respective EIR comment letters. The District joins in the portions of those comments letters

“Excellence In Service”
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Comment Letter A-MPFPD

identified below. The extensive comments of these fellow public agencies demonstrate the significant issues that need
to be addressed before Stanford moves forward with its requested approvals for the Project.

Transportation

The Stanford Project will adversely impact all of the primary emergency access routes used by the District including E1 T

Camino Real, University Avenue, Willow Road, Bayfront Expressway, Sand Hill Road, Middlefield Road, and Marsh
Road. Freeway access and mainlines will also be adversely affected. Many of the impacts are identified as significant
and unavoidable in the EIR. Although these adverse impacts are identified, the EIR does not analyze the impacts of
this severe traffic congestion on the provision of emergency services. The EIR should specifically analyze the impacts
on emergency service routes and evaluate alternative or improved emergency access routes to address impacts. In
particular, the EIR should analyze the impacts of roadway congestion on access to Stanford Hospital by the emergency
vehicles from the District and other adjacent emergency service providers who transport victims to the Hospital. The
main access roads to the Hospital are E1 Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, and Quarry Lane. The Project also adversely
affects the main access road to Sequoia Hospital - Alameda de las Pulgas.

The EIR should include as a significance threshold the response time standards adopted by local emergency providers T

to determine the impacts due to traffic congestion caused by the Project and cumulative development. For the
District, these standards are the Time Based Performance Standards adopted by the Fire District Board on September
15, 2015. Opverall, increased congestion on emergency access routes will adversely affect the response time for
emergency vehicles placing life and property in danger.

In addition, the District is concerned about the mitigation measures included in the EIR to address these adverse
traffic impacts. The primary mechanism to address impacts is the “No Net New Trips” Policy. Mitigation
requirements only apply if the “No Net New Trips” Policy is not met. However, the accounting and specifics of the
Policy are unclear. Also, the District does not agree with the mechanism for implementing Stanford’s fair share
contribution to roadway improvements if the mitigation applies for the reasons set forth in the EIR comment letter
submitted by the City of Menlo Park. The inadequacy of the mitigation measure also is demonstrated by the fact that
almost all of the impacts on roadways remain significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of mitigation

measures. .

The District joins in the comments by the City of Menlo Park and the County of San Mateo on the inadequacy of the
analysis and mitigation of roadway congestion in the EIR. Those comments are incorporated herein by reference.

Cumulative Impacts on Fire and Emergency Services

The EIR’s cumulative analysis of public services impacts only considers the impacts on the Palo Alto Fire Department. T

The scope of the analysis only includes the jurisdictional boundaries of the Palo Alto Fire Department. The District
should be included in the cumulative impacts analysis. The District’s boundaries border the Stanford campus. The
District provides fire and emergency services to properties and occupants of Stanford-owned property located in the
District. Emergencies are not limited by jurisdictional boundaties. The analysis of cumulative impacts on fire and
emergency services should include the Project’s impacts on the District in addition to the Palo Alto Fire Department.
Therefore, the EIR needs to be revised to propetly analyze the cumulative impacts and include mitigation measures to
address those impacts. The District joins in the County of San Mateo’s comments on the adverse impacts of

10

Stanford’s proposed development on first responders such as firefighters and police.

Hyvdrology and Flooding Impacts

The development under the Stanford Project may result in a significant impact on the San Francisquito Watershed area
causing increased flooding. The District has responded to significant emergencies caused by flooding in this area. The
District joins in the comments by the City of Menlo Park and County of San Mateo on the need for the EIR to further
address this impact and require Stanford to incorporate measures to reduce and detain stormwater on its Property.
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Comment Letter A-MPFPD

Inter-agency consultation on Stanford Development Project

The District requests inter-agency notification, coordination and collaboration on campus development to assure the
impacts of development on the District and neighboring jurisdictions are considered and addressed. Coordination and
collaboration with neighboring jurisdictions will help address issues and alleviate concerns.

Conclusion

The Fire District requests that Stanford and Santa Clara County fully consider these comments and revise the EIR to
address the concerns raised. The Fire District also requests that the City and Fire District work together to ensure that
the Project’s impacts on emergency and fire services are fully analyzed and mitigated.

Respectfully;

Harold Schapelhouman, Fire Chief

Cc: Fire Board, Staff, Legal and File
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.6 Responses to Comments from Menlo Park Fire Protection
District

A-MPFPD-1

The comments are acknowledged. The Draft EIR, Section 5.13, Public Services,
under Fire Protection and Emergency Services, pages 5.13-1 to 5.13-2, identifies
that the City of Palo Alto maintains mutual aid and automatic aid agreements

with a number of fire protection providers, including Menlo Park; and that fire
protection service for the SLAC is provided under a contract with the MPFPD.

A-MPFPD-2 and A-MPFPD-3

A-MPFPD-4

Project impacts to fire protection, emergency medical and/or police protection
services, including from increased traffic congestion are addressed in

Section 15.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3,
Impact 5.13-5, and Impact 5.13-6; and Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,
Impact 5.15-1 and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1. Emergency
Access and Response Times and Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 9: Design Hazards and Safety Impacts.

With respect to response times, as discussed in Master Response 11, the Draft
EIR explains why increased emergency response time is not considered to be an
environmental impact that must be mitigated under CEQA; rather, an
environmental impact only occurs if such an effect results in the need for
construction of new or expanded physical facilities and construction of such
facilities will in turn result in a significant adverse environmental impact.

Cumulative impacts to fire protection, emergency medical and/or police
protection services, including from increased traffic congestion is addressed in
Section 15.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-5, and Impact 5.13-6; and in
Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1 and Impact 5.15-7.

Please see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency Access and
Response Times, in which cumulative impacts to applicable fire protection and
emergency response services are found to be less than significant.

However, it should also be noted that, as described in Draft EIR Section 5.13,
page 5.13-1, it is the Palo Alto Fire Department (PAFD), not the MPFPD, that
provides fire protection and suppression, and emergency medical service (EMS),
for the Project site and Palo Alto.

As identified in Response to Comment A-MPFPD-7, below, while the City of
Palo Alto maintains mutual aid and automatic aid agreements with the City of
Menlo Park and other cities, the Project site is within the jurisdictional
boundaries of PAFD. Therefore, the cumulative analysis provided on p. 5.13-18,
which considers increased demand from increased growth and buildout of the
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-MPFPD-5

A-MPFPD-6

A-MPFPD-7

A-MPFPD-8

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

City of Palo Alto emergency response system and facilities, is adequate and
appropriately considers cumulative impacts on MPFPD, and no further analysis
is required.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, generally, and in particular,
Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from
Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 6: Non-
Project Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

Impacts to fire protection, emergency medical and/or police protection services,
including from increased traffic congestion is addressed in Section 15.13 Public
Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5, and
Impact 5.13-6; and Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1 and
Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1. Emergency
Access and Response Times, and Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 9: Design Hazards and Safety Impacts.

As noted in Response to Comment A-MPFPD-4, above, it is the PAFD, not the
MPFPD, that provides fire protection and suppression, and emergency medical
service (EMS), for all areas within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Project
site and Palo Alto.

While there may be other land uses owned by Stanford located outside of this
jurisdictional boundary, the Draft EIR analysis focuses on the areas most affected
by the proposed changes under the 2018 General Use Permit. Therefore, the EIR
adequately analyzes emergency response impacts, and no further analysis is
required.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times, which explains why delayed emergency response
times are not physical environmental impacts that must be mitigated under
CEQA.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(6)(b) on pages 5.15-89 and 5.15-90 states
that if the cordon counts, as modified by trip reduction credits, exceed the
baseline volume by 1 percent or more for any two out of three consecutive years,
mitigation of impacts to intersections will be required, implementing Stanford
Community Plan Implementation Recommendation C(i)(9).8 On page 74, the
Community Plan describes Implementation Recommendation C(i)(9) as follows:

8

Please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2

has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-MPFPD-9

A-MPFPD-10

If Stanford does not meet the “no net new commute trips” goal for new
development on campus, require Stanford’s contribution toward
intersection improvements at impacted locations or equivalent funding
toward other transportation impact mitigation efforts, to a degree
proportional to the effect of the new development on future traffic levels.
If Stanford does not either meet the no net new commute trips goal or
contribute proportional funding toward intersection improvements or
equivalent funding for transportation mitigation efforts, do not grant
additional development permits until Stanford meets the established
requirements.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
Commute Trips Standard.

If Stanford achieves the no net new commute trips standard, it will not contribute
trips in the peak hour and peak commute direction to off-campus intersections
and freeway segments. The County has determined through independent
monitoring that this program has been effective in mitigating the potential
transportation impacts of Stanford’s facilities and population growth. The Draft
EIR conservatively does not assume that Stanford will achieve the no net new
commute trips standard. This is a worst-case approach used to ensure that back-
up mitigation measures in the form of physical intersection improvements are
identified. As described under Impact 5.15-2 and Impact 5.15-9, many of the
intersection improvements would be capable of reducing the impact to a less-than
significant level; however, they depend on the actions of agencies that are not the
Lead Agency for this Draft EIR (i.e., County of Santa Clara). Further, some
mitigations could require additional funding that has not yet been identified and it
is not certain that a mitigation measure would be implemented in a timely
manner such that the proposed Project’s impact is mitigated. The County of
Santa Clara County cannot require Stanford to pay more than its fair share of the
cost of intersection improvements.

It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include
an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour,
off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are
not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2
in this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
Commute Trips Standard.

The Draft EIR Section 5.13, Public Services acknowledges on page 5.13-2 that
the SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory (operated by Stanford on behalf of
the Department of Energy), located outside the Project site boundary, is served
by the MPFPD.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-MPFPD-11

A-MPFPD-12

A-MPFPD-13

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

As identified in Response to Comment A-MPFPD-7, while the City of Palo Alto
maintains mutual aid and automatic aid agreements with the City of Menlo Park
and other cities, the Project site is within the jurisdictional boundaries of PAFD.
Therefore, the cumulative analysis provided on page 5.13-18, which considers
increased demand from increased growth and buildout of the City Palo Alto is
adequate and no further analysis is required.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1. Emergency
Access and Response Times.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, generally, and in particular,
Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from
Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 6: Non-
Project Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

The request is acknowledged. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the PAFD provides
fire protection and suppression, and EMS for the Project site. While the MPFPD
does not directly serve the Project site, under the proposed Project, it is expected
that the City of Palo Alto would continue to maintain mutual aid and automatic
aid agreements with its neighboring jurisdictions, including with Menlo Park;
and continue to coordinate planning efforts with those jurisdictions, as
applicable.

The request is acknowledged. The Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of
Draft EIR disclose all potential significant environmental impacts of the
proposed Project, and identify mitigation measures to reduce all significant
impacts to a less than significant level, where feasible. See also see Response to
Comment A-MPFPD-12, above.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.7 Responses to Comments from Midpeninsula Regional Open
Space District

A-MROSD-1

A-MROSD-2

The comments are acknowledged. Please see Master Response 5, Project
Description, Topic 2: Scope of Proposed Project and Analysis.

The County acknowledges the importance of the MROSD’s Vision Plan and its
contribution to regional trail connections and other public access improvements
that will provide new and enhanced regional recreational amenities. The three
projects identified in the comment, and their connection to Stanford, are briefly
described below.

The MROSD’s Vision Plan describes the Bayfront Public Access Partnership as
follows: “Partner to complete gaps in Bay Trail and develop city-to-bay trails.
Ensure flood control projects accommodate trail access. Monitor bayfront
development proposals to ensure trails and wetland restoration. Support and
encourage partner wetland restoration. Collaborate to preserve additional
bayfront open space as available.”

The MROSD includes two goals for San Francisquito Creek:

e Regional: Collaborate to restore fish habitat in San Francisquito Creek
watershed.

e Peninsula and South Bay Cities San Francisquito Creek Restoration
Partnership. Support local agency work to restore stream corridor. Ensure
that trails are part of flood protection features.”

MROSD’s Vision Plan overlaps with Stanford’s program to restore fish habitat in
the portions of San Francisquito Creek that pass through Stanford lands. One
project (improvements to the low-flow crossing at Jasper Ridge Biological
Preserve) was completed in 2017, and a second project (removal of the Lagunita
Diversion Dam) was constructed in summer of 20189. Stanford is collaborating
with local and regional agencies on design of a fish passage solution at Searsville
Dam. Stanford also has fulfilled the County of Santa Clara’s requirements
pertaining to regional trail connections near San Francisquito Creek.

Further from the Project site, the Vision Plan also describes the Ravenswood
Cooley Landing Nature Preserve as follows: “Support East Palo Alto’s Cooley
Landing Plan, featuring nature education center focusing on community history
and Bay-to-Mountain ecosystems.” This project is quite distant from the Stanford
Campus and is unlikely to be impacted by the Project.

The purpose of Section 5.14: Recreation of the Draft EIR is to identify potential
impacts to recreational resources. The standards of significance for impacts to

9

See https://news.stanford.edu/2018/01/25/modifications-enhance-fish-passage-san-francisquito-creek/;

https://headsup.stanford.edu/lagunita-diversion-dam.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-MROSD-3

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

recreation used in the Draft EIR are whether the Project would: (a) increase the
use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated; or (b) include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment. (Draft EIR, p. 5.14-16.) The Draft EIR’s approach to
analyzing potential impacts to off-campus recreational facilities is described on
pages 5.14-17 through 5.14-19.

The Project would not conflict with the priority actions with the MROSD Vision
Plan, as described above. Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR the Project
would not cause a significant impact to recreational and park facilities (by itself
or a cumulatively considerable contribution).

The requested information is not relevant to determining the recreation impacts
of the proposed Project. Nevertheless, the following information is provided.

The adoption of the 2000 Stanford University General Use Permit required the
adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) that
contained two recreation and trail related measures, OS-3A: Improvement of
Parks, and OS-3B: Dedication of Trails. These measures are not altered by the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit. In addition, the annual reports associated
with the 2000 General Use Permit provide a summary of development at
Stanford University and required environmental mitigation activity within the
unincorporated Santa Clara County. These reports document new projects
approved during the reporting period, the status of ongoing projects, and a
summary of General Use Permit Conditions of Approval compliance. The most
recent report was published June 2018, and addresses the status of development
as of fiscal year 2016-2017.10

10" Accessed at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/dpd/DocsForms/Documents/SU_2017_AR16.pdf.
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Comment Letter A-MV

£

Cory ol Vo s Virw

"~ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT * PLANNING DIVISION
500 Castro Street * Post Office Box 7540 ¢ Mountain View » California » 94039-7540
650-903-6306 * Tax 650-962-8501

December 12, 2017

David Rader

Santa Clara County Planning Office, County Government Center
701 W. Hedding Street, 7th Floor, East Wing

San Jose, CA 95110

Re: STANFORD UNIVERSITY 2018 GENERAL USE PERMIT - DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH#2017012022)

Dear Mr. Rader:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Stanford University General Use Permit (GUP), including the
presentation that was made to the City’s Environmental Planning Commission on November 1,
2017. The City of Mountain View has the following comments on the DEIR:

1. Transportation & Traffic _
Intersection ID No. 83 Charleston Road/San Antonio Road is under the jurisdiction of the City
of Palo Alto (not Mountain View) as shown on the tables,

Table 1 on Page 5.15-86 notes that the planned closure of Castro Street at the train tracks would T
mitigate the Project impact for the Central Expressway/Moffett Blvd intersection (Intersection
1D No. 89) and lists a back-up mitigation of fair-share funding for an intersection improvement
should the Castro Street closure project not be implemented. The planned closure of Castro
Street and related improvements (bicycle/ pedestrian undercrossing of Central Expressway and
a new access ramp from Evelyn Avenue to Shoreline Blvd) are part of the Mountain View
Transit Center Master Plan approved by the Mountain View City Council on May 23, 2017.
These improvements will be primarily, but not fully, funded by VTA’s Measure B Sales Tax
Program,

The City requests that the fair-share funding allocation planned for the back-up mitigation
measure be made available for the Castro Street closure improvements consistent with the
DEIR’s statement that these improvements will mitigate the Project’s significant impact at the
Central Expressway/Moffett Blvd intersection. These improvements are also consistent with
the priority that the trip fees collected from Stanford be used for transportation improvements
that increase safety and mobility for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit users.

2. No Net New Commute Trips

The City supports the proposal to continue the No Net New Commute Trips required condition
for development on campus. The City encourages the Draft EIR to study the ability to reduce
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Comment Letter A-MV

David Rader
December 12, 2017
Page 2

commute trips or vehicle miles traveled created by other workers directly or not directly
employed by Stanford University (i.e. workforce or contracted staff), instead of trips made only
by students, faculty, and staff.

3. Affordable Housing Funding Avallablhty

Affordable housing continues to be a primary concern for the region, and the City requests that
Santa Clara County maximize the funding collected for housing supply to be distributed not
only among students, faculty and staff housing needs, but also for other workers (temporary,
causal, part-time, and etc.) that work or will work within the General Plan Use permit area. The
City also asks that the County consider allowing a portion of funds for affordable housing
projects to be distributed outside the 6-mile radius of campus to allow a larger portion of
neighboring jurisdictions to accommodate increased workforce housing demands.

4. Historic and Cultural Resources

The City is supportive of Stanford University’s proven commitment to maintaining historic and
cultural resources with the Academic Growth Boundary, and we encourage that commitment to
continue with the General Use Permit 2018.

5. Rideshare Technology
How does the DEIR address the commuting trips created by private ride-hailing services (i.e.
Uber, Lyft, and etc.)? Are these counted as single occupancy trips?

6. GUP Outreach

The City applauds Stanford University and the County of Santa Clara for their commitment to
giving the public multiple opportunities to comment on the various phases of this project
review. The City suggests that expanded translation services be offered at future outreach
meetings.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (650) 903-6306 or my staff via
email at taryn, toyama@mountainview.gov.

mcerply,

Randal R. Tsuda, AICP
Community Development Director

CC: Dan Rich, City Manager
City Council
Environmental Planning Commission
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.8 Responses to Comments from City of Mountain View

A-MV-1

A-MV-2

A-MV-3

A-MV-4

A-MV-5

A-MV-6

A-MV-7

The comment is noted. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the corrected text.

The comment is noted. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document. Text has been added to the mitigation measure description for
Intersection #89 in Draft EIR Table 1 on page 5.15-86 and to the end of the
mitigation discussion for Intersection #89 on Draft EIR page 5.15-134,
acknowledging that Stanford will contribute its fair-share funding toward the
second southbound left-turn lane from Central Expressway to Moffett Boulevard;
and that funding can be used for the Castro Street closure project. See also
deletions made to Draft EIR text on Page 5.15-133.

All workers are included in the monitoring performed by the County to measure
achievement of the no net new commute trips standard. Traffic counts are taken
at the gateways to the campus, and there is no distinction as to who is making
vehicle trips. As such, other workers, along with visitors, service vehicles and
Stanford affiliates are all captured in the monitoring.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future Contribution
to Affordable Housing Fund, Topic 4: Process for Distribution of Affordable
Housing Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical Distribution of Affordable Housing
Funds.

The comment is acknowledged. No changes to Stanford’s existing policies
providing protection of historic and cultural resources at the Project site are
proposed under the 2018 General Use Permit.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for a description of how the EIR addresses
commuting trips using ride-hailing services (also known as Transportation
Network Companies [TNCs]).

The comments are acknowledged. The outreach meetings are not subject to the
Brown Act.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.9 Responses to Comments from City of Palo Alto

A-PA-1

A-PA-2

A-PA-2

A-PA-3

No specific comments on the NOP are raised in this comment, however, any
specific comments on the NOP identified in the comments that follow are
responded to in the correlating responses that follow.

The County acknowledges the City’s desire for meaningful conditions of
approval and mitigation measures and appreciates the City’s willingness to
engage with the County on these issues.

Please see Master Response 5: Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Project and
Analysis.

Please see Master Response 2: Non-Project Planning Processes, Topic 1:
Sustainable Development Study; and Master Response 5: Project Description,
Topic 2: Scope of Project and Analysis.

The comment requests that development be staged as housing is built and
transportation solutions are implemented.

With regard to housing linkage, please see Master Response 9: Population and
Housing Methodology and Calculations, Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and
Timing.

Regarding linking development to the implementation of transportation solutions,
the primary mitigation strategy for the Project’s transportation impacts is
application of the “no net new commute trips” standard. (See Draft EIR

Impact 5.15-2 and Mitigation Measure 5.15-2, p. 5.15-74 et seq.)!! This is
consistent with Stanford Community Plan policy SCP-C 1. If this standard is not
met, then Stanford must contribute its fair share to certain intersection
improvements. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR concluded that this impact would be
significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded to include an up-front fair-share payment by Stanford to
address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle
trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for in the no net new
commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Whether development under the Project should be contingent upon (i.e., linked
to) the implementation of certain transportation solutions is an issue for the
County Board of Supervisors to consider when it determines whether, and under
what conditions, to approve the Project.

11 please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PA-4

A-PA-5

A-PA-6

A-PA-7

A-PA-8

A-PA-9

See also Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 6: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing. Please also see
Master Response 8: EIR Alternatives, Topic 2 Additional Detail on Potential
Alternatives.

Impacts of the Project on housing supply is a socioeconomic issue not required to
be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA.. Nevertheless, on

June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which included a new impact (Impact 5.17-1) that discussed the indirect impacts
of off-campus housing associated with the Project. The Recirculated Portions of
Draft EIR also included two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing
Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be
added to the proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A
and Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, generally, and in particular,
Topic 3: Future Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund, and Topic 5:
Geographical Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.

The City’s request is acknowledged. Please see Master Response 10: Affordable
Housing, Topic 6: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Affordable Housing Credit.

The commenter’s request that Stanford provide technical and financial support to
partner organizations is noted. Regarding the comment about adjusting the no net
new commute trips policy, please see Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 5: Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for detailed information on how
Stanford will mitigate the transportation impacts of its additional development
and population growth under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit; Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard for a discussion about Stanford’s existing and
proposed TDM programs (including Marguerite shuttles) and how compliance
with the standard is measured; Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour
Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic and peak hour spreading in the
context of the no net new commute trips policy; and Topic 12: Transit and
Bicycle Capacity for details on Caltrain capacity assumptions.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New
Commute Trips Standard for an explanation of the Community Plan’s flexible
approach rather than specifying individual TDM measures to achieve that
standard. The Stanford Community Plan establishes policies that provide Stanford
flexibility to select specific transportation demand management components for
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implementation, and that allow Stanford to modify its program based on changes
in user needs and available services over time (see, e.g., SCP-C 5).

If Stanford does not achieve the no net commute trips standard, Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 requires a monetary payment based on Stanford’s fair
share of capital improvements to intersections where significant effects of the
proposed Project could occur. The County Planning Office will determine the
priorities for use of any payments collected from Stanford in consultation with
affected jurisdictions including the City of Palo Alto. That selection process will
occur in the future for the following reasons:

First, it is unknown whether the no net new commute trips standard will
be exceeded during the life of the permit.

Second, it cannot be known now whether an exceedance might occur or to
what extent the baseline will be exceeded. The amount of the payment
available to the County for use in funding mitigation will depend upon the
extent of the exceedance.

Third, because the timing of when or whether an exceedance occurs
cannot be known, it cannot be known which specific improvement
projects and trip reduction programs (if there are no feasible
improvement projects) would be ready for funding.

In background information provided in its Final Proposed Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines (November 2017), the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) explains that, under CEQA, while the overall plan for mitigation cannot
be deferred, details of such mitigation plans can be provided later in appropriate
circumstances:

“Practical considerations, however, sometimes preclude development of
detailed mitigation plans at the time of project consideration. In such
cases, courts have permitted lead agencies to defer some of the details of
mitigation measures provided that the agency commits itself to
mitigation and analyzes the different mitigation alternatives that might
ultimately be incorporated into the project.” (See, e.g., Sacramento Old
City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-1030.)

In its July 2, 2018 proposed “15-Day” revisions to CEQA Guidelines section
15126.4(a)(1)(B), OPR interprets existing case law as follows:

“The specific details of a mitigation measure, however, may be
developed when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details
during the environmental review, provided that the agency (1) commits
itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts specific performance standards the
mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of potential actions
that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that will be
considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation
measure. Compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process
may be identified as mitigation if compliance would result in
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A-PA-10

implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, based on
substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the
specified performance standards.”

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 meets these case-law based proposed
requirements. By adopting this mitigation measure, the County will have
committed itself to address the transportation impacts of the proposed 2018
General Use Permit, and specified the no net new commute trips standard as the
performance standard that the mitigation will achieve. The mitigation measure
also lists the potential actions to be considered, analyzed and potentially
incorporated into the mitigation measure. The physical infrastructure
improvements that may be funded are listed in the measure, as well as a
description of the types of trip reduction measures that can be funded. It should
be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront
fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak
direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not
accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in
this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Further, to be conservative, the Draft EIR also recognizes the potential that the
mitigation program would not be successful for reasons beyond the County’s
control. For example, many of the physical intersection improvements identified
in the Draft EIR are within the jurisdiction and control of other agencies. The
County also cannot ensure that sufficient funds are collected from others to pay
for some of the improvements, and the County cannot ensure that other
jurisdictions will decide to carry out the improvements. For these reasons, the
traffic impacts of the proposed Project are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document, which addresses
revisions to Section 3.14, Public Services Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2 and
Impact 5.13-5 to recognize that Stanford may contract with other qualified fire
protection/EMS service providers if it does not maintain its contract with the Palo
Alto Fire Department. This revision does not alter the findings of the Draft EIR.

Stanford completed the negotiation of a new, comprehensive fire services
agreement with the City of Palo Alto in August 2018. The agreement commences
as of July 1, 2018 and is for a five-year term, with options to automatically
renew.

The comment also indicates that Stanford does not have access to the California
Master Mutual Aid Agreement for fire protection and suppression, but rather
access to only available via public fire departments who are participants in the
agreement; and would have access to EMS ambulance transportation services
through Santa Clara Count Ambulance unless a new contract can be executed.
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A-PA-11

A-PA-12

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

These comments are acknowledged, but require no revisions to the Draft EIR.

This comment is acknowledged regarding Stanford needing to contract with
another qualified entity(ies) for fire protection/EMS services should the
Stanford’s existing contract extension with the City not be renewed.

Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention. With respect to effects of
climate change related to flooding, it would speculative to assess potential effects
that climate change may have on future stormflows and flooding with any level
of certainty. However, as explained in Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention,
Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from
Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, the proposed 2018
General Use Permit, in combination with any remaining authorized unbuilt
development under the 2000 General Use Permit, is only estimated to account for
18 percent of Stanford’s remaining (as of 2018) detention capacity in the

San Francisquito watershed, and 6 percent of Stanford’s remaining detention
capacity in the Matadero watershed. As a result, there would still be substantial
remaining Stanford detention capacity in the event climate change were to have a
measurable effect on stormflow volumes at the Project site, and thus, under
future climate change there would continue to be no effect from the Project on
peak-runoff flows from the site and downstream flooding.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting.

With respect to the comment about Table 5.15-12 in the Draft EIR
Transportation and Traffic section (page 5.15-65), this table represents a
development summary of all remaining unbuilt Stanford housing and academic
space (as of December 2015) authorized under the 2000 General Use Permit that
the Draft EIR assumes would be built by 2018, and is included in the 2018
environmental baseline. Please see Table 5.15-13 on page 5.15-66 in the Draft
EIR, which accounts for the Escondido Village Graduate Residences project
(2,020 beds/units), which, at the time of analysis, was the only noteworthy
Stanford project authorized under the 2000 General Use Permit which was
known would not be completed by 2018 (that project will be completed in 2020),
and therefore, its trips were accounted for in the Cumulative 2035 scenario.

The comment inquires if there is a conflict between Draft EIR Table 5.15-12
(page 5.15-65) - which represents a development summary of all remaining
unbuilt Stanford housing and academic space (as of December 2015) authorized
under the 2000 General Use Permit that was assumed in the Draft EIR to be built
by 2018 (i.e., everything except EV Graduate Residences), and the statement in
Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Description (page 3-19) - which indicates that
Stanford may not have received project-specific approval for construction of all
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A-PA-13

A-PA-14

development under the 2000 General Use Permit when the County considered the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit. Reasonable assumptions regarding the
amount of baseline or cumulative development were made in this EIR. The
transportation analysis is conservative in that it assumed the maximum amount of
authorized development that was reasonably expected to be in built by 2018
would be in the environmental baseline, and consequently, baseline traffic
volumes were higher in the EIR than if assumed otherwise. By assuming a higher
baseline level of traffic, a smaller incremental change caused by the Project will
trigger a significant impact at an intersection.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information on how travel demand forecast for growth
outside the Project site was developed for the 2018 environmental baseline
scenario for the Transportation and Traffic section of the Draft EIR.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario. Please
also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for information on how travel demand forecast for growth
outside the Project site was developed for the 2035 Cumulative scenario for the
Transportation and Traffic section of the Draft EIR.

As part of the traffic forecasting process, the future year model land uses were
reviewed to ensure that approved projects and projects for which a traffic study
has been prepared within the Cities of Palo Alto, Menlo Park and East Palo Alto
were reflected. The Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Final EIR Preferred
Alternative land uses compare well to the land uses represented in the 2040 VTA
model, as adjusted for use in the 2018 General Use Permit EIR. Because the
Comprehensive Plan only extends until 2030, while the VTA model extends until
2040, the best comparison between the two sets of assumptions is based on the
yearly average rates of growth for households, residents, and jobs. The
comparisons of the two models, presented in the table below, illustrate that the
VTA projections are similar to that of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
projections, and in fact are conservative in that the VTA projections generally
fall at the high end of the ranges provided in the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan.
Further, the recent decision by the Palo Alto City Council to reduce the allowable
growth in non-residential space allowed by the Comprehensive Plan, makes the
VTA projections yet more conservative.12

12 gee https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2018/07/30/palo-alto-tightens-the-limit-on-office-development.
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A-PA-16

A-PA-17

A-PA-18
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Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan 2030 VTA Model Run for
Preferred Scenario Stanford 2018 General Use Permit
Metric (in the Comprehensive Plan Final EIR) Year 2040
City of Palo Alto | 3,545-4,420 6,484
Households (average of 222 to 276 new units per year) | (average of 270 new units per year)
City of Palo Alto | 8,435 — 10,455 16,793
Residents (average of 527 to 653 new residents per | (average of 700 new residents per
year) year)
City of Palo Alto | 9,850-11,500 15,322
Jobs (average of 615 to 718 new jobs per year) | (average of 638 new jobs per year)

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario,
and Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-Related Development
Outside General Use Permit Boundary.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario, and
Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-Related Development Outside
General Use Permit Boundary.

On September 1, 2018, the County completed a Supplement to the 2009
Sustainable Development Study. Please see Master Response 2: Non-Project
Planning Processes, Topic 1: Sustainable Development Study; and Master
Response 5: Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Project and Analysis.

Please see Master Response 5: Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Project and
Analysis.

The distribution of academic facilities and housing in the proposed 2018 General
Use Permit application represents the best available information about where
such facilities would be placed on the Stanford campus. No other information is
available to estimate how academic square footage or housing beds/units might
be redistributed in the future.

The 2000 General Use Permit contains conditions establishing allowable
deviations for redistribution of academic development within the various
development districts (condition E.2), and the redistribution of housing among
development districts (condition F.2 through F.4). Condition F.7 also allows
Stanford to seek approval of housing beyond the initial increment of 3,018
units/beds. The conditions include provisions requiring environmental review
and approval by the Planning Commission.

For example, Stanford applied for and obtained Planning Commission approval
to add 1,450 beds to the East Campus Development District.13 This increment of

13 https://www.sccgov.org/sites/dpd/DocsForms/Documents/7165_PC_20160324_Item8_StaffReport.pdf.
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additional housing was above the total number of beds/units that the 2000
General Use Permit initially authorized. In connection with its approval, the
Planning Commission considered an Addendum to the 2000 Community
Plan/General Use Permit EIR. The Addendum considered every impact topic
identified in the 2000 EIR to evaluate whether the additional housing in the
proposed location would result in a new or substantially more severe
environmental impact. The Addendum was supported by traffic studies to
determine whether the additional housing would bring vehicle trips to this area of
the campus that exceeded the traffic projections in the 2000 EIR. The Addendum
also was supported by site-specific evaluations of visual impacts and construction
noise. All of these documents were available for public review, and Palo Alto
was provided notice of the pending approval pursuant to the 1985 Land Use
Policy Agreement between Santa Clara County, Palo Alto and Stanford.

In addition to allowing Stanford to request additional housing units/beds, the
2000 General Use Permit identified the process to be used to re-distribute
academic and academic support facility square footage and housing units/beds
from one Development District to another. 2000 General Use Permit Conditions
F3 through F5 address redistribution of housing. Conditions E2 through E4
address redistribution of academic and academic support facility space. These
conditions prohibit redistribution to the Foothills, Lathrop or Arboretum
Development Districts. They limit redistribution of housing to the DAPER
Development District to up to 350 units. Otherwise, they allow up to a 20%
increase in housing and a 20% or 20,000 square foot increase in academic and
academic support square footage in each Development District, as long as a
corresponding amount of housing or academic square footage is deducted from
another Development District. Proposed redistributions above these triggers must
be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission along with a traffic study
and an environmental assessment.

As with the housing increase, a recent project can be used to illustrate how this
redistribution worked under the 2000 General Use Permit. In 2007, Stanford
sought Planning Commission approval to redistribute academic square footage
from the East Campus Development District to the Quarry Development District
to enable construction of the Center for Academic Medicine. In connection with
that proposal, traffic engineers at Fehr & Peers submitted studies demonstrating
that the redistribution would not increase the amount of traffic at any offsite
intersections compared to the assumptions in the 2000 Community Plan/General
Use Permit EIR. County staff had the studies peer reviewed by independent
traffic engineers at AECOM, who agreed with the conclusions. County staff
prepared an Addendum to the 2000 EIR to document the analysis showing the
redistribution would not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts.
The County Planning Commission approved the redistribution, and Menlo Park
appealed the Planning Commission decision to the Board of Supervisors. The
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Board considered the expert analysis supporting the approval and affirmed the
Planning Commission’s decision.

No redistribution proposed under the 2000 General Use Permit was found to
result in a new or substantially more severe environmental effect.

When the County considers the Project, one of the issues it will address is the
process that must be followed to redistribute development among the various
development districts and to authorize additional development beyond what may
initially be authorized under the 2018 General Use Permit. At this point, it is
unknown whether that process would be the same as under the 2000 General Use
Permit. Whatever process is required, further review would be required under
CEQA if the proposed changes would result in any new or substantially more
severe environmental impacts.

Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity. See also Responses to Comments A-
PA-20 through A-PA-24, below.

The site-specific locations of future building projects are not known. The Draft
EIR addresses this uncertainty by assuming that development could occur
anywhere within the Development Districts where new academic square footage
and/or housing units are allowed.

The commenter requests additional information about the potential building sites
for 200,000 net new square feet of academic and academic support facilities
anticipated to be developed in the DAPER and Administrative Development
District, and seeks to understand impacts on views and visual character of the
area, loss of useable open space, tree removal, and traffic and circulation
associated with parking changes. The specific sites upon which new buildings
might be developed under the 2018 General Use Permit are not known. The
Draft EIR addresses this uncertainty by conservatively assuming development
could occur on all locations within this Development District.

The Draft EIR addresses impacts on visual resources in Section 5.1. On

page 5.1-11 and 5.1-12, the Draft EIR recognizes that development within the
Academic Growth Boundary “would inevitably block certain views of the
foothills from areas immediately adjacent to the new buildings.” However, the
Draft EIR recognizes that views of the foothills already are restricted and further
development of the campus would not significantly diminish key scenic vistas. In
this manner, the Draft EIR determined that development at all sites within the
DAPER and Administrative Development District would result in a less-than-
significant impact on scenic vistas. On pages 5.1-13 and 5.1-14, the Draft EIR
addresses the effects on visual quality and character from development of up to
200,000 square feet of new academic and academic support space in the DAPER
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and Administrative Development District. The discussion evaluates the visual
effects of potential development of each portion of this District, including
development on the interior spaces, development on existing athletic and
recreation spaces, and development on the open area known as Masters Grove.
The Draft EIR recognizes that development of land close to EI Camino Real
would be noticeable and would diminish the relatively open quality of this area.
On pages 5.1-16 and 5.1-17, the Draft EIR also describes the processes the
County uses to review individual development projects to ensure they are
compatible with their surroundings. Based on this analysis, the Draft EIR
concludes that development of up to 200,000 square feet in the DAPER
Development District would not result in a significant adverse effect on the
visual character of the District and its surroundings.

Tree removal is discussed on pages 5.3-45 and 5.3-46 in Section 5.3 Biological
Resources of the Draft EIR. Impacts from tree removal are addressed on a
campus-wide basis through policies and programs designed to ensure that
protected trees are replaced at a ratio of 3:1 for oaks and 1:1 for other protected
trees; alternatively, Stanford may submit a Vegetation Management Plan for the
entire campus that provides for the same or greater level of tree preservation,
subject to County review and approval.

Other portions of the Stanford campus that are adjacent to the City of Palo Alto
include the East Campus Development District, the Quarry Development
District, and the West Campus Development District. The Draft EIR addresses
visual impacts associated with development in each of these development
districts under Impact 5.1-3 on pages 5.1-13 through 5.1-17.

The Draft EIR explains that new development within the East Campus
Development District would not change the visual character of this portion of the
campus. In addition, new buildings are not likely to be constructed within this
District along El Camino Real and Stanford Avenue given that these edges of the
District recently were developed with new faculty and staff housing. The Draft
EIR explains that new housing and academic and academic support facilities
added to the Quarry Development District would alter the visual character of that
district; however, these new buildings would extend the urbanized landscape that
exists directly across Quarry Road. The Draft EIR recognizes that the amount of
development proposed for the West Campus Development District is relatively
small, and that small amount of development would not substantially change the
visual character of the area.

The Draft EIR also describes the County approval processes for specific building
projects that ensure visual compatibility is considered at the time of approval,
which is a discretionary approval by the County subject to appeal to the County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
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Based on these factors, the Draft EIR concludes the proposed development
associated with the Project would not result in a significant impact to the visual
character of the site and its surroundings. The Draft EIR does, in one paragraph,
describe Stanford’s internal guidelines and policies that the university publishes
for use by design consultants, contractors, and Stanford project managers. These
policies are subject to constant revision and interpretation. For this reason, the
Draft EIR’s conclusions do not depend upon Stanford’s internal polices and
guidelines. Rather, Stanford’s development proposals are reviewed by the
County through the Architecture and Site Approval or other approval processes.

See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project
Description, Topic 1: Level of Specificity.

The comment is acknowledged. The consultation process with adjacent cities is a
policy issue that the County Board of Supervisors will consider when
determining whether, and under what conditions, to approve the Project.

Pursuant to the 1985 Land Use Policy Agreement between the County, the City
of Palo Alto, and Stanford, the County provides notice to the City of Palo Alto
whenever it considers a discretionary approval for a building project on the
Stanford campus. The Draft EIR provides a general description of the County’s
Architecture and Site Approval (ASA) process on page 5.1-8. One of the findings
that must be made before the County may grant The County’s ASA site-specific
approval process is that the “[a]ppearance of proposed site development and
structures, including signs, will not be detrimental to the character of the
surrounding neighborhood or zoning district. (County Zoning Ordinance,

8 5.40.040, subd. D.)

The Draft EIR does not identify specific performance standards or mitigation
measures in the form of screening or design guidelines because it does not
conclude development at the edges of the campus nearest to Palo Alto would
result in significant visual impacts to Palo Alto or to any offsite viewer. As
required by condition L.1 of the 2000 General Use Permit, Stanford prepared and
the County Planning Office approved the adopted ElI Camino Real Frontage Plan
that establishes setbacks and height requirements within 100 feet of EI Camino
Real. An overview of this Plan is provided in the Draft EIR (p. 5.1-10). Please
note that on June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of
Draft EIR, which includes two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing
Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be
added to the proposed Project. The analyses of Additional Housing Alternative A
and Additional Housing Alternative B, on pages 2-64, 2-65, 2-270, and 2-271 of
the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, recognize that these alternatives could
include modification of the EI Camino Frontage Plan for additional faculty/staff
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A-PA-23

A-PA-24

A-PA-25

housing that may occur in the DAPER and Administrative Development District
and/or Quarry Development District.

The Stanford Community Plan calls for increased density and intensity of the
campus lands within the Academic Growth Boundary and requirements to
provide landscape buffers to screen new buildings from view, or height limits
and other restrictions to reduce density or intensity of new construction inside the
Academic Growth Boundary could be contrary to these policies. On page 5.10-14,
the Draft EIR explains: “Growth proposed by the Project would thus be
consistent with the Growth and Development policies of the Stanford
Community Plan by reducing potential environmental effects that could result
from development of Stanford lands outside the Academic Growth Boundary.”

On pages 5.10-5 through 5.10-9, the Draft EIR summarizes the policies of the
Stanford Community Plan. The Community Plan does not allow new structures
to be built within the Arboretum or other Campus Open Space, and Stanford does
not propose to change these policies.

The commenter states that the Project could result in significant adverse effects
to views along SR 82 because existing setbacks are not sufficient and the
proposed academic development in this area may be placed in vegetated or open
areas of the site. The County recognizes that perception of visual impacts can be
subjective, and that opinions may differ as to whether an impact is significant.
Please see Response to Comments A-PA-20 and A-PA-21, above, for a full
explanation why the Draft EIR concluded that development of open areas and
recreation fields along EI Camino Real would not result in a significant impact to
the visual character of the site and its surroundings. See also Master Response 4:
Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and Subsequent
Approvals; and Master Response 5: Project Description, Topic 1: Level of
Specificity.

The significance standard used in the Draft EIR for light/glare impacts is whether
the Project would “[c]reate a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. This differs from the City’s
requested “no offsite illumination” standard.

Please also see Response to Comment O-SCAS-3 for a description of Stanford’s
lighting guidelines to reduce offsite illumination.

As stated under Impact 5.2-1 (p. 5.2-30) in the Draft EIR, the average construction
scenario assumed construction of an annual average of approximately

225,500 square feet of new building construction, 50,300 square feet of building
demolition, and excavation of approximately 62,100 cubic yards of soil per year.
This annual average is based on the average annual construction and demolition
that occurred on the Project site under the 2000 General Use Permit from fiscal
year 2001 to 2015. This includes nearly-constant construction and is assumed to be
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a reasonable estimate for future construction activity. In addition, mobile emission
factors conservatively assume the vehicle fleet for calendar year 2030, which is
five years before full buildout is anticipated to occur. Also, please note that CEQA
does not require EIRSs to present a worst-case analysis. See Towards Responsibility
in Planning v. City Council (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 671.

The EIR air quality analysis may rely on reasonable assumptions about future
conditions, such as reasonable assumptions included in air quality modeling,
without guaranteeing they will be implemented. See Environmental Council of
Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018. Nevertheless,
the following three measures listed in the Project Description on page 3-18 of the
Draft EIR were incorporated into the air quality analysis:

o During the life of the 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford would meet final
California Air Resources Board Tier 4 standards for all construction
equipment, except for chainsaws and paving phase equipment;

o All Marguerite buses would be electric by 2035; and

e 70 percent of Stanford Land Buildings and Real Estate and Bonair fleet
vehicles would be electric by 2035.

Stanford will implement the first measure, pertaining to Tier 4 equipment,
through its construction contracts for individual projects under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit. Progress toward the other two measures will be reported to
the County through annual reports.

As noted in Figure 5.2-1, “Residential areas are also within the Project Site
vicinity and considered sensitive receptors.” Nevertheless, in response to this
comment, Figure 5.2-1 is revised to more clearly show on- and off-site sensitive
receptors, including residences. The revised figure does not change the Draft EIR
air quality analysis or impact conclusions. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised Figure 5.2-1.

Tier 4 construction equipment is becoming increasingly available due to both
engine manufacturer standards (Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines and
Equipment Regulation) and statewide fleet regulation requiring turnover and/or
emission control installations (In-use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation).
In its application for the Project, Stanford agreed to meet final Tier 4 standards
for all construction equipment except chainsaws and paving phase equipment
through its construction contracts for individual projects through the duration of
proposed 2018 General Use Permit. (See Draft EIR, pages. 1-4, 3-27.)
Consequently, no air quality analyses from the Draft EIR need to be revised.
Among other things, the conditions of the 2018 General Use Permit will require
Stanford to comply with all elements of the Project as described in the
application.
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A-PA-29

A-PA-30

A-PA-31

A-PA-32

The Oval, Palm Drive, and the Main Gate are landscape elements located in the
Arboretum. The Arboretum is designated by the Stanford Community Plan as
Campus Open Space. The Community Plan prohibits new structures in Campus
Open Space, and therefore the Project would not cause adverse effects on cultural
resources that may be present in Campus Open Space. If, in the future, a building
project that might affect historic features in Campus Open Space were proposed,
such a building project would be subject to additional analysis under CEQA. See
also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals.

See Responses to Comments A-PA-30 to A-PA-38 below, which address the
specific issues under this comment.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, on
page 5.9-8, the Project site is located within the 580-square-mile Santa Clara
Valley Groundwater Basin. The Draft EIR also notes on page 5.9-9 that
Stanford’s five active groundwater supply wells serving the General Use Permit
area withdraw groundwater from the San Francisquito Cone, a smaller
groundwater basin within the Santa Clara Valley Groundwater Basin located along
the boundary between the Santa Clara Plain and San Mateo Plain subunits.

For informational purposes, the nearest existing groundwater production well is
Peers Park Well, located approximately 0.4 miles northeast of Stanford Well No.
5, in Palo Alto. The next nearest existing production wells are all located over
one mile from the nearest Stanford wells (i.e., USGS, Menlo College and Hale
Wells in Menlo Park, and Rinconada, Palo Alto Library, Palo Alto Eleanor Park,
Fernando and Matadero Wells in Palo Alto).14

As indicated in Draft EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 5.9-8, the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, Santa Clara
Valley Groundwater Basin, San Mateo Subbasin describes groundwater level
trends in both the Santa Clara and San Mateo Subbasins as stable. Groundwater
levels recovered substantially from 1960s during the 1970s and 1980s, when
Stanford (and Palo Alto) connected to the regional SFPUC potable water system
and substantially reduced groundwater pumping.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 5.9-3) and
Utilities and Service Systems (page 5.16-3), Stanford groundwater pumping has
continued for irrigation water supply, supplementing its surface water diversions
supply, particularly during droughts. However, groundwater pumping levels have
never returned to the pre-1970 levels when groundwater was used for potable
water supply. Groundwater is used at Stanford to some extent every year, more

14 Based on Gloria Way Water Well Production Alternatives Analysis & East Palo Alto Water Security Feasibility
Study, City of East Palo Alto, November, 2012.
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during droughts; however, groundwater levels remain steady, recovering quickly
after heavier drought usage periods.

Stanford tracks static groundwater elevation in its groundwater wells. A
spreadsheet of historical groundwater elevations and summary charts are
included in Appendix GWL in this Response to Comments Document.

Please note that there was a typographical error in Draft EIR, Utilities and Service
Systems Table 5.16-2 (Summary of Projected Dry Year Supply and Demands) on
page 5.16-18, in which the portion of projected water demands that would be met
by groundwater under buildout of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit were
inadvertently labeled as demands that would be met by surface water. The
corrected version of Table 5.16-2 is presented in Chapter 2 in this Response to
Comments Document; this correction does not change the Draft EIR’s conclusions
regarding water supply impacts. It should be noted the corresponding information
in the WSA (Table 3-1, p. 17) is correct as originally presented.

As shown in revised Draft Table 5.16-2, and WSA Table 3-1, groundwater use
under buildout of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit is projected at

0.23 million gallons per day (mgd) during normal years; 0.48 mgd during single
dry years and during the first year of a multiple-year drought; and 1.02 mgd
during the subsequent years of a multiple-year drought. The groundwater would
be used in combination with local surface supplies for landscape irrigation.
Calculating groundwater usage as a percentage of total non-potable water
demands, groundwater usage under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit is
projected to be 17 percent during normal years; 34 percent during single dry
years and during the first year of a multiple-year drought; and 94 percent during
the subsequent years of a multiple-year drought. This is consistent with the
groundwater usage for Fiscal Year (FY) 14-15 noted in the comment, which was
88 percent of the total irrigation demands in that year during prolonged drought
conditions, as shown in Table 2-3 of the project WSA.

Further, the statement in the Draft EIR (p. 5.9-26) that irrigation demand under
the proposed 2018 General Use Permit is not expected to change substantively as
compared to baseline conditions is consistent with the analysis in the WSA. In
particular, the Draft EIR (p. 5.9-26) and WSA (page 12) explain that while
irrigation demands fluctuate widely from year to year due to the variability of the
quantity and timing of wet-season rainfall, irrigation demand is not expected to
increase overall under the 2018 General Use Permit. However, the Draft EIR
(page 5.16-17) and the WSA note that irrigation demand is conservatively
assumed to increase by 10 percent under the 2018 General Use Permit for
purposes of the analysis.

Moreover, the 10 percent increase under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit is
reflected in Table 3-1 of the WSA, which shows that total non-potable demand is
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estimated to increase under the 2018 General Use Permit as compared to baseline
conditions by 10 percent in normal years (from 1.23 to 1.35 mgd), in single dry
years and the first year of a multiple-year drought (from 1.29 to 1.42 mgd), and in
the subsequent years of a multiple-year drought (from 0.98 to 1.08 mgd).

Table 3-1 of the WSA shows the estimated increase in groundwater usage under
the proposed 2018 General Use Permit as compared to baseline conditions in
normal years (from 0.11 to 0.23 mgd), in single dry years and the first year of a
multiple-year drought (from 0.35 to 0.48 mgd), and in the subsequent years of a
multiple-year drought (from 0.92 to 1.02 mgd).

In 2016, Stanford completed an investigation of its sustainable groundwater
pumping (Luhdorff & Scalmanini, 2016); see Appendix PMP in this Response to
Comments Document. This technical report evaluated the sustainably of
groundwater pumping as part of an overall strategy of integrating groundwater
with local surface water and imported water to meet water requirements for
Stanford. The report evaluated two pumping scenarios: 1) using groundwater to
augment current sources of supply in all water years and 2) short-term increased
groundwater pumping in dry years to offset decreased local surface water and/or
imported water availability. The report explained that term “sustainability” is an
operating condition under which groundwater levels are not chronically declining
(indicative of groundwater overdraft) and not chronically depressed, such that
either seawater intrusion, due to a gradient reversal for flow from San Francisco
Bay, or subsidence would be induced.

The report used an empirical analysis based on extensive historic data correlating
groundwater levels and recovery with the amount of groundwater pumping
within the San Francisquito Cone. The report concluded that groundwater
pumping levels of at least 1,700 AFY could be maintained on a regular basis
without inducing chronic water level declines, and it further explained that the
empirical data indicated that even local pumping as high as 2,000 AFY may be
sustainable. In addition, the report concluded that the empirical evidence
suggested that an aggregate pumping rate for the San Francisquito Cone of up to
5,000 AFY for 1 to 2 years during drought conditions would cause temporary but
not chronic declines, as water levels would recover with reduced pumping.

As shown above in revised Table 5.16-2 in Chapter 2 in this Response to
Comments Document, the projected use of groundwater under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit would be 258 AFY (0.23 million gallons per day) under
normal year conditions. This represents only 15 percent of the sustainable local
pumping average of 1,700 AFY and leaves a remaining pumping amount of
1,442 AFY. The projected use of groundwater under the proposed 2018 General
Use Permit would be 538 AFY (0.48 million gallons per day) during single-year
dry conditions and the first year of a multi-year drought, and 1,143 AFY

(1.02 million gallons per day) under prolonged drought conditions. These

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-122 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PA-35

A-PA-37

A-PA-38

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

temporary conditions are below the long-term sustainable pumping average of
1,700 AFY and are substantially below the 1- to 2-year drought figure of
5,000 AFY as discussed in the sustainable pumping report.

Lastly, the comment notes that Stanford’s wells have a combined pumping
capacity of 4,450 AFY, but this figure represents merely the maximum amount
that can physically be pumped from the wells, and does not reflect the estimated
demands of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

As originally discussed in the Draft EIR, and further substantiated in Response to
Comments A-PA-33 and A-PA-34, above, groundwater pumping levels of at
least 1,700 AFY can be maintained on a regular basis without inducing chronic
water level declines. Furthermore, groundwater demand for irrigation under the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit is not expected to change substantially as
compared to baseline conditions. The projected use of groundwater under the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit under normal year conditions, single-year dry
conditions and the first year of a multi-year drought, and under prolonged
drought conditions would be below the long-term sustainable pumping average
of 1,700 AFY. As such, the projected groundwater use that would occur under
the Project could be safely withdrawn without causing excessive drawdown in
the aquifer, that could adversely impact the operation of other groundwater wells.

Consequently, as discussed in Impact 5.9-4 in the Draft EIR, no mitigation is
required to address groundwater use at the campus under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit. It should be noted, however, that the issue of building new
development within the Unconfined Zone on the campus, and the related effects
on groundwater recharge, are also addressed in Impact 5.9-4 in the Draft EIR,
and mitigation is included in the EIR (Mitigation Measure 5.9-4) to continue
implementation of Stanford’s groundwater recharge plan to ensure there would
be no adverse effects on underlying groundwater levels.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Utilities and Service Systems, page 5.16-1,
Stanford currently receives the entirety of its potable water from the SFPUC; and
this would continue to be the source of potable water under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit. As under existing conditions, Stanford would use
groundwater for non-potable uses under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit.
It is noted in the Draft EIR pages 5.9-9 and 5.16-3 that four of Stanford’s wells
are permitted for domestic supply, and water could be treated and pumped into
the domestic water system, but only in the event of an emergency or other
operational need.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality, pages 5.9-11 to
5.9-12, Stanford’s groundwater recharge plan identifies an Unconfined Zone,
which is an area of the campus where the soils and underlying geologic
conditions are conducive to percolation of runoff to the underlying aquifer. The
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plan indicates the campus is located in two different percolation zones, one quite
permeable and thus amenable to deep percolation, and one with a clay layer that
several restricts infiltrated rainfall from becoming deep percolation. The
locations of these two percolation zones were delineated by the Santa Clara
Valley Water District (SCVWD).

Please note that the SCVWD has made available updated GIS-based data,
including on the approximate location of the boundary between groundwater
recharge areas and confined areas of the subbasin, including within the Project
site. Please see Response to Comment A-SCVWD-5 for additional information
on this issue.

A-PA-39 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, generally, and in particular,
Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from
Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Topic 5: Capacity of
Downstream Storm Drains with Regard to Stanford’s Storm Detention Basins,
and Topic 6: Non-Project Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention
Facilities in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed.

A-PA-40 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, generally, and in particular,
Topic 1: Development and Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention
Facilities, Topic 2: Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity, Topic 3:
Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development
Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and Topic 4: Capacity of Stanford’s
Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event.

A-PA-41 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 6: Non-Project
Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San
Francisquito Creek Watershed.

A-PA-42 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1: Development and
Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities, Topic 2:
Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity, Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford
Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under Proposed 2018
General Use Permit, Topic 4: Capacity of Stanford’s Detention Facilities in
Storm Events Less than 100-year Event, and Topic 6: Non-Project Planning
Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the San Francisquito Creek
Watershed.

A-PA-44 Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration, page 5.11-8, refers to the reader to Figure 5.2-1
for an illustrative map of sensitive land uses within the Project vicinity. Please
note Figure 5.2-1 has also been revised to more clearly show on- and off-site
sensitive residential receptors. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to
Comments Document for the revised Figure 5.2-1.
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A-PA-45

A-PA-46

A-PA-47

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Chapter V111 of Division B-11 of the County of Santa Clara Ordinance Code
(Control of Noise and Vibration) sets measures to control unnecessary, excessive
and annoying noise and vibration. Section B11-157 authorizes the Director of the
Department of Environmental Health to grant variances from the County Noise
Ordinance. Furthermore, Section B11-157 sets forth the standards for approving
such variances including the requirements that the purpose advanced by

the variance and the disturbance created by the variance must not create a
nuisance and will not be detrimental to the public health and safety.

In order to obtain authorization to vary from the standards of the Noise Ordinance
standards, an application for a variance permit must first be made. A hearing will
be held, and all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property will receive
notification of the hearing date, place, and time at least five days in advance. In
approving a variance, the Director may include conditions that are reasonable and
necessary to protect the public health, safety and welfare from adverse effects
caused by the noise and may limit the term of the variance permit. A variance
cannot be permitted for a period greater than 120 days, except that a variance may
be renewed under certain circumstances. If a variance to the Noise Ordinance is
granted, the decision of the Director can be appealed to the County Board of
Supervisors.

CEQA Guidelines section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
In the case of variances to the County's Noise Ordinance, feasibility decisions
will be made based on an evaluation of all of the relevant circumstances of the
noise source and the details of the request.

The process for public noticing of variance requests is under development, but it
is anticipated that it would be similar to the current process for Stanford
Architecture and Site Approval applications and consistent with other County
Ordinance Code requirements. In the case of a construction noise variance
request submitted for a project that would affect off-site sensitive receptors, staff
of the affected jurisdiction would be provided with the opportunity to review and
comment on the variance request. It is likely that this referral process would also
be included in the 2018 update of the Protocol to the 1985 Stanford Land Use
Policy Agreement.

The Draft EIR Table 3-1 presents existing (as of Fall 2015) on-campus housing
(occupied beds). Draft EIR Table 5.15-2 in the Draft EIR identifies remaining
units/beds anticipated to be developed between Fall 2015 and Fall 2018.

Please see also Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing.
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A-PA-48

A-PA-50

A-PA-51

Stanford has met its overall housing linkage/ratio for the 2000 General Use
Permit. For overall housing linkage compliance please see the 2017 Annual
Report1> prepared by County planning staff that documents Stanford’s
compliance conformance with the housing linkage policy and related conditions
of approval.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 1: Stanford’s Growth Rates.

Impact 5.12-2 (page 5.12-21) discusses the potential for the proposed Project to
result in a substantial adverse cumulative population and housing impact. Total
population growth anticipated with the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would
constitute less than 3 percent of the projected population growth of
approximately 365,320 people in Santa Clara County between 2017 and 2040
(shown in Draft EIR Tables 5.12-1 and 5.12-3), which was found to be less than
significant. The effects of Stanford’s population growth have been analyzed in
the Draft EIR using professionally-accepted methods. As it relates to the EIR
analysis, the comment does not provide a reason that it is necessary to compare
this anticipated growth with historic rates in the surrounding communities.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 3: Off-Campus Households and Household Adjustment
Factors, and Topic 4: Use of Stanford Commute Survey.

Please note Table 5.12-11 on page 5.12-18 of the Draft EIR provides the
projected household increase resulting from the 2018 General Use Permit. The
table also includes household growth from 2015 to 2040 for individual
jurisdictions projected by ABAG. These projections are detailed in ABAG’s
Projections 2013 publication. The household projections in the Draft EIR were
not altered from those published by ABAG. Specifically, the number of
households projected in the City of Palo Alto is 27,780 in year 2015, and 34,370
in year 2040. The difference is 6,590, as shown in Table 5.12-11. The Draft EIR
projects an increase of 367 households in Palo Alto resulting from the 2018
General Use Permit, or 5.6 percent of the growth projected in Palo Alto from
2015-2040, also shown in Table 5.12-11.

Also, the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR discuss the indirect impacts of off-
campus housing associated with the Project (Impact 5.17-1); see Response to
Comment A-PA-52, below.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 6: Job Multiplier.

15 County of Santa Clara, Stanford University General Use Permit 2000, Annual Report No. 17, June 2018.
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A-PA-52

A-PA-53

A-PA-54

A-PA-55

A-PA-56

A-PA-57

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The comment is noted but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please
see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Impacts of the Project on affordable housing in Palo Alto is a socioeconomic
issue not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA.
Nevertheless, the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR discuss the indirect impacts
of off-campus housing associated with the Project (Impact 5.17-1), and analyze
the impacts of two new alternatives that provide additional housing.

Please also see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 1: Affordable
Housing Need.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing and Master Response
10: Affordable Housing, Topic 2: Historic Use of Stanford Affordable Housing
Fund.

The amount of affordable housing fees is a socioeconomic issue not required to
be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA. Nevertheless, the
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR do discuss the indirect impacts of off-
campus housing associated with the Project (Impact 5.17-1), and analyze the
impacts of two new alternatives that provide additional housing.

Please see also Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund; Topic 4: Process for Distribution of
Affordable Housing Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical Distribution of Affordable
Housing Funds.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund.

The issue of RHNA credit is a socioeconomic issue not required to be analyzed
in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA. Please see Master Response 10:
Affordable Housing, Topic 6: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Affordable
Housing Credit.

The Draft EIR addresses potential impacts to fire protection/emergency medical
service (EMS) in several contexts. The Draft EIR Section 5.13, Public Services,
Impact 5.13-1 addressed the potential for the Project to result in temporary
increases in vehicle congestion, delays and potential conflicts in the construction
site vicinities and/or along construction haul routes; as well as the potential for
construction worker accidents and medical emergencies at the construction sites,
potentially requiring associated temporary increases in responses from public fire
protection, EMS and/or police protection services to these incidents.
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Impact 5.13-1 explained that the type and intensity of construction activities
under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, and consequently, the nature and
level of responses to Project construction-related incidences by fire protection,
EMS and police protection services, would be similar to those that have occurred
under the 2000 General Use Permit. Impact 5.13-1 also indicates that
construction activities that would occur at construction sites under the Project
would be required to be conducted in compliance with applicable regulations,
including Cal/OSHA standards and practices for worker safety, minimizing the
need for public fire protection and emergency service response to worker
accidents at construction sites.

Impact 5.13-1 further explains that implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 5.15-1 would ensure appropriate construction traffic control measures
would be implemented for individual construction projects under the proposed
2018 General Use Permit to minimize on- and off-site construction traffic effects,
and further minimizing potential construction traffic incidents requiring public
fire, EMS and police response.

To respond to the commenter’s concerns, as modified in Chapter 2 in this
Response to Comments Document, Impact 5.13-1 adds that during the proposed
2018 General Use Permit, Stanford would pay the City of Palo Alto [or other
qualified fire protection/EMS service provider(s) should Stanford contract with
another qualified entity(ies)] a fair share contribution annually for fire
protection/EMS services from the service provider(s) and for communication and
emergency dispatch services from the PAPD.

Given these factors, Impact 5.13-1 concludes that the proposed 2018 General Use
Permit would not generate a significant additional demand for public fire
protection, EMS, or police protection services that would require new or
physically altered facilities, and the impact would be less than significant.

Impact 5.13-2 analyzed the demand for fire protection and emergency medical
services during Project operation. As discussed in that impact analysis,
development under the Project is expected to occur within existing urbanized
areas of the campus, and consequently, would be served by the existing on-
campus Fire Station 6. The Draft EIR also pointed out that the relocation of
Stanford DPS operations to the planned Public Safety Building and Departmental
Operations Center in Stanford’s Bonair Corporation Yard will serve to provide
additional operational space for PAFD or another provider at Fire Station 6 to
use, if needed. The Draft EIR further indicates that while no specific need for
new or physically altered public fire protection/EMS facilities is identified for the
Project, the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would allow for authorization of
expanded or new academic support development, which could include additional
on-campus fire protection/EMS facilities, if needed to serve the campus
population in the future.
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A-PA-58

A-PA-59

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Impact 5.13-2 also discussed that new development under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit would be subject to fire and life safety code compliance, as
reviewed by the Stanford University Fire Marshal’s Office (SUFMO).

Impact 5.13-2 concludes that given all the above factors, increases in
development and population on the Project site would increase demand for fire
protection and EMS, but, the Project would not result in an adverse physical
impact on the environment from the construction of additional fire protection or
emergency medical service facilities, and the impact would be less than
significant.

In addition, Draft EIR Impact 5.13-5 addressed the cumulative impact on fire
protection and EMS. Based on consultation with the PAFD, it indicated that with
planned improvements to PAFD fire station facilities in its City, that the PAFD
can adequately serve the increased demand from increased growth and buildout
of the City. Annual City reviews and monitoring of fire department services and
performance metrics (including response times) that is conducted by the City
would help to ensure that the PAFD would continue to adequately meet the
demands of the city and accommodate growth not only by the Project but from
throughout the city. On this basis, the cumulative impact under the 2018 General
Use Permit was also determined to be less than significant.

Regarding the response times issue, please see Master Response 11: Public
Services, Topic 1: Emergency Access and Response Times.

With respect to the treatment of wildland fire, see Draft EIR Section 5.8, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.8-9 (pages 5.8-30 to 5.8-31) and Impact 5.8-11
(pages 5.8-32 to 5.8-33), which adequately addressed this issue in detail.

Based on the above analysis, the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding impacts to
fire protection and EMS are supported by substantial evidence, and the comment
provides no contrary evidence that such impacts would be significant.

Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document, which addresses
revisions to Section 3.14, Public Services Impact 5.12-2, to recognize that
Stanford may contract with other qualified fire protection/EMS service providers
if it does not maintain its contract with the Palo Alto Fire Department.

See also Response to Comment A-PA-10 and Response to Comment A-PA-57,
above. The status of Stanford’s fire protection services contract is a contractual,
not environmental, matter and therefore does not trigger the development and
consideration of project alternatives under CEQA.

In response to Comments A-PA-10 and A-PA-58, certain edits have instead been
made to Draft EIR Section 5.13, Impact 5.13-1, page 5.13-13; Impact 5.13-2,
page 5.13-14; and Impact 5.13-5, page 5.13-18. Please see Chapter 2 in this

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 52.1-129 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PA-60

Response to Comments Document for edits made. The revisions made do not
alter the impact analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR addresses potential impacts to public police protection services in
several contexts. As described in Response to Comment A-PA-57, above,

Draft EIR Impact 5.13-1 concluded that Project construction related to the 2018
General Use Permit would not generate a significant additional demand for
public police protection services that would require new or physically altered
facilities; therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

Draft EIR Impact 5.13-3 analyzed the demand for police protection services
during Project operation. Impact 5.13-3 describes that police protection for the
Project site is provided by the Stanford Department of Public Safety (DPS) for
law enforcement, crime prevention, emergency response, and traffic and parking
control; with investigative support from the Santa Clara County Sheriff’s
Department; and that Stanford contracts with the PAPD for emergency
dispatching services.

Impact 5.13-3 explains that during the proposed 2018 General Use Permit,
Stanford would pay the City of Palo Alto a fair share contribution annually as
compensation for the communication and emergency dispatch services it would
receive from the PAPD. Impact 5.13-3 also indicates that the City of Palo Alto is
also planning a new Public Services Building (PSB) that would house the PAPD,
as well as its emergency dispatch center and other services, and will
accommodate existing and future police and emergency planning facility needs
of the City.

Given these factors, Impact 5.13-3 concludes that Project operation would
increase demand for police protection services, but the Project would not result in
an adverse physical impact on the environment from the construction of
additional police protection facilities, and the impact would be less than
significant.

In addition, Draft EIR Impact 5.13-6 addresses the cumulative impact on police
protection services. Impact 5.13-6 also acknowledges the planned PSB to
accommaodate PAPD and its emergency dispatch center services for existing and
future police and emergency planning facility needs of the City. Impact 5.13-6
also notes that annual City reviews and monitoring of law enforcement services
and performance metrics (including dispatch response times) that is conducted by
the City of Palo Alto would help to ensure that the PAPD would continue to
adequately meet the demands of the city and are able to accommodate growth not
only by the Project but from throughout the city. On this basis, the cumulative
impact to police protection services under the 2018 General Use Permit was also
determined to be less than significant.
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A-PA-61

A-PA-62

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The student generation rates used in the Draft EIR, based on students per
proposed multi-family units, were consistent with the “moderate” student
generation rates used by PAUSD’s demographer, Decisionlnsite, in its Fall 2016
Residential Research Summary Report. This yield rate was also used in the Palo
Alto Comprehensive Plan Update Final EIR. As explained in Master Response 12:
Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation Rate and Enrollment Forecasts, this
rate is in fact higher than the actual existing student generation rate of existing
Stanford faculty/staff housing, and is therefore conservative.

The Project does not include new family housing units for undergraduate or
graduate students; no increase in school children are expected to result from the
proposed student housing.

Effects of indirect growth, including public school demand, were addressed in
the Draft EIR Section 6, Other CEQA Issues, which indicated that indirect
growth would cause increased demand for public services, including public
schools. The Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR Impact 5.17-1 also
acknowledged effects of indirect growth, including in the City of Palo Alto, and
concluded the indirect growth effects would be significant and unavoidable.

Please also see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation
Rate and Enrollment Forecasts, and Topic 2: Additional School Site.

With respect to the methodology used to identify the parks and recreational
facilities, the Draft EIR describes this on pages 5.14-2 through 5.14-9. In summary,
the parks presented in the analysis were based on assessment of the potential for
increased visits by campus residents from the proposed Project to result in
significant deterioration of the park and recreational facilities. Figure 5.14-2,
Table 5.14-2, and Table 5.14-4 of the Draft EIR (on p. 5.14-6, 5.14-7, 5.14-22),
show the parks in Palo Alto and Menlo Park for which the growth in daily visits
and daily visits per acre are presented, to estimate the increase in usage by on-
campus residents under the 2018 General Use Permit. While not specifically
limited to three miles, parks with visits by the Stanford population are most
frequent within this range. Page 5.14-7 of the Draft EIR lists regional parks within
three miles of the Project site boundary as a list of examples, but does not list three
miles as a criterion for selecting the parks to analyze.

With respect to the inclusion of additional park and recreation facilities, Draft
EIR Appendix REC further explains that the survey used to identify parks visited
by Stanford campus residents asked respondents whether they visited off-campus
public park and recreation facilities in nearby communities, specifically those in
Palo Alto and Menlo Park. The survey included a menu of parks and facilities in
Palo Alto and Menlo Park for selection, and respondents had the ability to
identify three additional facilities that they visited, beyond the ones listed. All of
parks that the City of Palo Alto identified in the city’s comment were mentioned
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A-PA-63

A-PA-64

in survey responses. However, as explained in Draft EIR Appendix REC, the
focus of analysis was those nearby public park and recreation facilities that at
least five Stanford campus residents said they visit once per month or more.
Parks not identified on Figure 5.14-2 were not visited by at least five campus
residents at least once per month, and therefore, are not likely to experience a
substantial increase in visits by campus residents.

The comment also requests information about the lease term for EI Camino Park
and Mayfield Fields. With respect to leased parks, EI Camino Park is on Stanford
property. Stanford leased the EI Camino Park land to the City of Palo Alto in
1915 and to this day continues to lease the land to Palo Alto. The lease currently
expires June 30, 2042. The Mayfield Playing Field is addressed by the Mayfield
Development Agreement between Stanford University and the City of Palo Alto,
and is leased to the City of Palo Alto at $1 per year for 51 years from the date of
the agreement as a public soccer complex. The park lease expires on August 8,
2057.

Draft EIR Appendix REC explains that the survey used to identify parks visited
by campus residents asked respondents whether they visited off-campus public
park and recreation facilities in nearby communities, specifically those in Palo
Alto and Menlo Park. The survey included a list of parks and facilities in Palo
Alto and Menlo Park for selection, and respondents had the ability to identify
three additional facilities that they visited, beyond the ones listed. Survey
respondents identified the “Bol Park path.” However, fewer than five campus
residents reported that they visit this location once per month or more. The
number of visits to the Bol Park path noted from survey responses was
determined to be too infrequent and too low to be included in the analysis.

Although the visits to the Bol Park path were deemed too infrequent and too low
to be included in the analysis, a set of proposed improvements to the Bol Park
path connection for bicycle travel is outlined in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIR,
Special Considerations; see page 8-4.

As explained in the Draft EIR Project Description, the Escondido Village
Graduate Residences project was previously approved under the 2000 General
Use Permit and is currently under construction. That building project is not part
of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

As it relates to the proposed Project, the Draft EIR determined the proposed 2018
General Use Permit would have no potential impact on public libraries (page 5.13-
12). As a major higher education institution Stanford provides extensive on-
campus library facilities and related services to accommodate the library demands
of its student, faculty, and staff, and would expand those facilities as needed with
development of new academic facilities under the proposed 2018 General Use
Permit. Consequently, it is highly unlikely that the increased student and faculty
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A-PA-65

A-PA-66

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

population to be accommodated under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit
would necessitate the need for new off-campus public libraries.

Furthermore, use of public facilities alone, even if such use results in crowding,
is not an environmental impact under CEQA. On page 5.14-17, the Draft EIR
states: “Crowding and increased demand for public facilities and programs alone,
absent physical deterioration or new construction or the alteration or
displacement of existing parks or recreation facilities on campus, are not
considered physical environmental impacts under CEQA.”

With respect to the Project’s impact on public libraries, please see Response to
Comment A-PA-64, above.

The Draft EIR addressed recreation impacts in a two-part process. First, the Draft
EIR addressed the question whether additional land is needed for parks to serve
the population growth associated with the proposed Project. Then the Draft EIR
addressed the question whether increased use of off-campus parks would result in
substantial physical deterioration of park and recreation facilities.

On page 5.14-17, the Draft EIR explained that, to address the need for
construction or expansion of new park facilities, it is common for jurisdictions to
use an “acres of park per 1,000 residents” target to determine whether a
residential project would necessitate construction of new onsite parks to serve
additional residents, which in turn, could result in physical environmental effects.
With respect to the anticipated increase in Stanford-generated residents, this EIR
both considers whether the increase in on-campus residential population
anticipated to occur under the 2018 General Use Permit would result in a need
for new parks or recreation facilities and whether the increase in campus
residential population would result in substantial physical deterioration of
neighboring off-campus park and recreation facilities.

On page 5.14-20, the Draft EIR concludes that, under the proposed Project,
Stanford would continue to provide at least five acres of designated Campus
Open Space per 1,000 campus residents. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not generate a need to provide additional parkland, and mitigation in the form of
a requirement to provide acreage of park use is not warranted by the EIR’s
conclusions. On page 5.14-21, the Draft EIR also concludes the proposed Project
would not result in substantial increased or accelerated deterioration of off-
campus parks. Therefore, mitigation in the form of funding for park maintenance
is not warranted by the EIR’s conclusions. Nevertheless, as an Improvement
Measure, Stanford voluntarily offers park upgrade funds specific to the four
College Terrace parks.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for evidence of the effectiveness of the no net new
commute trips program, including the ability to expand the program to reduce
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A-PA-67

A-PA-68

A-PA-69

A-PA-70

A-PA-71

more vehicle trips; as well as discussions of trip credits, average daily traffic, and
peak-hour spreading. Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 5: Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for a discussion of reverse-commute
intersection impacts and mitigation. Please also see Responses to Comments A-
PA-86 through A-PA-125 for specific responses to Hexagon comments not
otherwise responded to below.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading.

Assumptions about future transit capacity presented in the Draft EIR are based on
the best available information from transit providers. It is not reasonable to
expect that major transit infrastructure projects planned for years in the future
would be fully funded today. The analysis relies upon the 2014 Caltrain Capital
Improvements Program (CIP) to support the assumption that Caltrain would
expand its platforms to accommodate eight-car trains.16 As noted in Draft EIR on
page 5.15-155, the Transit and Bicycle Capacity Analysis is not a required
component of a CEQA analysis, but was presented for informational purposes.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions for a discussion of the on-campus parking supply and its
evaluation in the Draft EIR.

The possible Caltrain grade separation at Alma Street/ Charleston Road
(Intersection #58) is not an approved or pending project; therefore, it is not
assumed to be in place under No Project or With Project conditions in the 2018
Baseline and 2035 Cumulative traffic scenarios. If this or other grade separations
are proposed for approval, the CEQA document for the grade separation projects
would address impacts of the grade separations.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for additional information on intersection
impacts.

Figure 5.15-21 in the Draft EIR shows where nearby jurisdictions have established
residential permit programs (RPPSs) in neighborhoods near Stanford, and that very
little unrestricted parking exists near the campus. The Draft EIR also shows that
there are no areas with unrestricted parking within a 5-minute walk from
Marguerite shuttles that serve the campus with a frequency of 15 minutes or less
during peak commute periods. On page 5.15-176, the Draft EIR explains: “The
RPPs are expected to prevent parking in these neighborhoods; anecdotal
observations to the contrary may pre-date initiation of the RPPs.” The Draft EIR
further explains: “Substantial amounts of Stanford-affiliate parking in

16 1t should be noted, that the Palo Alto Station, which serves the campus, does not need a platform extension to
accommaodate the eight-car trains. http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/
Presentations/Caltrain+Longer+Platform+and+Trains.pdf.
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A-PA-73
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

neighborhoods near shuttle routes with less frequent commute period shuttle
service also is unlikely to occur.” As illustrated in Figure 5.15-22 of the Draft EIR,
Marguerite shuttle service is not designed to encourage off-campus parking. It is
focused on first-last mile connections to the Palo Alto Transit Center.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions for additional discussion of off-street parking near
Stanford.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New
Commute Trips Standard for an explanation of the Community Plan’s flexible
approach, rather than an approach that would require specifying individual TDM
measures to achieve that standard. The current TDM program is described starting
on page 8 of Appendix TIA (Part 1) of the Draft EIR. Policy SCP-C 5 of the
Stanford Community Plan allows Stanford flexibility to develop its lands within
a framework that minimizes potential negative effects. This framework gives
Stanford the flexibility to change the TDM program to meet the no net new
commute trips standard as the campus population changes and technology
advances. The process and some of the technologies that Stanford proposes to
use to meet the no net new commute trips standard are outlined in the Stanford
Transportation Strategy.17 See also Response to Comment A-PA-9.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for additional detail on the no net new commute
trips policy.

The Marguerite shuttles that serve off-campus locations are optimized to provide
the most direct and efficient routes to make them competitive with the same trip
by a single-occupancy car. Rerouting Marguerite shuttles would reduce their
effectiveness in moving drivers out of their cars.

Diversion of trips onto Hamilton Avenue is an existing condition. Further,
Project-related trips would not have been assigned to Hamilton Avenue if there
were no existing cut-through traffic in this location. Therefore, it would not be
correct to use an adjusted base volume on Hamilton Avenue without the existing
cut-through traffic. The TIRE index analysis is based on a comparison between
the existing level of traffic to the future traffic volume on a given roadway.

Because Hamilton Avenue already experiences a large amount of diverted traffic,
the additional diverted traffic resulting from the proposed 2018 General Use

Permit development would be insufficient to cause a significant impact under the
TIRE methodology. In fact, even if the estimate of 121 project-generated trips on
the Hamilton Avenue were doubled or tripled, the impact would be considered to

17 gee https://drive.google.com/file/d/IRKH5ilbUXSkCdA9rV0g8EntIMow7EmMSO0/view.
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be less than significant because the traffic increase still would be well below the
threshold of 1,025 trips. The Draft EIR applies the TIRE methodology correctly.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts for additional detail on the methodology and
impact evaluation for neighborhood streets.

As outlined in the annual traffic monitoring reports, and restated in Mitigation
Measure 5.15-2, the annual monitoring is conducted by AECOM, a third-party
consultant hired by, and acting at the direction of, the County. Stanford pays for
the cost of the monitoring, but does not conduct the monitoring. It should be
noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront
fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak
direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not
accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in
this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

The comment asserts that “traffic congestion is noticeably less when Stanford is
not in session” and states this means the no net new commute trips program is
not working. This assertion is incorrect. Please see Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour
Spreading. In July 2016, Stanford analyzed two weeks of cordon data to
understand how traffic patterns at the campus gateway fluctuate during the year
as show in Figure MR13-4. The Average Daily Trips (ADT) for the two-week
period was approximately 77,500 vehicles per day (vpd), which is similar to the
77,600 vpd observed in the 2016 academic year and slightly higher than the 2015
ADT (75,700 vpd) for the academic year. In addition, Figure MR13-4 also
demonstrates that the times of day when Stanford campus trips peak is the same
in the summer during the rest of the year. The data do not indicate that traffic to
and from the Stanford campus fluctuates based on when Stanford is in session.

The methodology for measuring no net new commute trips accounts for all
vehicles entering and exiting the campus during the peak hour. While the word
“commute” appears in the short-hand name of the program, the vehicle trips
counted at the cordons are not limited to trips by commuters. Vehicle trips
counted at the cordon also include trips by campus residents, campus visitors,
contractors, and any other individual who enters or exits the campus.

Cut-through trips are eliminated from the counts to recognize Stanford should not
be held responsible for trips by people who are not traveling to or from a campus
destination.

The area in which the County may credit off-campus trip reductions is defined by
the locations where a significant intersection impact would occur if Stanford does
not achieve the no net new commute trips standard (local impact area). The local
impact area identified in the EIR for the 2000 General Use Permit was used to
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define the area in which Stanford can receive credits for reducing off-campus
trips under the 2000 General Use Permit. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
depicts a new local impact area to reflect the Draft EIR’s conclusions about the
locations where a significant intersection impact would occur if the no net new
commute trips standard is not met during implementation of the 2018 General
Use Permit. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded
to include an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of
peak-hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse
commute) that are not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard.
Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for the revised
mitigation measure text.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for a supplemental analysis conducted to
address the impact of reverse-commute trips, Topic 6: No Net New Commute
Trips Standard for additional detail on the no net new commute trips policy, and
Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for information about
peak hour spreading and monitoring periods.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for information on how mitigation measures were
developed to address traffic generated by the 2018 General Use Permit and
Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard.

As described in the Draft EIR, the analyses for air quality, energy, greenhouse
gas emissions and noise, like the transportation analysis, use the worst-case
scenario that Stanford does not meet the no net new commute trips standard. See
page 5.15-157 of the Draft EIR.

The proposed Project does not include infrastructure changes that would preclude
implementation of planned bicycle or pedestrian facilities, including those
associated with Safe Routes to School (SRTS) programs. Further, as described on
page 5.15-112 of the Draft EIR, the Project would construct improvements on
Stanford lands in unincorporated Santa Clara County that have been identified by
the Palo Alto Unified School District and the City of Palo Alto as the Suggested
Routes to Schools shown on the Walkabout Maps for Nixon and Escondido
Elementary Schools. These improvements would benefit both pedestrian and
bicycle circulation in the immediate area of both schools. Circulation
improvements on Stanford lands in unincorporated Santa Clara County, in and
around Nixon Elementary School, could include such items as improved
crosswalks with high-visibility yellow markings, pavement markings, additional
signage, and wayfinding signs. Circulation improvements in and around
Escondido Elementary School similarly could include such items as improved
crosswalks with high-visibility yellow markings, pavement markings, additional
signage, additional traffic control. Specific improvements on Stanford property
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could include an enhanced mid-block crosswalk on Escondido Road. As stated
on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR, Stanford plans to construct the SRTS
improvements on Stanford lands. This means Stanford would fully fund the cost
of constructing the improvements. The proposed Project does not include
program funding for SRTS, and a funding budget is therefore unnecessary.

As outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, under the 2018 General Use
Permit, Stanford plans to construct several bicycle and pedestrian supportive
projects on the Project site that are designed to serve local area student trips to
the Nixon and Escondido Elementary Schools. Stanford proposes to construct the
improvements on the Project site that have been identified by the PAUSD and the
City of Palo Alto as Suggested Routes to Schools. Circulation improvements on
Stanford lands in and around Nixon and Escondido Elementary Schools could
include such items as improved crosswalks with high-visibility yellow markings,
pavement markings, additional signage, and wayfinding signs and additional
traffic control. The proposed Project does not include construction of a new
public school.

A-PA-80 to A-PA-82

The Tier 1 improvements identified in the 2000 General Use Permit EIR were
located at the edge of the campus, at Arboretum Road and Palm Drive and at
Welch Road and Campus Drive West. Stanford was willing to construct them as
part of the project regardless of whether it achieved the no net new commute trips
standard. The 2000 General Use Permit EIR only required contribution to off-site
intersection improvements in the event that Stanford did not achieve the no net
new commute trips standard.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15127.4 (4)(B), mitigation measures must be
“roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project. The impacts in the Draft EIR
for the proposed 2018 General Use Permit were identified based upon the
reasonable worst-case assumption that Stanford does not achieve the no net new
commute standard during implementation of the 2018 General Use Permit.
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 specifies a performance standard to measure whether
Stanford is in fact meeting the standard. If Stanford does not add trips to local
roadways, or offsets its own trips by reducing trips by others, it does not contribute
to the significant impact identified in the Draft EIR. In that case, Stanford would
not be required to contribute to transportation improvement such as grade
separation and transit center improvements.

Pursuant to the policies of the Stanford Community Plan, the County prefers that
Stanford employ trip reduction measures that prevent significant impacts from
occurring, rather than improvements to expand the capacity of individual
intersections. However, if Stanford does not achieve the no net new commute
trips standard, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 requires the County to collect fair
share impact fees from Stanford. Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been revised to
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clarify that the County would spend the fair share impact fees on the intersection
improvements identified in Table 1 of Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a), unless it is
not feasible to use the fees for such improvements. The improvements suggested
by the commenter are the types of substitute improvements upon which the County
can elect to expend any fees that it collects if it is not feasible to use the fees for
intersection improvements identified in Table 1 of Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a). It
should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 also has been expanded to include
an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-
peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not
accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in
this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Analysis for a discussion of the proposed Project’s bicycle
infrastructure improvements and funding.

Please see Master Response 8: EIR Alternatives, Topic 2 Additional Detail on
Potential Alternatives; and Master Response 9: Population and Housing
Methodology and Calculations, Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing.

Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document, for the following
revisions:

o List of Abbreviations and Acronyms, and Section 5.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, references to the Office of Emergency Management
(OEM) is changed to Office of Emergency Services (OES);

e Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, Mitigation Measure 5.15-1
(Protection and Maintenance of Emergency Service Access and Routes) is
revised to also include informing the Palo Alto Police Department; and

e Section 5.13, Public Services, revisions are made for the Palo Alto Fire
Stations 1 and 2 staffing and/or equipment; response time for emergencies;
and the use of crossing guards on commute routes.

The comment also notes the availability of the Palo Alto Emergency Operations
Plan and City of Palo Alto Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment
(THIRA). The existence of these additional plans identified by the comment is
acknowledged. However, the Draft EIR is not intended to exhaustively identify
every plan from every jurisdiction, but rather, adequately describe relevant
emergency services and regulations applicable to the Project and the Project site.
These documents are not cited in the Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR, and therefore,
do not need to be included in the references for the Draft EIR.

With respect to peak periods, see Response to Comment A-PA-87; with respect
to direction of travel, see Response to Comment A-PA-88; and with respect to
use of trip credits, see Response to Comment A-PA-89, below.
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A-PA-90

A-PA-91

A-PA-92

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic
and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard, and
Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a supplemental
analysis conducted to address the impact of reverse-commute trips, additional
discussion of the no net new commute trips standard, and discussion of average
daily traffic and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new commute
trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for detail on how trip credits are applied in the
context of the no net new commute trips policy.

The County Planning Office will take this comment into account when considering
how to prioritize use of the fees. Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a) has been revised
to clarify that the fees will be expended to fund the intersection improvements
listed in Table 1 of this mitigation measure if it is feasible to do so. If it is not
feasible to use the fees for the specified intersection improvements, the County
will use the fees for other trip reduction programs in the local impact area to
encourage and improve the use of alternative transportation modes or otherwise
reduce peak period traffic in the local impact area. If other trip reduction
programs are funded, the City of Palo Alto’s observation may weigh in favor of
funding one-time capital improvements to infrastructure designed to reduce trips
rather than ongoing programs. If, on the other hand, the County of Santa Clara
observes that the no net new commute trips standard is being exceeded by a
similar amount on a regular basis, the County could prioritize funding for an
ongoing trip reduction program.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard.

The process for measuring the cordon traffic was developed in a coordinated
process with the County of Santa Clara in 2001. The process is rigorous in nature
(eight weeks of counts at all campus gateways, with methodical screening of
pass-through trips, and calibration to account for medical center travel). The
comment provides no evidence that the cordon counts are inaccurate. The trip
generation rates used in the Draft EIR were prepared by traffic engineers at Fehr
& Peers, and peer reviewed by traffic engineers at AECOM and ESA, who
confirmed that the trip generation rates were appropriate for use in the Draft EIR.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of
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average daily traffic and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new
commute trips policy.

With regard to the College Terrace neighborhood, the current daytime two-hour
time limit for non-resident vehicles effectively prevents substantial parking on
neighborhood streets by campus commuters. In the Evergreen Park-Mayfield and
Southgate neighborhoods, no data or studies have been provided suggesting that
University commuters are parking in these areas and walking or bicycling to
campus. Pedestrian and bicyclist counts conducted as part of the fall 2016
baseline data collection at intersections along EI Camino Real at Churchill
Avenue, Serra Street and Stanford Avenue indicate low volumes of pedestrians
crossing ElI Camino Real during the peak hours, which support the assumption
that “hidden vehicle trips” are not happening in substantial numbers.

Parking along EI Camino Real occurred prior to the 2000 General Use Permit
and the number of spaces has not changed throughout the lifetime of the 2000
General Use Permit monitoring; therefore, no change in the number of vehicle
trips traveling to and from this parking location is likely to have occurred during
implementation of the 2000 General Use Permit, nor would a change be likely to
occur under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit. The proposed Project would
not add more parking in this location, and therefore would not increase vehicle
trips to and from parking at this location.

The public parking along EI Camino Real is within the Caltrans right-of-way and
is outside the control of Stanford University or the County of Santa Clara. The
area is not included in the cordon count because (a) it was not included in the
baseline count; (b) the number of spaces in this area is not expected to change,
the volume of trips to and from the area is not expected to change as a result of
the proposed Project; and (c) the parking area can be occupied by anyone, and is
not within Stanford’s or the County’s control.

Data collected during annual monitoring show that trips passing through the
Stanford campus have not been increasing as a percentage of total trips. As
reported in the Annual Traffic Monitoring reports prepared by AECOM for the
County, the percentage of pass-through traffic varies from year to year, and has
stayed roughly between 10-15 percent of total peak hour traffic. Drop-off would
have been occurring in 2001 when the baseline was set and there is no evidence
in the traffic monitoring data that the number of cut-throughs, or drop-offs, has
increased.

The Vehicle Miles Traveled analysis presented in the Draft EIR, commencing on
page 5.15-143, shows that the Stanford campus is operating in a manner that
results in substantially lower vehicle miles traveled on a per capita basis
compared to regional averages. Increased campus density within the Academic
Growth Boundary, as proposed for the 2018 General Use Permit, will further
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A-PA-98

A-PA-99

A-PA-100

enable Stanford to continue to support an effective and efficient transit system.
The locations where development under the 2018 General Use Permit may occur,
by development district, are summarized in Table 3-6 of the Draft EIR and
illustrated in Figure 3-8. Figures 5.15-5 and 5.15-22 illustrate the Marguerite
shuttle routes which service the development districts where growth is proposed
under the 2018 General Use Permit.

The comment does not explain why a capacity assessment of the Palo Alto
Intermodal Transit Center (PAITC) would be necessary to analyze the
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The role of the EIR for the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit is to analyze physical effects of the proposed
project pursuant to those significance criteria presented in the Draft EIR
(including those in Section 5.15.5 in the Draft EIR Transportation and Traffic).

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 12:
Transit and Bicycle Capacity for a discussion of how transit ridership is
evaluated under CEQA and by the County of Santa Clara.

Assumptions about future transit capacity presented in the Draft EIR are based on
the best available information. It is not reasonable to expect that major transit
infrastructure projects planned for years in the future would be fully funded
today. The analysis relies upon the 2014 Caltrain Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) to support the assumption that Caltrain would expand its platforms to
accommodate eight-car trains. As noted on page 5.15-155 of the Draft EIR, the
Transit and Bicycle Capacity Analysis is not a required component of a CEQA
analysis, but was presented for informational purposes.

The comment is noted. However, transit crowding alone is not considered to be
an environmental impact under CEQA, and the County has chosen to rely on
guidance by OPR that increased transit ridership is not an adverse physical
impact. Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic
12: Transit and Bicycle Capacity for a discussion of how transit ridership is
evaluated under CEQA and by the County of Santa Clara.

As explained on page 5.15-155 of the Draft EIR, the mode share analysis used to
assess the capacity of Caltrain to handle increased Stanford ridership was based
on a worst-case conservative approach and shifted the full number of drive alone
commuters needed to achieve the no net new commute trips standard to the rail
mode. As such, rail mode share is assumed in the transit capacity analysis to
increase from 23.1 percent in 2015 and 2018 to 29.9 percent in 2035. This is a
conservative, worst-case approach because it is unlikely that all necessary drive-
alone trips would be shifted to rail. Stanford may choose to provide additional
bus service, either by funding increased service provided by public transit
providers or by running its own buses. Similarly, bicycle mode share may
increase under an Expanded TDM scenario due to Stanford’s funding of

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-142 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PA-101

A-PA-102

A-PA-103

A-PA-104

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

additional bicycle infrastructure in nearby communities. There are many tools
available for Stanford to move drivers from single-occupancy vehicles to other
modes of transportation.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for additional information on the no net new trips

policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions for a discussion of the on-campus parking supply and its
evaluation in the Draft EIR.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions for a discussion of the on-campus parking supply and its
evaluation in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR presents significance thresholds for signalized intersections on
pages 5.15-54 and 5.15-55, and presents significance thresholds for unsignalized
intersections on page 5.15-57. As noted on page 5.15-57 of the Draft EIR, the City
of Palo Alto's Comprehensive Plan states that non-CMP signalized intersections
adhere to an LOS D threshold. However, the Comprehensive Plan does not state a
significance threshold for unsignalized intersections. Because the LOS D threshold
is not an officially adopted City of Palo Alto criterion and this project is within the
County's jurisdiction, a uniform LOS E threshold was used at all unsignalized
intersections throughout the study area for purposes of this analysis.

The Draft EIR mitigation analysis finds that a traffic signal would mitigate the
Project impact. While an alternative roundabout design for the intersection has
been studied, the roundabout plan has not been adopted, and, as noted in the
comment, the near-term timing is uncertain. Therefore, the Draft EIR
recommends that Stanford contribute a fair-share toward the installation of a
traffic signal since this improvement has been demonstrated to mitigate the
Project impact under 2018 Baseline conditions. If a roundabout is selected as the
design for this intersection and if Stanford does not achieve the no net new
commute trips standard, the County could apply funding collected from Stanford
to the cost of the roundabout rather than to the cost of the traffic signal.

Regarding the 2035 traffic control assumption for this intersection, the analysis
assumes that by 2035, traffic control improvements would be implemented at this
intersection because such improvements are included as a Tier 1 fully funded
measure in the VTA 2040 model. The least costly improvement that would
mitigate the impact, a new traffic signal, was assumed for purposes of analysis.

The traffic control and lane configuration assumption for intersection No. 13
under 2035 Cumulative No Project and 2035 Cumulative with Project cases has
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A-PA-106

A-PA-107

A-PA-108

A-PA-109

been corrected. Please see revised TIA in Appendix TIA-REV in this Final EIR
for the corrected text.

Please see Response to Comment A-PA-103, above, regarding the LOS standard
applied in the analysis.

All intersection LOS tables and text references regarding intersection #14 lane
configuration, traffic control and signal phasing is updated where needed to
ensure consistency in the Final EIR. Please see revised TIA in Appendix TIA-
REV for updated the corrected text.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for further detail on the modeling effort and mitigation
measure for this intersection.

Please see Response to Comment A-PA-103, above, regarding the LOS standard
applied to unsignalized intersections in this analysis.

Curbside bus queue jump lanes are included in Policy T-1.12 and T-8.1 in the City
of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan (adopted November 2017). Comprehensive Plan
Program T1.12.3 calls for the City to “advocate for bus service improvements on
El Camino Real such as queue jump lanes and curbside platforms.” A queue jump
lane project has not yet undergone design nor environmental review. Therefore, it
is not possible to determine whether adequate right-of-way exists for both an
additional northbound left turn lane and the queue jump lanes. Additional right-of-
way may be needed to accommodate the queue jump lanes with or without the
proposed left-turn lane mitigation measure.

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline
Environmental Setting, and Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario.

Palo Alto’s new Comprehensive Plan, adopted in November 2017, includes
policies to pursue grade separations along the Caltrain corridor and to undertake
studies, outreach, and advocacy for state, regional and federal funding for them.
No feasibility analysis, design, funding or environmental analysis for grade
separations is included in the Comprehensive Plan or its Environmental Impact
Report. Palo Alto is now beginning that effort, but does not expect to identify a
preferred alternative until the end of 2018, to be followed by CEQA analysis of
that alternative in 2019. (See Palo Alto City Council Staff Report ID #9100).

As noted on page 5.15-94 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project’s impact under
2018 Baseline with Project conditions would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the addition of a designated northbound right-turn lane and installation
of an overlap phase for the northbound and southbound right-turn movements at
the signalized intersection of Alma Street / Charleston Road. To accommodate
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the construction of a designated northbound right-turn lane, the northbound Alma
Street approach would need to be widened and likely would require the
acquisition of additional right-of-way. Installation of an overlap phase for
northbound and southbound right-turning vehicles would be accommodated
through the modification of the existing traffic signal. On page 5.15-132, the
Draft EIR explains that under 2035 Cumulative conditions, this same mitigation
measure would improve the level of service at this intersection, and reduce the
Project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact, but not to a less-than-
significant level. Due to the absence of an approved program for grade
separations at Alma Street and Charleston Road, no further mitigation is feasible.

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1. Approach for 2018 Baseline
Environmental Setting, and Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario.

According to VTA’s TIA Guidelines (page 44), an impact would occur on a
freeway segment if the level of service deteriorates from LOS E or better to
LOS F. If the segment is already operating at LOS F, then an impact would occur
if the project’s added trips constitute more than 1 percent of the freeway capacity.

The comment refers to the VTA TIA Guidelines methodology for assessment of
Existing Plus Project impacts, which is based on existing vehicle densities based
on aerial observations, and corresponding LOS, and the effect of adding project
trips to the existing volume. The 2018 General Use Permit Draft EIR does not
evaluate Existing Plus Project conditions (2016) because the Project will not
begin implementation until fall 2018 at the earliest. Therefore, the Background
(2018) condition is identified as the baseline against which to measure project
impacts. The Draft EIR evaluates two future conditions — Background (2018)
conditions and Cumulative (2035) conditions.

For the future conditions analyses, the VTA TIA Guidelines do not specify the
use of the vehicle density methodology, and the use of the volume-to-capacity
methodology is commonly used for CEQA evaluations of land use development
projects within Santa Clara County. The VTA TIA Guidelines require analysis
only for the Existing Plus Project case, and specify the density-based
methodology because the existing freeway operations are defined by aerial
surveys that measure vehicle density and, via calculation, average travel speeds.
Thus, a project traffic impact can be evaluated against that existing conditions
metric for an Existing Plus Project analysis.

In contrast, future forecasts of vehicle density and speed cannot be provided with
the available analysis tool, the VTA Travel Demand Model. Therefore, density-
based analyses for the Background (2018) No Project and With Project and
Cumulative (2035) No Project and With Project density-cases are not possible. In
addition, many of the freeway segments in the Draft EIR study area are projected
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A-PA-112
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to operate at or above LOS F (i.e., with traffic demands that are at or over-
capacity). In these conditions, freeway densities are as high as theoretically
possible.

For both of these reasons, the Draft EIR provides a volume-to-capacity ratio
comparison for the Background (2018) No Project and With Project cases, and
for the Cumulative (2035) No Project and With Project cases, which assesses the
proposed Project’s effect on the volume on each segment. The Draft EIR then
applies the same threshold of significance as defined in the VTA TIA Guidelines,
which is: does the project add trips that are more than one percent of the freeway
capacity? This approach is commonly used in impact analyses throughout the
County, when future cumulative freeway analyses are provided.

The comment suggests that the County could obtain a voluntary payment toward
regional freeway facilities through a development agreement. Even if a voluntary
payment were mutually agreeable to Stanford and the County, the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable due to the absence of such a regional fee
program.

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting, and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline
Environmental Setting, and Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario.

At this location, the Draft EIR does not assume the freeway mainline lane
feeding the ramps is part of the ramp storage. The Draft EIR states that the

95th percentile left turn queue can be contained within the total 1,940-foot off-
ramp, and not spill back to the freeway mainline, for all cases. It is acknowledged
that maximum queues can sometimes extend back into the exclusive freeway
lane feeding the ramp. However, this lane is not used by freeway mainline traffic,
S0 it is reasonable to assume it is available to serve these maximum queues.
Regarding the assumption of an all-way stop at this intersection for purposes of
the 2035 freeway off-ramp analysis, the 1-280/Page Mill Road southbound off-
ramp analysis in TIA Part 2 and the Final EIR has been corrected to be consistent
with the signalized operation assumed for the 2035 Cumulative conditions
scenario. Please see revised TIA in Appendix TIA-REV for the corrected text.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-1, discussed on pages 5.15-72 and 5.15-73 of the Draft
EIR, and as further refined in Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document
in response to Comment A-PA-85, requires Stanford to inform the Stanford
Police and Palo Alto Police and Fire Departments of construction locations, and
alternate evacuation and emergency routes designated to maintain response times
during construction periods.

Please see Response to Comments A-PA-96 through A-PA-100, above.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PA-114

A-PA-115

A-PA-116

A-PA-117

A-PA-118

A-PA-119

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental
analysis presented in the Draft EIR or identify any other significant
environmental issue requiring a response. Please also see Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8: Neighborhood Street Impacts.

As explained in the Draft EIR Impact 5.8-8, any changes to the circulation
network that may occur under the Project would be designed to accommodate
appropriate emergency access to, and egress from, all areas of the Project site.
Proposed improvements would be required as needed to enable existing aid
emergency vehicles traveling from existing facilities to reach all development on the
Project site. Additionally, all Project-specific designs, including private internal
circulation and building site plans, shall be subject to review and approval by
emergency service providers, per Fire Code requirements.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1. Emergency
Access and Response Times.

The Draft EIR, in the discussion of Impact 5.15-2 and Impact 5.15-9, provides
additional qualitative descriptions of the impact of the mitigation measures on
pedestrian and bicycle conditions. If or when any of the mitigation measures are
implemented, the responsible agency will be required to design and construct the
improvements in compliance with all applicable design standards, which will
ensure that the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians are considered.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis for justification of the use of the StreetScore+
methodology.

The Transit and Bicycle Capacity Analysis provides an analysis of capacity for
bicyclists at gateway locations where Stanford commuter volumes would be the
greatest, and is summarized in the Draft EIR (pages 5.15-167 to 169). As part of
the project Stanford has proposed funding four sets of bicycle facility
improvements; see Chapter 8, Special Considerations, of the Draft EIR.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

The comment is noted. Stanford reviewed the suggested improvements with its
transportation consultant, Alta Planning and Design, as part of the proposed 2018
General Use Permit application process. Alta prepared the improvement maps in
cooperation with PAUSD and the City of Palo Alto. These reflect best practices
related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation on its campus.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Analysis for a discussion of the proposed Project’s bicycle
infrastructure improvements and funding.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-147 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PA-120 All of the EV charging spaces on campus are marked with signs that say
“Electric vehicle parking only. VVehicles must be actively charging (fee
required).” These spaces are marked as charging spaces, not parking spaces and
are enforced as such. CA Vehicle Code 21113(a) enforces this restriction.
Further, the cost of plugging-in a vehicle is currently $2/hour; if plugged-in all
day, the cost would be substantially more than the cost of an “A” permit. Data
from June 2016 show that stations operating on campus have a turnover rate of
roughly 2.5 to 5 charges per day, as indicated below:18

Average Number of

Station Charging Sessions/Day
TH Wallmount: 3.65
TH Station 1: 3.45
Station 1 TMU: 5.29
Station 2 TMU: 4.76
Station 1 PS-5: 2.34
Station 2 PS-5: 2.60
Station 3 PS-5: 2.48

A-PA-121 Please see Responses to Comments A-PA-80 to A-PA-82, above.

A-PA-122 Stanford continues to refine and expand the employee survey. Walk and bike
modes reported from distant zones are likely a last mile response for individuals
who use transit for the bulk of the trip. Rather than make that assumption, the
data was reported for all modes and the auto responses were used for the trip
distribution. Regarding the omission of East Palo Alto in Figure 5, Table 7 and
Table 8 in TIA Part 1: Table 8 includes East Palo Alto, and the document has
been revised to add East Palo Alto to Figure 5 and Table 7. Please note that, in
the TIA Part 1, the label ‘Palo Alto North” was used to encompass portions of
both Palo Alto and East Palo Alto in Figure 5 and Table 7; the data and analysis
are not affected by the label change.

A-PA-123 There was an error in Table 7 of Draft EIR Appendix TIA Part 1, which is
corrected in the Final EIR. Please note that there was no error in the distribution
of the actual trip assignment. Please see revised TIA in Appendix TIA-REV in
this Final EIR for corrected text.

A-PA-124 Please to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 4: Trip
Generation and Distribution for details on the methodology used to calculate the
trip generation and trip distribution attributes of Stanford.

A-PA-125 Please see revised TIA in Appendix TIA-REV for corrected text.

18 gee Appendix TRF-MISC in this Response to Comments Document.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.10 Responses to Comments from Palo Alto Unified School
District

A-PAUSD1-1

A-PAUSD1-2

A-PAUSD1-3

A-PAUSD1-4

Please see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation
Rate and Enrollment Forecasts, and Topic 2: Additional School Site.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially
affect local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property
tax assessment methods are governed by state law and are not within the scope
of environmental review under CEQA. State law also establishes exclusive
mitigation for school impacts and preempts local authority on this issue. Also,
this comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR;
please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation
Rate and Enrollment Forecasts.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description (page 3-33), under
Stanford’s proposed Project, new housing would be built incrementally over
the course of the 2018 General Use Permit, minimizing any potential for a
surge in enrollment in public schools. Furthermore, even if, as the commenter
asserts, new housing development were to attract families with younger
children, since the new Project housing would be introduced over the 18-year
life of the general use permit, the younger children would similarly be
introduced to the public school system across the duration of the general use
permit.

Development of individual family housing projects at Stanford would be
discrete, similar to housing projects developed in the remainder of the school
district boundaries. This is why enrollment forecasters frequently update their
projections and monitor the anticipated new housing in their districts. Stanford
regularly meets with the School District to provide schedule information about
upcoming housing projects.

Stanford West is a mature project that opened in 2000 and data do not exist
with regard to its K-12 enrollments upon opening. However, as shown in
Master Response 12, Topic 1, Table MR12-1, the 2016 yield rate for the multi-
family homes at Stanford West was 0.39 K-12 students per unit, lower than
multi-family rates in the rest of the district. Using the commenter’s statement
that 70 percent of the students at Stanford West are K-5, the elementary student
yield rate from Stanford West is 0.27 elementary students per unit (70 percent
of 0.39). This is closely similar to the elementary student yield rate of 0.23 that
the district uses for new multi-family units (see Response to Comment A-
PAUSD2-2).
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PAUSD1-5

A-PAUSD1-6

A-PAUSD1-7

A-PAUSD1-8

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The 180 homes at University Terrace will open over the course of three
academic years, and the actual student yield from these homes has been
anticipated by the district for several years, although the actual numbers are not
yet known. The Kennedy Towers are for single and married graduate students
and therefore did not result in the addition of any new school-aged children in
the district.

With respect to the process for the County’s consideration and approval of
individual projects that would occur under the proposed 2018 General Use
Permit, please see Master Response 4: Topic 1. Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals. As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description
(page 3-23), under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford seeks a
condition that would allow it to build additional housing beyond the proposed
development limit of 3,150 housing units/beds. Such development, were it to
occur, would be subject to additional environmental review and approval by
the Planning Commission.

AM and PM weekday peak periods were selected to evaluate worst-case traffic
conditions and reflect typical peak commuting conditions. These evaluation
periods were selected in accordance with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority (VTA) Guidelines Technical Procedures, which is referenced on
Draft EIR page 5.15-8 under Methodology for Identifying Intersections for
Study. While other peaks in traffic may occur at other times throughout the day
and on weekends due to other types of activity (e.g., school, leisure, etc.),
commuting trips to and from work during the AM and PM weekday peak
periods are typically found to result in the highest levels of traffic in urban and
suburban settings and are thus considered the preferred traffic levels to measure
for a conservative (worst case) analysis. School trips typically have a
pronounced effect on overall traffic conditions, especially during the AM peak
period when students arrive at school.

Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily
Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading, Figures MR13-4, MR13-7, and MR13-8,
illustrate that the combined peak travel into and out of the campus (in both the
commute direction and non-commute direction), as well as the peak travel in
the peak commute direction, is happening between 8-9am and 5-6pm.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for a supplemental analysis conducted to
address the impact of reverse-commute trips.

Please see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation
Rate and Enrollment Forecasts.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially
affect local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PAUSD1-9

A-PAUSD1-10

A-PAUSD1-11

A-PAUSD1-12

A-PAUSD1-13

tax assessment methods are governed by state law and are not within the scope
of environmental review under CEQA. State law also establishes exclusive
mitigation for school impacts and preempts local authority on this issue.

As explained above, state law establishes mitigation for school impacts and
preempts local authority on this issue. Property tax assessment methods are
also governed by state law.

With respect to the comment’s request for more housing, please note that on
June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which includes two new housing alternatives (Additional Housing Alternatives
A and B) under which additional quantities of housing would be added to the
proposed Project. The analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A and
Additional Housing Alternative B, along with comments received on, and
responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be
presented to the County Board of Supervisors to assist in their consideration of
whether more housing should be constructed.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for detail on the no net new commute trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for detail on the no net new commute trips policy.

As explained on page 5.15-155 of the Draft EIR, the mode share analysis used
to assess the capacity of Caltrain to handle increased Stanford ridership was
based on a worst-case conservative approach and shifted the full number of
drive-alone commuters needed to achieve the no net new commute trips
standard to the rail mode. As such, rail mode share is assumed in the transit
capacity analysis to increase from 23.1 percent in 2015 and 2018 to

29.9 percent in 2035. This is a conservative, worst-case approach because it is
unlikely that all necessary drive-alone trips would be shifted to rail. Stanford
may choose to provide additional bus service, either by funding increased
service provided by public transit providers or by running its own buses.
Similarly, bicycle mode share may increase under an Expanded TDM scenario
due to Stanford’s funding of additional bicycle infrastructure in nearby
communities. There are many tools available for Stanford to move drivers from
single-occupancy vehicles to other modes of transportation.

Please also refer Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard for additional information on the no net
new trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Analysis for the discussion of bicycle and pedestrian safety.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PAUSD1-14

A-PAUSD1-15

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The cordon count methodology was designed to capture the peak commute
hours (i.e., vehicle trips to campus in the morning and exiting the campus in
the evening), which are 8-9 am, and 5-6 pm. The afternoon school commute
time would not coincide with peak hour traffic (5-6 pm).

Regarding impacts to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the Draft EIR’s
significance criteria focus on whether the Project would result in physical
impediments to pedestrian and bicycle travel, or physical changes to roadways
and intersections that could present safety hazards. In addition to these safety-
related factors, reducing overall VMT also provides safety benefits.

The 2018 General Use Permit VMT analysis presented in the Draft EIR
demonstrates that the Project would result in infill development that would
exhibit low VMT, well below regional benchmarks on a per-worker and per-
resident basis. Therefore, the Project would have a beneficial effect on safety
based on the current safety research described above. It is also noted that, under
the 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford would continue to provide transit and
transportation demand management measures, improving these services and
programs over time as conditions require.

Please see also Master Response Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis for the discussion of bicycle
and pedestrian safety.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description (page 3-23), under the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford seeks a condition that would
allow it to build additional housing beyond the proposed development limit of
3,150 housing units/beds. Such development, were it to occur, would be subject
to additional environmental review and approval by the Planning Commission.

Please also note that on June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated
Portions of Draft EIR, which includes two new housing alternatives
(Additional Housing Alternatives A and B) under which additional quantities
of on-campus housing would be added to the proposed Project. The analysis of
Additional Housing Alternative A and Additional Housing Alternative B, along
with comments received on, and responses to, the Draft EIR and Recirculated
Portions of Draft EIR, will be presented to the County Board of Supervisors to
assist in their consideration of whether more housing should be constructed on
the Stanford campus.

A-PAUSD1-16 to A-PAUSD1-17

As described on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR, Stanford proposes that the
affordable housing fee contribution support development of affordable housing
within one-half mile of a major transit stop or a high-quality transit corridor as
defined by SB 375, which includes fixed-route bus service with service
intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. Promotion of
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5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PAUSD1-18

A-PAUSD1-19

affordable housing near major transit corridors would help to reduce vehicle
miles traveled and associated GHG emissions, both of which are in keeping
with the goals of Plan Bay Area 2040. This is a policy decision to be made by
the decisionmakers when considering the Project.

Please also Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 5: Geographical
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.

These comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA comments.

The source for the existing PAUSD school enrollment data was not from
Stanford as the comment indicates, but from the California Department of
Education Educational Demographics Unit, Enrollment by Grade for 2016-
2017 for the PAUSD. A review of the latest 2016/17 enrollment report from
CDE for PAUSD notes that four school enrollments that are slightly higher or
lower than that presented in the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 2 in this
Response to Comments Document for corrected enrollment estimates for
Barron Park and Duveneck Elementary Schools, and Gunn and Palo Alto High
Schools. These revisions do not change any conclusions in the Draft EIR.

The comment states the two elementary schools on the Stanford campus are
already at capacity or overcapacity, and requests clarification for how Stanford
would direct new students to schools further away without adding auto trips for
parents.

However, published reports of PAUSD indicated that there were 32 available
elementary classrooms, including at both Nixon and Escondido schools in
2017-18 and that elementary enrollment was expected to decline.19

As outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, under the 2018 General Use
Permit, Stanford plans to construct several bicycle and pedestrian supportive
projects on the Project site that are designed to serve local area student trips to
the Nixon and Escondido Elementary Schools. Stanford proposes to construct
the improvements on the Project site that have been identified by the PAUSD
and the City of Palo Alto as Suggested Routes to Schools. Circulation
improvements on Stanford lands in and around Nixon and Escondido
Elementary Schools could include such items as improved crosswalks with
high-visibility yellow markings, pavement markings, additional signage, and
wayfinding signs and additional traffic control.

Refer also to Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 2: Additional School
Site.

19 Enrollment and Class Size Summary. Palo Alto Unified School District. September 12, 2017 page 8.
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A-PAUSD1-20

A-PAUSD1-21

A-PAUSD1-22

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Intersection impacts are determined based on the additional vehicular demand
and its effect on the available capacity. As explained in Response to Comment
A-PAUSD1-14, impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists are evaluated based on
whether the Project would result in physical impediments to pedestrian and
bicycle travel, or physical changes to roadways and intersections that could
present safety hazards. The proposed Project does not include any components
that would result in physical impediments to pedestrian and bicycle travel, or
physical changes to roadways and intersections that could present safety
hazards. However, the proposed Project could result in construction of
intersection improvements to mitigate impacts from increased vehicle traffic.
Therefore, the Draft EIR evaluates potential changes in intersection geometry
are proposed as part of a mitigation measure to determine whether such
changes would impede pedestrian and bicycle travel or present a safety hazard.

As described beginning on page 5.15-60 of the Draft EIR, StreetScore+ was
chosen to evaluate bicycle and pedestrian Quality of Service (QQOS) at
signalized intersections that may be changed due to identified mitigation
measures. The analysis of potential impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians using
intersections where mitigation measures are proposed is provided on

pages 5.15-91 to 5.15-94 of the Draft EIR for 2018 Baseline with Project
conditions and pages 5.15-124 to 5.15-134 of the Draft EIR for 2035
Cumulative with Project conditions. Based on the StreetScore+ methodology,
the Draft EIR concludes that none of the proposed mitigation measures for
intersections located in Palo Alto (or near a PAUSD school) would adversely
affect bicycle or pedestrian QOS.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9:
Design Hazards and Safety Impacts, for further discussion of bicycle and
pedestrian safety.

The five intersections where no feasible mitigations were identified would not
experience pedestrian safety impacts due to increased traffic congestion. As
shown in Draft EIR Table 1, the intersections include Middlefield
Road/Oregon Expressway, Foothill Expressway/Hillview Avenue, Middlefield
Road/Lytton Avenue, Middlefield Road/Embarcadero Road, and Foothill
Expressway/Edith Avenue. These intersections are all signalized, providing
protected pedestrian crossings. The proposed Project would not result in a need
for crossing guards as mitigation.

The Draft EIR identifies the addition of a second northbound left-turn lane at
Intersection #48 (ElI Camino Real / Embarcadero Road) because that mitigation
measure would directly reduce the proposed Project’s impact on the
intersection to a less-than-significant level. Improvements along Embarcadero
Road would reduce delay at this intersection, but not to the less-than-
significant level that the second northbound left-turn lane would provide.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-165 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PAUSD1-23 Historically, Stanford has focused its efforts on moving drivers to transit and
other alternative transportation modes in order to remove vehicle trips from
both local streets and regional freeways. While Stanford could potentially
receive trip reduction credits for an offsite facility such as a Park-and-Ride, this
is not a means that Stanford currently intends to employ.

A-PAUSD1-24 Please see Impact 5.15-2 (page 5.15-74 of the Draft EIR), 2018 Baseline
Conditions, and Impact 5.15-9 (page 5.15-112 of the Draft EIR), 2035
Cumulative Conditions. Churchill Avenue at EI Camino Real is presented as
intersection #42 and Churchill Avenue and Alma Street is presented as
intersection #57 in the transportation analysis.20 The Draft EIR finds that the
proposed Project would not have a significant traffic congestion impact at the
two intersections under 2018 Baseline and 2035 Cumulative with Project
conditions. Therefore, no intersection modifications are proposed at these
locations that would have the potential to impede pedestrian and bicycle travel,
or that would present a safety hazard. As explained in Response to
Comment A-PAUSD1-14, the potential addition of more vehicle traffic to local
roadways, without a corresponding change to a roadway or intersection
configuration, should not be assumed to result in a significant impact to
pedestrian and bicyclist safety. The Project does not propose alternative entries
to the campus, as mentioned in the comment.

A-PAUSD1-25 The intersection improvements identified in the Draft EIR draw heavily on
mitigation measures from adopted plans and studies, such as the County of
Santa Clara’s Expressway Plan 2040 and the ConnectMenlo Final EIR. As stated
at the end of Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 on page 5.15-90 of the Draft EIR, the
priority order for funding intersection improvements in the event Stanford does
not achieve the no net new commute trips standard will be determined by the
County Planning Office in consultation with affected jurisdictions, including
Palo Alto. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded
to include an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of
peak-hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse
commute) that are not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard.
Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for the revised
mitigation measure text.

A-PAUSD1-26 The Commute Survey includes a similar question: “Where do you park your
vehicle when you commute to campus/work?” Please see Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking Supply and Restrictions for
additional detail related to Stanford affiliates parking off-campus.

20 please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PAUSD1-27

A-PAUSD1-28

A-PAUSD1-29

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Most of the parking locations in the vicinity of the campus are either private or
are subject to parking restrictions and, as such, would not be expected to enable
people to park outside the campus and walk, bicycle, or use Marguerite shuttles
to access the campus. Please see the discussion of off-campus parking
restrictions starting on page 5.15-173 of the Draft EIR.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13:
Parking Supply and Restrictions for additional detail related to Stanford
affiliates parking off-campus.

The proposed improvements raised in the comment are described in the Draft
EIR Chapter 8, Special Considerations, Subsection 8.1.3. No additional detail
is available on these improvements at this time. As discussed in that chapter,
the off-site improvements may be subject to further design refinement; would
be considered for approval by the jurisdictional agencies in which these off-site
improvements are located; and if approved, the off-site improvements would be
constructed and maintained by those applicable agencies.

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 8, Special Considerations, Subsection 8.1.3,
Stanford proposes to contribute an amount of funding toward the design and
implementation of the improvements that is presently estimated to fund the
cost of these improvements.

See also Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10: Bicycle
and Pedestrian Analysis.

Please note that Comment Letter A-PAUSD1 contained an Attachment A, which did not
comment directly on the Draft EIR. Consequently, no responses to Attachment A are provided.
This attachment is included in Appendix A-PAUSDL1 in this Response to Comments Document.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 52.1-167 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



89T-T'¢C'S

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

* The GUP/ EIR — getting the analysis right

* What’s important — creating a neighborhood school for
an emerging neighborhood

* What’s concerning — cumulative impact of potential
housing vs. school site capacity

ZASNVd-V 491397 Juswiwo)


lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
1
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

» The GUP/ EIR — getting the analysis right
« Student Generation Rates (SGR) — no good basis for 0.5
« 10 year enrollment forecast should not be used

» Expect surges, not gradual growth, over years, across grades
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Student Generation Rates

* “This EIR uses student generation rates ... of 0.50 [children per
household].” (p 5.13-16)

* Based on PAUSD’s enrollment forecast
« Also used by City of Palo Alto Comp Plan EIR (which used the same source)

 Source: DecisionlInsite Residential Research Summary, Fall 2016, p. 3
(below).

cont.
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Student Generation Rates

* Only two listed projects are primarily “Multi-Family”
Appendix B * The 0.5 SGR is derived from those two projects only, with
Student Generation Rates Assumptions SGRs of 0.0 and 0.7, one of which does not house “families.”
» Treehouse is 95% studios, not designed for families
» The one true MF project listed has an SGR of 0.70
Housing Type
SFU & TH
2
SFU & TH cont.
SFU
o - - | artment rentals, low income housin
| ) . 3
Studio Apts | e :rrf::' l:“;:iiston 0.03 2013 |2 one-bedroom (1 manager unit) 15 3
| West Charle | | | 3
| ! . |
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=
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¢LT-TC'S

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Student Generation Rates

 Unless Stanford commits to building only multi-family units, why
would the EIR use a multi-family-only average?

« Stanford also builds SFU/TH housing, such as Olmstead Ct.,
SGR=0.82 and at the new University Terrace development

 Using a low MF-only rate makes sense only if we are confident
what will be built and to whom it will be rented, as at Kennedy
Towers or Oak Creek Apartments

* “Displacement effect” can’t be ignored

» New housing for seniors and grad students frees up existing housing
for potential use by families, some of which is in PAUSD

* VI example — specifically built to encourage retired faculty to move
from on-campus single family homes, making room for new faculty
families

» No data to accurately quantify, but definitely greater than zero —
should be applied to the 2900 new graduate student units to be
built under the current and proposed GUP

cont.
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€LT1-T'C'S

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 10 Year Enrollment Forecast

* “PAUSD estimates a decline in its elementary and middle school student
enrollment between 2016/17 and the 2026/27 school years” (p 5.13-6)

 This statement is correct, based on the DI report, but...

PAUSD does not use DecisionInsite’s 10 year forecast for any purpose, and
hence does not carefully review its assumptions, methods, or conclusions

The assumptions and methods are not, in fact, appropriate for 10 year forecasts,
so the results should be ignored

* No demographic considerations whatsoever (births, family stage-of-life,
deaths, demographic mix-shift, etc.). DI is not a demographer.

* Arbitrary number of new housing units (70/year)

 Simplistic and static projection method (four year average trend projection
of K enrollment plus historical progression ratios)

We don’t use or rely on this forecast — no one else should either!

In the absence of a reliable forecast, suggest using the current
enrollment level —it’s the most recent data and we know it’s right
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Expect Surges, Not Gradual Growth —

Over Years, Across Grades

* “Since buildout ... would occur incrementally over a ... 17 year
span, the school-age students generated by the Project ... would
also occur incrementally over this span.” (p 5.13-16)

* In fact, large developments are not “incremental” — they come on line in

narrow bursts — Stanford West (3 years), University Terrace (2 years),
Kennedy Towers (one year?)

* This leads to “surges” of enrollment, often concentrated in one place over
a short time frame = pressure on neighborhood and district school
capacity that travels through the grades over time (a “bubble”)

* New projects generate disproportionate enrollment in the early grades —
new housing is predominantly occupied by younger families

 Especially true at Stanford — for instance, students from Stanford West
are 70% in the elementary grades, vs. 42% for the PAUSD as a whole

» We should not assume students come in spread over time, space,
and grades — in fact, we should assume high concentration,
creating local “bubbles” that stress local capacity
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

* What’s important — creating a neighborhood school for
an emerging neighborhood

» Stanford builds neighborhoods, PAUSD builds schools
» Stanford West — an emerging neighborhood
* Need for a neighborhood elementary school
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Elementary School Planned
In Escondido Village Area
Five acres at the corner of
Stanford Ave and Escondido Rd
will be the site of Palo Alto's first
elementary school on the

Stanford campus since the 1920s.

Palo Alto has been considering
a school on the campus since
Stanford first decided to build
Escondido Village in 1957.
-Stanford Daily, 1959

New Homes For Faculty To
Be Completed By July ‘68
New Stanford faculty homes will
soon be rising near the east edge
of campus. The new 190 lot
development, known as French-
man's Hill, is near the corner of
Page Mill Road and Foothill Blvd.,
adjacent to homes in the Pine Hill
subdivision.

-Stanford Daily, 1967

History — Stanford builds staff & grad student
neighborhoods, PAUSD follows with schools

Escondido
(1960)

cont.
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Pearce Mitchell

- Occupied 1976

- 82 units, 1-3 BRs
- 2016 students: 14

Other Sand Hill Road

- Oak Creek (1969) (20 for children)
- Welch Rd (1987) (1 student)

- 2016 Students: 39

Stanford West

- Occupied 2001-2003
- 628 units, 1-3 BRs

- 2016 students: 247

Proposed In New GUP

Quarry Road

- Upto 550 Units
- TBDBRs

- Students: TBD

Total West Campus

- Units: 730 + 550 = 1280

- Students: 300 + TBD

- Elementary: 210 (70%) +
TBD

- 550*0.5=275*70% =
193 + 210 = 403 students

West Campus Housing with Children

Quarry Road
(550 units

Stanford West

(628 units)

Other SHR
(39 students)

Pearce Mitchell

(14 studentsi

cont.
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8.T-T'C'S

Quarry Road
Stanford West (550 units)

(628 units) @ @
@

Other SHR
(39 students)

PAUSD with School Sites vs.
West Campus Housing

cont.
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Quarry
Road

Stanford
West @

Other SHR 2.5-
3.0m

Nixon

All West Campus assigned to
Nixon, 2-3 miles by car
(Escondido the same)
Gunn

Terman

cont.

ZASNVd-V 491397 Juswiwo)


lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
6
cont.


08T-T'¢C'S

Quarry
Road

Stanford
West <!ib

Other SHR

All West Campus assigned to
Terman & Gunn , 4-5 miles by car

Gunn

OOTerman

cont.
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

« What’s important — creating a neighborhood school for an emerging
neighborhood

Aside from the GUP and the "planning process," the case is pretty strong that we (Stanford and
PAUSD) will want an elementary school on the west side to serve the children who will live
there for the next 50 to 100 years, just as we have Escondido to serve grad student families and
Nixon to serve faculty and administrator families on the east side.

There are certainly other ways to serve those students, and if we have to we will, but if we
have a chance to serve an emerging neighborhood with a traditional neighborhood school, why
not? It's what our predecessors have done before, and it’s clear why - it's good for our
community and our kids. But just as with Escondido and Nixon, Stanford owns all the land, so
we can only provide the school if they let us.

cont.

14
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

* What’s concerning — cumulative impact of potential housing vs.
school site capacity

« Cumulative impact of GUP and City Comp Plan
« Available capacity — schools and school sites
 Densifying — what it might look like

» The Challenge - securing new school sites

15
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Additional Students (bars)

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Cumulative Impact of Potential Housing

vs. School Site Capacity

* If the City Comp Plan and the GUP “come true,” PAUSD will

either need additional school sites or be forced to “densify” our
schools, as others are starting to do

4,500 16,750
4,000 inclucing Bulding on Al 16,250
Practical School Sites
3,500 i |LC|:!|(s?e|s] 15,750
3000 Maximum Physical ; :"""'E i I 15,250
’ Capacity of Current N o L - !
2,500 School Sites i E_ ?- : i —— 14,750
! g e —
2,000 i ! ] ] E i I 14,250
1,500 = s R et ml SR S B 1 SEEERE
Functional i ! ! i |
1,000 Capacity of i i | i I [ 13,250
¢ Current & ; i i i I !
500 - m o SRR S — b s b e e e o 12750
. B e N R S S N - 12,250
City Best-Case  Likely City  Stanford Best- Likely Stanford Total Likely \ Current
Impact Impact Case Impact Impact Impact Enroh'r::ggt

District Capacity (lines)

/

7
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

What Do “Denser” Schools Look Like?

 Los Altos K-8 — 5150 EI Camino Real Proposal (2016)
» Purchase 3.8 acre site on EI Camino Real in Los Altos for $40 million

» “The strategy involves razing the current office building complex and building a
new 100,000-square-foot urban campus in its place. Parking would be
underground, buildings would be three- and four-stories high, and the site
would include blacktop playground and field space.”

* Project withdrawn in November 2016 because of cost and community
resistance to design and location

« Mountain View Whisman — North of Bayshore Plan (2017)

* “The old way of looking at developing school campuses probably won’t work
anymore. ‘Schools are going to have to go up,’ said [Superintendent] Rudolph.
The old way would be to put a campus on seven-acre plots. The [thought is that
new schools will need ‘smaller footprints.” A two-story, more compact ...
‘urban-style school,” with apartments over its instructional ... spaces.”

« If traditional school sites are not available, the alternatives are “urban-
style” schools or increased enrollment across existing school sites, with
larger schools and/or larger classes

cont.

17

ZASNVd-V 491397 Juswiwo)


lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
7
cont.


G8T-T'¢'S

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT Stanford GUP Discussion

* What’s concerning — cumulative impact of potential housing vs.
school site capacity

e If the City Comp Plan and the GUP “come true,” PAUSD will

either need additional school sites or be forced to “densify” our
schools, as others are starting to do

* New school sites require planning and coordination with those

who control land and land-use: the City, Stanford, and developers

cont.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.11 Responses to Comments from Palo Alto Unified School
District

A-PAUSD2-1

A-PAUSD2-2

A-PAUSD2-3

A-PAUSD2-4

A-PAUSD2-5

A-PAUSD2-6

Please see Response to Comment A-PAUSD2-2 through A-PAUSD2-7 below.

With respect to student generation rates and enrollment forecasts, please see
Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation Rate and
Enrollment Forecasts. With respect to growth, please see Response to
Comment A-PAUSD1-4.

The existing Stanford Vi housing is located in Palo Alto (as discussed in the
Draft EIR page 5.12-3), outside the Stanford General Use Permit boundary,
and therefore was not associated with the 2000 General Use Permit or the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

It is not clear what 2,900 new graduate student housing units the comment is
referring to. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Escondido Village Graduate
Residences project was authorized under the existing 2000 General Use Permit,
(and consequently is not associated with the proposed 2018 General Use
Permit), and consists of a net addition of 2,020 student beds (page 5.12-15).
Under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, 3,150 net new housing
units/beds would be developed on campus, of which up to 550 units would be
available for faculty, staff, postdoctoral scholars, and medical residents

(page 3-18).

The housing development proposed under the 2018 General Use Permit is
intended primarily to accommodate future Stanford students, faculty and
families, not necessarily to redirect existing residents onto the campus.

The claim that new on-campus housing constructed under the proposed 2018
General Use Permit would create a displacement effect, where students and/or
faculty from existing housing in the PAUSD district boundary would relocate
to the new on-campus housing, and free up existing housing for potential use
by families is speculative and not substantiated with any quantifiable evidence.
See also Impact 3.15-7 which addresses cumulative impacts to public schools.
No changes to the EIR are required.

Please see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 1: Student Generation
Rate and Enrollment Forecasts.

Please see Response to Comment A-PAUSD1-4.

Please see Please see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 2, Additional
School Site.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-186 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PAUSD2-7

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Cumulative impacts related to public schools were addressed in Impact 5.13-7
in the Draft EIR. Impact 5.13-7 explained that at the time of preparation of the
Draft EIR, that the City of Palo Alto was still undergoing environmental
review for an update to its Comprehensive Plan, and that some of the future
growth scenarios would result in PAUSD student enrollment exceeding
existing PAUSD capacity for its elementary, middle, and/or high schools.

The City of Palo Alto adopted the update to its Comprehensive Plan on
November 13, 2017. The selection of the preferred scenario by the City would
result in 3,545 to 4,420 new housing units in the City that was estimated to
generate between 1,773 and 3,632 new students. The Final EIR for the update to
the City’s Comprehensive Plan determined that this range of anticipated student
growth would result in an exceedance of existing PAUSD capacity for its
elementary, middle and high schools. The PAUSD is responsible for updating it
enrollment forecasts as needed, including any increases that would be associated
with growth under the City’s Comprehensive Plan. As with the proposed Project,
all other cumulative projects within the PAUSD service area would also be
subject to the school development fees.

It is unknown where or how school facilities would be expanded to
accommodate future students. It would therefore be speculative to analyze the
impacts of potential future school construction projects in this EIR.

Please also see Master Response 12: Public Schools, Topic 2: Additional School
Site, in this Response to Comments Document, that discusses multiple options
PAUSD may explore before building a new school. Further, if it is determined
that additional school facilities are needed as growth occurs, expansion and/or
construction would be subject to separate environmental review, thereby
providing an opportunity to identify and mitigate associated environmental
impacts.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-187 ESA / D160531
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Comment Letter A-PV

cont.
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Comment Letter A-PV
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Comment Letter A-PV
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Comment Letter A-PV

5.2.1-192



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.12 Responses to Comments from Town of Portola Valley

A-PV-1

A-PV-2

A-PV-3

The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.
The comments are acknowledged; no response is required.

A jobs/housing ratio can be calculated in a number of ways, and it also depends
upon the geographic area used for the calculation. For example, a city may
calculate its jobs/housing ratio by comparing the number of jobs within the city
to the number of employed residents living within the city. A jobs/housing
imbalance may be perceived as good or bad depending upon the perspective of
the person looking the data. A job-rich community often receives significant
revenue from locally generated sales and property taxes, whereas a housing-rich
community may benefit from a strong sense of community but may require
public services with costs that outpace revenue generated by sales and property
taxes. In some regions, individual cities may be job-rich or housing-rich, but the
region as a whole may be more balanced. Some housing advocates favor
construction of new housing along transit corridors, rather than focusing on a
balance in an individual jurisdiction.

The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR’s discussion of growth-inducing effects
should not assume that growth is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little
significance to the environment. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d).) Here,
the Draft EIR complies with CEQA by including data on employment expected
to be generated by the proposed Project and estimating the number of hew
residential units that would be needed to provide housing for them.

The Draft EIR analyzes the physical effects of growth by quantifying vehicle
trips, air pollutant emissions, noise, and other impacts associated with Stanford’s
population growth. For example, the number of off-campus workers generated by
the proposed Project is reflected in the Draft EIR’s calculation of the number of
vehicle trips that could be generated if Stanford is unable to achieve the no net
new commute trips standard. The trip generation rates presented in the Draft EIR
reflect data indicating that many off-campus Stanford workers take Caltrain or
use other alternatives to single-occupant vehicles to travel to and from campus.
Therefore, the jobs/housing ratio does not directly correlate to traffic congestion.
The EIR’s transportation analysis shows that an employment center such as
Stanford that is located adjacent to a Caltrain station, is well-served by public
transit, and provides incentives to move workers out of their cars, results in fewer
vehicle trips per off-campus worker than regional averages. Nevertheless, the
Draft EIR shows that the Project would contribute to significant intersection and
freeway congestion impacts if Stanford does not achieve the no net new commute
trips standard. The EIR also shows that on-campus housing generates vehicle
trips; an on-campus faculty staff housing unit generates more vehicle trips than a
commuter traveling to Stanford from off-campus. The Draft EIR calculates the

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-193 ESA / D160531
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-PV-4

A-PV-5

A-PV-6

A-PV-7

impacts of all vehicle trips associated with campus jobs and housing, including
associated air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions and traffic noise.

Please note that on June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions
of Draft EIR, which included a new significant Project impact (Impact 5.17-1.:
Environmental Consequences of Stanford Providing Off-campus Housing Under
Proposed Project) was identified in the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR.

The Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR also includes two new housing
alternatives (Additional Housing Alternatives A and B) under which additional
guantities of on-campus housing would be added to the proposed Project. The
analysis of Additional Housing Alternative A and Additional Housing
Alternative B, along with comments received on, and responses to, the Draft EIR
and Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR, will be presented to the County Board of
Supervisors to assist in their consideration of whether more housing should be
constructed on the Stanford campus.

Finally, a jobs/housing ratio typically is calculated on a citywide or regional
basis; therefore, it is unusual for a city/county to look at a project in connection
with its city/county-wide jobs/housing ratio. A jobs/housing ratio is not typically
applied to a single institution or private business.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 1: Stanford’s Growth Rates.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 2: Clarification Regarding “Other Workers,” and Topic 6:
Job Multiplier.

The net increase in off-campus population is listed in the Draft EIR Appendix
PHD, in Table 12.

The Draft EIR determined on page 5.12-14 that displacement of substantial
numbers of existing housing and numbers of people would not occur because the
Project is adding housing, not demolishing a net amount of housing. In the short
term, it is possible that some amount of on-campus housing may need to be
closed while Stanford is providing additional housing on the same site or
elsewhere. This is an existing condition under the 2000 General Use Permit, and
this condition would not be expected to worsen under the proposed 2018 General
Use Permit. The growth rates under both permits are similar to one another, and
the location of that growth is similar. Any impacts of the planned temporary
closure of some housing units while net additional housing is constructed are
incomparable to the effects of recent wildfires that destroyed hundreds of
housing units.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 52.1-194 ESA / D160531
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-PV-8

A-PV-9

A-PV-10

A-PV-11

A-PV-12

A-PV-13

A-PV-14

A-PV-15

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 3: Off-Campus Households and Household Adjustment
Factors.

Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 4: Use of Stanford Commute Survey.

Section 5.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR shows that the growth in
Stanford student, faculty, staff, and other workers households living outside the
academic campus would be distributed among jurisdictions in the Bay Area.
Table 5.12-11 shows that the housing increases within each jurisdiction would
represent a small fraction of the household growth projected for each jurisdiction
by ABAG for the 2015-2040 timeframe.

Also, please note that impacts of the Project on housing supply is a
socioeconomic issue not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR do discuss the indirect impacts of off-
campus housing associated with the Project (Impact 5.17-1), and analyze the
impacts of two new alternatives that provide additional housing on campus.

The projection reflects the low number of existing Stanford affiliates who
currently reside in Portola Valley.

Population and Housing impacts are discussed in Section 5.12 of the Draft EIR.
Please see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing and Master
Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future Contribution to Affordable
Housing Fund.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund, and Topic 5: Geographical
Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds. The request for expanded use of
affordable housing funds to support construction of accessory dwelling units is
acknowledged and will also be considered by the Board.

As part of the proposed Project, Stanford has proposed to fund four sets of
bicycle facility infrastructure projects in surrounding jurisdictions. Please see
Chapter 8, Special Considerations, of the Draft EIR.

The comments regarding preserving the foothills are acknowledged, are part of
the public record on the Project, and will be considered by the County decision-
makers. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments; Master
Response 5, Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Proposed Project and
Analysis; and Master Response 2: Non-Project Planning Processes, Topic 1:
Sustainable Development Study.
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Comment Letter A-SC
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Comment Letter A-SC
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.13 Responses to Comments from State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit

A-SC-1 The comment notes compliance with the State Clearinghouse requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. The comment also notes that
during the State Clearinghouse’s public review period, no state agencies
submitted comments.

The comments are acknowledged; no response is required.
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Comment Letter A-SCVTA
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Comment Letter A-SCVTA
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Comment Letter A-SCVTA
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Comment Letter A-SCVTA

cont.
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Comment Letter A-SCVTA
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| cont.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.14 Responses to Comments from Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority

A-SCVTA-1  The comment is acknowledged; no response is required.

A-SCVTA-2  Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for additional text
under the Protection and Maintenance of Public Transit Access and Routes
component of Mitigation Measure 5.15-1.

A-SCVTA-3 The specific locations and designs of transit hubs on campus are not yet known.
As future planning around transit hubs occurs, Stanford will include stakeholders,
including the VTA, in discussions.

A-SCVTA-4  Stanford states that it will explore expansion of VTA’s Rapid 522 and Route 22
into campus as part of its future expanded transportation demand management
programs under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

The comment also suggests that transit fare incentives, improvements to bus
stops in the vicinity of campus, improvements at the Palo Alto Transit Center and
contributions to Caltrain capacity expansion should be available for cordon
credits or as mitigation for not meeting the no net new commute trips standard.

The approach suggested by the comment is consistent with Stanford Community
Plan Implementation Recommendation SCP-C(i)(6), which reads “Encourage
Stanford to identify opportunities and develop proposals for participation in off-
campus trip reduction efforts. Assess the expected effectiveness of the proposed
programs, and apply trip reduction credits to the annual calculation of Stanford’s
compliance with the ‘no net new commute trips’ standard.”

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for additional information on options to achieve
no net new trips standard. The no net new commute trips standard is a monitored
performance standard, as opposed to a prescribed set of transportation demand
management measures. The measures that Stanford uses to achieve the
performance standard may change over time.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been revised to clarify that the County Planning
Office will use the trip fees collected from Stanford to fund the intersection
improvements listed in Table 1 of this mitigation measure if it is feasible to do
so. If it is not feasible to use the fees for the specified intersection improvements,
the County will use the fees for other trip reduction programs in the local impact
area to encourage and improve the use of alternative transportation modes or
otherwise reduce peak period traffic in the local impact area.?! The County

21 please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-205 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SCVTA-5

A-SCVTA-6

A-SCVTA-7

A-SCVTA-8

A-SCVTA-9

A-SCVTA-10

A-SCVTA-11

A-SCVTA-12

A-SCVTA-13

A-SCVTA-14

A-SCVTA-15

Planning Office will decide how to use trip fees collected from Stanford when
and if Stanford exceeds the no net new commute trip standard. At that time, the
County Planning Office would also determine the appropriate plan for
implementing the funded improvements or programs. It should be noted that
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share
payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction
Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for
in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

The Draft EIR did not identify an environmental impact of the proposed Project
that would be substantially reduced through a requirement that Stanford share its
electric charging stations for buses. Stanford’s electric charging stations are
privately operated facilities, and Stanford reports that all of its chargers on its
campus will be prioritized to charge Marguerite shuttles. Shared charging
stations could be explored at the Palo Alto Transit Center. However, this request
would need to be explored in the future for liability issues, operational
issues/constraints, and potential development limitations.

Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for the corrected
text.

Stanford is part of many technical and regional groups that share best practices. If
SCVTA seeks technical assistance or would like Stanford to share best practices,
Stanford has expressed willingness to assist SCVTA. The County does not
consider such a condition to be necessary.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for information on the no net new trips policy.

The comment is noted; no response is required.
The comment is noted; no response is required.
The comment is noted; no response is required.
The comment is noted; no response is required.
The comment is noted; no response is required.

The comment is noted and this planned project will be added to the description of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Final EIR. Please see Chapter 2 in this
Response to Comments Document for the corrected text.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a) has been revised to clarify that any fees collected
from Stanford will be expended to fund the intersection improvements listed in
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Table 1 of this mitigation measure if it is feasible to do so. If it is not feasible to
use the fees for the specified intersection improvements, the County will use the
fees for other trip reduction programs in the local impact to encourage and
improve the use of alternative transportation modes or otherwise reduce peak
period traffic in the local impact area. The County Planning Office will
determine priorities for use of funds collected from Stanford in consultation with
affected jurisdictions. Funding for BEP projects would fit within the potential
uses of the funds described by Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 if other trip
reduction programs are funded. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to
address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle
trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for in the no net new
commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

A-SCVTA-16 The comment is noted; no response in required.
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Comment Letter A-SCVWD

5.2.1-210


lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
4

lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
5

lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
6

lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
7

lsb
Line

lsb
Typewritten Text
8


Comment Letter A-SCVWD
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Comment Letter A-SCVWD

5.2.1-212



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.15 Responses to Comments from Santa Clara Valley Water
District

A-SCVWD-1

A-SCVWD-2

A-SCVWD-3

A-SCVWD-4

A-SCVWD-5

Please see Appendix SDR in this Response to Comments Document, which
includes the hydrology and drainage reports for Stanford’s detention facilities;
see also Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, generally, and in particular,
Topic 1: Development and Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention
Facilities.

As explained in Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 4: Capacity of
Stanford’s Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event,
Stanford’s detention facilities for the San Francisquito and Matadero watersheds
are designed to attenuate the peak runoff flow rates from all storms ranging from
the 10-year recurrence interval storm through and including the 100-year storm.
The detention basins’ volume/capacity is sized so that they contain the runoff for
all such storms up to and including the 100-year storm, before they fill.

With respect to perceived inconsistencies in the Master Plan and Supplement
reports for the basin serving the San Francisquito Creek watershed, please also
see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 4: Capacity of Stanford’s
Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event, which
demonstrates that the engineering design of the detention facilities was
attenuation of peak flows ranging from the 10-year storm to the 100-year storm.

Please also see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1: Development
and Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities, Topic 2:
Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity, and Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford
Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under Proposed 2018
General Use Permit.

The comment is noted. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the revised text.

The comment is acknowledged.

The comment is noted. Since submittal of SCVWD’s comment letter on the
Draft EIR, subsequent coordination has occurred between the County, SCVWD
and Stanford on the groundwater recharge zone. The SCVWD recommended
that the County use USGS 2006 Quaternary deposit mapping for the purposes of
delineating the groundwater recharge zone at Stanford, in support of the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit environmental analysis. The USGS 2006
Quaternary deposit mapping delineates unconsolidated alluvial sediments, and
aligns with the SCVWD’s Groundwater Management Plan. A proposed updated
map of the unconfined area prepared by SCVWD was peer reviewed by the
County, and determined to be based on reasonable assumptions and technically
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

adequate for use in defining the groundwater recharge zone at Stanford for the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit. Based on this revised unconfined area map,
Draft EIR Figure 5.9-4: Groundwater Recharge Zone in the Draft EIR has been
revised. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for a
revised Figure 5.9-4.

A-SCVWD-6  The comment is noted. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the revised text.

A-SCVWD-7  The comment is acknowledged.
A-SCVWD-8  Please see Response to Comments A-PA-34 and A-PA-35, above.

A-SCVWD-9  Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for a revised
Figure 5.9-4.

A-SCVWD-10 Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for clarifying
text added to Draft EIR Impact 5.9-8.

A-SCVWD-11 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention.
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Comment Letter A-SFCJPA

SFCJPA.ORG

January 25, 2018

Mr. David Rader

Santa Clara County

Department of Planning and Development
70 West Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

Re: Comments on the Stanford University 2018 General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Rader:

The San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) is a regional government agency that plans, designs,
and implements capital projects that advance flood protection, ecosystems, and recreational opportunities across
jurisdictional boundaries of its member agencies on the San Francisco Peninsula. We serve on the SFCIPA Board of
Directors along with the mayors of Palo Alto and Menlo Park and the vice mayor of East Palo Alto. On behalf of the
Board, we respectfully submit a comment regarding the finding of a “Less Than Significant” impact and no required
mitigation for Impact 5.9-6: “Project development would create runoff, but would not exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater infrastructure, or result in flooding on- or off-site,” within the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for Stanford’s 2018 General Use Permit (GUP) application to Santa Clara County.

The DEIR’s discussion of this impact begins by acknowledging that new projects developed under the GUP could
result in runoff that increases flows downstream and thus causes or exacerbates flooding. It states that the County
requires that these projects safely convey all storm runoff through storm drain infrastructure or divert it to on-site
detention facilities (that are mostly recreational fields). It concludes with statements that the detention facilities
constructed as a condition of the 2000 GUP are designed to accommodate the 100-year storm flow and that they are
“more than adequate to accommodate the net increase in impervious surfaces that would occur under the 2018
General Use Permit.”

Technical staff at the SFCJPA and its member agencies have reviewed the Storm Drainage Detention Master Plan
and the 2000 GUP Annual Reports, which are cited in the DEIR as the basis for the statements mentioned above.
While helpful, these documents do not provide the information necessary to verify the capacity of the stormdrains.

Most importantly, while the 100-year event is of concern, the fact is downstream communities begin flooding during a T
22-year storm flow in San Francisquito Creek. Thus, future campus development must not contribute runoff into the
Creek’s watershed throughout the peak flow period during an event equal to or larger than a 22-year storm, and not
just for a 100-year event. If, as stated in the DEIR and its supporting documents, Stanford’s existing detention basins
are designed to only protect against the 100-year event, then the flooding impact of new development proposed under
the 2018 GUP should be considered “Significant” until it is mitigated through the creation of a new detention basin.
The SFCJPA is working with Stanford on, and analyzing within its own EIR, possible floodwater detention basins to
reduce this proven threat to public safety, and we look forward to the construction of facilities that fulfill this need.

Sincerely,

Dave Pine G remen

SFCJPA Board Chair SEZJPA Board Vice Chair

Supervisor, San Mateo County Director, Santa Clara Valley Water District

cc: Supervisor Joe Simitian, Santa Clara County
SFCJPA Board of Directors and Executive Director

650-324-1972 * jpa@sfcjpa.org * 615 B ffehlo Avenue * Menlo Park, CA 94025
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments
5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.16 Responses to Comments from San Francisquito Creek Joint
Powers Authority

A-SFCJPA-1  No response is required.

A-SFCJPA-2  Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1: Development and
Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities, Topic 2:
Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity, and Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford
Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under Proposed 2018
General Use Permit.

A-SFCJPA-3 Please see Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 4: Capacity of
Stanford’s Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event, and
Topic 6: Non-Project Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities
in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed.
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Comment Letter A-SMC

Dear Dept. of Sustainability,
Thank you for facilitating the feedback meeting on 11-29-17 regarding the Stanford General Use Permit (GUP).

As you offered, here are some questions and concerns regarding the DEIR for Stanford’s GUP Application {(as a
concerned resident):

1. RE: Responsibility for Adverse Impact:

d.

Is it legal to proceed with such a large scale project when it has already been determined it has T
such adverse impact by the DEIR

Can Eminent Domain laws protect Menlo Park residents from this Development?

Could an updated definition of “take private property for public use” include the taking of
property owner’s rights, (including reasonable road access and reasonable quiet enjoyment of
one’s property, protection of retaining the character of the neighborhood)?

If new adverse impact is discovered after the fact, does Stanford have to take mitigating
measures after this permit might be approved? Or are they off the hook for further
responsibility once it is approved?

and standards are skewed by Stanford or lax reviewers what protections do local residents have
against this? (for instance how could the DEIR reasonably conclude 2,425 off-site student
housing units does not impact the neighborhood? Especially when there is extremely restricted
street parking in Menlo Park)?

impact (new risks are unknown re: noise, air pollution, stress)?

financial mitigating responsibility for any impact they failed to account for? It seems backwards
that the responsibility lies with the residents to fight for their rights after the fact, when
Stanford is the one who is impinging on those rights. Applying for a permit alone and offering a
token of contribution or insignificant programs that do not mitigate problems, is not adequate
by Stanford. There are concerns the review committee has a blind eye to the real problems
caused and masked by Stanford’s inadequate offers of accountability and mitigation.

If the project is phased, does that hurt our ability to veto the net plan when they are parsed into ]|
smaller projects? Is there no recourse if one phase proves to be too adverse, so we may block
further phases?

Will Stanford and/or the government pay for:

e sound wall barriers

e plant sound barriers

e stacked thoroughfare roads to immediately divert “out of city” car commuters out of
residential roads such as Santa Cruz Ave., Alameda de las Pulgas, off Sand Hill road and
local neighborhoods altogether.

e What new stop lights will be implemented so residents can safely turn left into their
driveways, specifically at 2140 Santa Cruz Ave., Menlo Park. Who pays for that?

2 Attachment 1. Page 9

5.2.1-234

Who is responsible for monitoring and implementation of adequate mitigation? If the measures |

Are their laws that prevent such enormous developments just by virtue of the unknown risks of T

Doesn’t the responsibility lie with Stanford to prove there would be no adverse impact and take |
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2. Traffic:

a) Traffic on Santa Cruz Ave/Alameda de Las Pulgas, interferes with safe access for 120+
residents at Menlo Commons condominium, located at 2140 Santa Cruz Ave. .

1. Property owners cannot turn left safely or easily across traffic into property driveway.
A stop light may be necessary.
2. 120+ Residential homeowners cannot turn left onto Santa Cruz Ave. into the unclear

traffic.

c)Pedestrians will be at risk for being hit.

d) Norma! commutes to work will take much longer Sand Hill.

e) Unreasonable burden placed on Menlo Park homeowners, who pay a premium to live near
work, and now are penalized by the impact of the project. Who will compensate residents for
loss of work time in traffic, of property value impact due to changing the character of the
neighborhood Stanford? Are they not responsible for this?

f)Stanford may misrepresent and take inadequate mitigation measures re: traffic reduction
program that suggests it reduces commuter traffic (with incentives to ride bikes, drive and park
at off hours, walk or carpool). However, the impact and use of this program to reduce traffic is
minimal compared to how many commuters find this impractical and costly. Review committees
should not be misled that the presence of this program significantly reduces the problem of
commuter traffic. 1

turning lane that on-coming traffic mistakes as a lane. A stop light may be necessary.
b) Local parents will not be able to get their children to schools on time wading through the

Comment Letter A-SMC

Police to monitor all the street parking invasion in our neighborhoods that already have |
restricted street parking. 1
Remuneration to residents for the losses they incur due to neglecting the protection of T
their property rights?

Will Stanford pay for new public transportation on the West Side of Menlo Park to
divert traffic away from residential neighborhoods?

—H

1) Student and New Stanford Staff Housing:

a) On what basis does the DEIR state the off-campus student influx and housing needs do not impact the

b)

c)

d)

e) What does the $20 per square foot per facility development actually go towards? How will Stanford be

neighborhood? (Noise, restricted street parking, crime, safety for pedestrians)?

Street parking is restricted already in Menlo Park. Where will all the new students and employees/staff |

park in the Menlo Park neighborhoods that have restricted street parking?

Will Stanford pay our Police Department for the extra policeman necessary to monitor the parking, the ]

noise in the neighborhood?
How will this increase of renters, impact the noise and safety of the neighborhoods?

responsible if greater amounts are needed to correct the adverse impact this has on our
neighborhoods?
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.17 Responses to Comments from County of San Mateo

A-SMC-1

A-SMC-2

A-SMC-3

On June 12, 2018 the County published the Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR,
which included a new impact (Impact 5.17-1) that discussed the indirect impacts
of off-campus housing associated with the Project.

Please also see Master Response 9: Population and Housing Methodology and
Calculations, Topic 3: Off-Campus Households and Household Adjustment
Factors, and Topic 5: Housing Linkage Ratio and Timing; and Master
Response 10: Affordable Housing.

Please see responses to specific comments on housing raised in A-SMC-9, and
A-SMC-33 to A-SMC-35, below.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1: Method
for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps for an
explanation of how study facilities were selected for evaluation in the Draft EIR.

Absent specific identification of intersections proposed for analysis in
unincorporated San Mateo County in this comment, it is not possible to provide a
specific response as to why an intersection did not meet the criteria for analysis
in the Draft EIR. The following intersections in unincorporated San Mateo
County meet the screening criteria and were included in the Draft EIR’s analysis:
Alpine Road and 1-280 NB Ramps; Alpine Road and 1-280 SB Ramp; and Sand
Hill Road and 1-280 SB Ramps.

With respect to concerns that the Draft EIR does not adequately identify specific
impacts that will be experienced within unincorporated communities of San
Mateo County, Stanford Weekend Acres is located along Alpine Road between
1-280 and Junipero Serra Boulevard. Due to the connection to 1-280, Alpine Road
is an important link between the freeway and the cities of Palo Alto and Menlo
Park. The existing daily volume is 26,000 vehicles per day. The operation of the
roadway and intersections were included in the traffic impact analysis for the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

The Fair Oaks and Menlo Oaks neighborhoods are located in the area bordered
by Middlefield Road, Bay Road, Willow Road, and the Dumbarton Railroad
tracks. Due to their location, roads interior to these neighborhoods would not be
affected by Project traffic.

The amount of affordable housing fees and distribution of affordable housing
funds are socioeconomic issues not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR or
mitigated under CEQA. Please also see Master Response 10: Affordable
Housing, Topic 5: Geographical Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-4

A-SMC-5

A-SMC-6

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for detail on the mitigation measure implementation
procedure.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1: Method for
Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps for detail on the
methodology used to select intersections and freeway segments for evaluation.
Please see Master Response 13: Transportation, Topic 8: Neighborhood Street
Impacts for detail on the methodology used to identify and evaluate traffic
intrusion on neighborhood streets. A detailed discussion of the proposed
Project’s potential impacts to traffic conditions in nearby neighborhoods is
provided beginning on page 5.15-102 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concludes
that these impacts would be less than significant.

Table 14 of Appendix PHD of the Draft EIR, in Volume 2, page 623, shows the
number of households that would be generated by Stanford affiliate type in each
jurisdiction. While the Draft EIR and its appendices do not include the
population in each unincorporated San Mateo County neighborhood (such as the
number in Weekend Acres, Ladera, North Fair Oaks, Emerald Lake Hills,
Princeton, La Honda, Highlands, etc.), they include the current percentage of
households (Table 13) and the total number of households projected in
unincorporated San Mateo County (Table 14), which is summarized as follows:

Graduate | Postdoctoral Other

Students Scholars Faculty Staff Workers Total
Total households 83 449 (102) 1,385 610 2,425
projected off-campus
Households projected in
unincorporated San
Mateo County (%of total | 3.0% - 2 3.4% - 15 6.8%-(7) | 3.7%-51 | 3.7%-22 | 3.5% -84
households and number
of households)

A-SMC-7 Based on the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR, additional roadway facilities
connecting the campus to 1-280 would not be needed to reduce the identified
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

In its proposed 2018 General Use Permit application, Stanford states that it plans
to continue to mitigate the transportation impacts of its additional development
by implementing a transportation demand management program designed to
achieve the No Net New Commute Trips goal, and to expand the Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures designed to prevent an increase in new
vehicle trips during the peak commute hours in the peak commute direction.22

Annual monitoring conducted by the County’s independent consultants
concludes these programs were successful in achieving the No Net New

22 gtanford University, 2018 General Use Permit Application (see, e.g., pp. 3.13, 3.35).
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-8

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Commute Trips standard under the 2000 General Use Permit. Master Response
13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard
demonstrates that during implementation of the 2000 General Use Permit,
sustained increases in all-day trips at the campus gateways also have not been
observed. Addressing potential vehicle increases through TDM programs is
preferable to constructing infrastructure improvements because TDM programs
have fewer negative effects on the physical environment. In addition, the benefits
of programs to move commuters out of their cars and onto transit extend over a
wider geographic area than infrastructure improvements targeted at an isolated
road segment or set of intersections.

The Draft EIR recognizes that back-up mechanisms are needed if Stanford is not
able to implement TDM programs to achieve the No Net New Commute Trips
standard. Table 1 on page 5.15-84 of the Draft EIR identifies two intersections
between 1-280 and the Stanford campus where significant impacts could occur if
the No Net New Commute Trips standard is not achieved: 1-280 Northbound
Off-Ramp/Sand Hill Road (Intersection #2); and Junipero Serra Boulevard/
Foothill Expressway/ Page Mill Road (Intersection #17). Table 1 also identifies
physical improvements to each of these intersections that could be implemented
to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. The Draft EIR also
recognizes that the impact may remain significant and unavoidable if funding
mechanisms are not sufficient to collect contributions from other entities who
might contribute traffic to these intersections, or in the case of Intersection #2, if
the entities with jurisdiction over the intersection elect not to construct the
improvements. Construction of a new transportation facility might provide an
alternative means to reduce impacts at Intersection #2, and possibly at
Intersection #17; however, this mechanism would result in far greater physical
effects to the environment than the improvements identified in the Draft EIR due
to the need to undertake substantial construction-related activities. Further, a new
roadway connection to 1-280 would require interchange approvals by Caltrans,
such that this solution could not be assured and would be considered less certain
than the improvements identified in the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 8:
EIR Alternatives, Topic 2: Additional Detail on Potential Alternatives.

For all of these reasons, construction of a new transportation facility connecting
Stanford to 1-280 is not preferable to the mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIR.

Stanford currently supports public bus service to the East Bay, and Stanford
reports that the university intends to continue to explore transit expansion options
in connection with its efforts to achieve the no net new commute trips program
under the 2018 General Use Permit.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for more information regarding tools available to
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-9

A-SMC-10

A-SMC-11

A-SMC-12

Stanford to achieve this standard. Stanford states that its transportation planning
staff is willing to meet with San Mateo County staff to discuss any ideas San
Mateo County has for transit expansion.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future Contribution
to Affordable Housing Fund, and Topic 4: Process for Distribution of Affordable
Housing Funds.

The intersection improvements identified in the Draft EIR draw heavily on
mitigation measures from adopted plans and studies such as the County of Santa
Clara’s Expressway Plan 2040 and the ConnectMenlo Final Environmental
Impact Report. As stated at the end of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 on
page 5.15-90, the County Planning Office will use any trip fees collected from
Stanford to fund the intersection improvements listed in Table 1 of this
mitigation measure if it is feasible to do so. If it is not feasible to use the fees for
the specified intersection improvements, the County will use the fees for other
trip reduction programs in the local impact area to encourage and improve the
use of alternative transportation modes or otherwise reduce peak period traffic in
the local impact area.23 The County Planning Office will decide how to use trip
fees collected from Stanford when and if Stanford exceeds the no net new
commute trip standard. The priority order for intersection improvements in the
event Stanford does not achieve the no net new commute trips standard will be
determined by the County Planning Office in consultation with affected
jurisdictions, including San Mateo County. It should be noted that Mitigation
Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share payment by
Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction Project-generated
vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for in the no net new
commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic
and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

By focusing on the peak hour, the impact assessment and mitigation approach
reasonably are designed to address the highest, or worst-case impact that may
occur. This is a traditional method for addressing and mitigating impacts to
intersection, roadway and freeway congestion. Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour
Spreading, Figures MR13-5 and MR13-6 show that the daily number of vehicles
entering and exiting the campus at each of the campus gateways has not
increased during implementation of the 2000 General Use Permit. There has been

23 please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-13

A-SMC-14

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

some fluctuation at two of the gateways during periods when nearby construction
activity was occurring, which would have resulted in an increase in cut-through
trips. However, the monitoring data do not indicate that an increase in the daily
number of Stanford campus-related trips has occurred. The data indicate that the
trip reduction programs that Stanford is implementing to achieve the no net new
commute trips standard are having an all-day effect.

The Stanford Community Plan establishes a policy to measure the no net new
commute trips standard during peak hours, as opposed to all day. Cordon count
data are collected during two periods each year, for multiple days during each
collection period. While the counts are taken on a 24-hour basis, additional steps
must be taken to separate out trips from drivers who are passing through the
campus and to separate hospital trips from campus trips. Logistically, it would be
more difficult and time consuming to apply these processes to all 24 hours of data.

Stanford is moving to license plate reading technologies for parking permit
enforcement, and that data will be available during the fall 2018 monitoring period
to aid in identifying campus drivers who park in hospital lots, and hospital drivers
who park in campus lots. The County’s consultant who conducts the annual
monitoring will vet the license plate data for the parking surveys against the
windshield methodology used under the 2000 General Use Permit. At this point,
Stanford does not believe it is feasible to use license plate reading technology for
the purpose of conducting the campus cordon counts or identifying cut-through
trips.24 This is because using license plate readers to conduct the cordon
monitoring would be more complicated than using the technology in parking lots,
given the varying terrain and locations of the cordon gateways, However, the
technology is being investigated by Stanford and the County, and Mitigation
Measure 5.15-2 provides a process for changing technologies when they are
available. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to
include an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-
hour, off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that
are not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see
Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation
measure text.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-
Related Development Outside General Use Permit Boundary; and Master
Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel Demand Forecasts.

Of the three intersections identified in the comment, Table 1 on pages 5.15-85
and 5.15-86 of the Draft EIR discloses that Intersections #2 and #59 could
experience significant impacts due to the Project if the no net new commute trips
standard is not achieved. In addition to the no net new commute trips mitigation

24 gee Appendix TRF-MISC in this Response to Comments Document.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-15

A-SMC-16

A-SMC-17

program, Table 1 also identifies physical improvements at these two intersections
that would reduce the Project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. Both of
these intersections are located outside the County’s jurisdiction and, therefore,
the County cannot guarantee that the improvements would be implemented in a
timely manner such that the Project’s impact is mitigated. In such case, the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Intersection #24 (1-280
Northbound Ramps/ Alpine Road) would not have a significant impact due to the
Project and, therefore, no mitigation measure is proposed.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation for additional discussion on intersection
impacts and mitigation measures.

The existing conditions LOS calculations/results presented in the Draft EIR
adhere to the VTA TIA Guidelines and were conducted using Traffix 8.0. LOS
calculations performed for this intersection as part of other, non-project-related
efforts may have been calculated using different software, analysis years, traffic
counts, or other model inputs and parameters.

The significance thresholds defined in the Draft EIR on page 5.15-57, state an
impact occurs at an unsignalized intersection when the intersection goes from
LOS E or greater to LOS F, or when the intersection operates at LOS F and
meets the peak hour signal warrant. Based on the LOS results from Traffix 8.0, a
significant impact would not occur at this location in the AM or PM peak hour
and, therefore, no mitigation measure is proposed.

As stated on Draft EIR page 5.15-85, if the no net new commute trips standard is
not achieved, the proposed Project would contribute funding that could be
applied to the addition of a second westbound left-turn lane and second receiving
lane on the south leg of the intersection at Middlefield Road and Marsh Road.
However, because this improvement depends on the actions of the City of Menlo
Park and Town of Atherton, and may require additional funding that has not yet
been identified, it is not certain that this improvement would be implemented in a
timely manner such that the contribution of the proposed Project to this
significant cumulative impact is mitigated. Therefore, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Resident non-commute trips were included in the traffic analysis. Table 5.15-11
on page 5.15-64 of the Draft EIR identifies the trip generation rates for campus
residents in both the commute and non-commute directions. In addition, there are
separate figures showing the trip distributions for the commuters to campus
(Figure 5.15-6) and campus residents (Figure 5.15-7).

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 4: Trip
Generation and Distribution.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-18

A-SMC-19

A-SMC-20

A-SMC-21

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The Draft EIR addresses the impacts of development on the Stanford University
campus, not the impacts of development at the Medical Center or at other off-
campus sites. The reference to 80 percent of the traffic within the cordon area
coming from the Medical Center cannot be located in the 2014 Monitoring
Report. As described on page 7 of the 2014 Monitoring Report, cut-through
traffic ranged from 10.5 percent to almost 13 percent. Cut-through traffic would
not be exclusive to the Medical Center, but regardless, it was well below the
referenced 80 percent in the comment.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-
Related Development Outside General Use Permit Boundary; and Master
Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel Demand Forecasts.

The comment is correct. As specified by Stanford Community Plan Policy C-8,
the County Planning Office recognizes participation by Stanford in off-campus
trip reduction efforts and credits reduced trips towards Stanford’s attainment of
the no net new commute trips standard.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for information regarding the application of trip
credits in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

Stanford Hospital and Lucile Packard Children’s Hospital are located in and
regulated by the City of Palo Alto. Stanford academic campus development does
not increase vehicle trips between the campus and the Hospitals, because of the
geographic proximity of the facilities. In other words, there is no need to drive
between the campus and the Hospitals. Therefore, the no net new commute trips
standard does not establish a performance standard pertaining to the Hospitals.
For this reason, vehicle trips associated with the Hospitals are not included in the
campus cordon counts used to measure compliance with the no net new commute
trips standard.

Removal of trips to and from the Hospitals may, however, result in credits toward
meeting the no net new commute trips standard. Stanford Community Plan

Policy SCP-C 8 establishes a policy to credit Stanford’s participation in off-campus
trip reduction efforts that benefit the streets surrounding the campus toward
Stanford’s achievement of the no net new commute trips standard. Therefore,
under the currently approved trip credit program, the County credits Stanford with
reduction in peak hour, peak direction vehicle trips to and from the Hospitals
through the University-supported Marguerite shuttle and the Commute Club.

Trip reduction credits for riding the Marguerite shuttle and participation in the
Commute Club by Hospital employees do not overlap with mitigation for the
Stanford University Medical Center Replacement and Renewal Project. The
SUMC project approvals required the Hospitals to provide annual Go Passes
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-22

(free train passes) to hospital employees; the project approvals did not require
payment of Commute Club benefits.25

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for additional information regarding the
application of trip credits in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

Gateway #2 is the Stockfarm Road entrance. The all-day annual monitoring
conducted by AECOM for the County captured that the total number of cars
crossing the cordon at Stockfarm Road each weekday - including Stanford and
non-Stanford cars - has fluctuated during buildout of the 2000 General Use
Permit. As shown in the table below, daily vehicles using Stockfarm Road as for
ingress or egress has fluctuated over the years, similar to the trends in the
economy. However, the all-day campus cordon traffic has remained stable (see
Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic
and Peak-Hour Spreading).

DAILY VEHICLES AT STOCKFARM ROAD CORDON: 2004 10 2016

Cordon Count Year | Daily Count Cordon Count Year Daily Count
2004 7,484 2011 5,755

2005 11,663 2012 5,958

2005 9,139 2013 5,871

2007 8,156 2014 10,519
2008 7,902 2015 4,960

2009 5,788 2016 8,524

2010 5,865

SOURCE: County of Santa Clara, 2004-2016

Although 2005 and 2014 had the highest ADT during the monitoring years, it
should be noted that those were years of abnormal traffic patterns passing
through the cordon gateway due to large construction projects outside of the
academic campus. In 2005, Sand Hill Road was under construction and the
number of non-Stanford vehicles cutting through Stockfarm Road was high
because of traffic diversion during construction. Similarly, construction at SUMC
has altered traffic patterns on the Sand Hill Road approach to the campus.

Regarding the Page Mill Road bike improvement, it is assumed that this project
would provide a less stressful bicycle approach for commuters coming from that
side of campus. The bicycle projects on Oak Grove Avenue and on Alameda de
las Pulgas are proposed to provide a similar less-stressful bicycle approach on the
west side of campus. These projects are described in detail in Chapter 8, Special
Considerations, of the Draft EIR. Stanford has proposed funding of these

25 Please see https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/22635.
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A-SMC-26

A-SMC-27
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projects, but they would require planning and environmental work by the
corresponding jurisdiction.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been revised to clarify that the priority order for
funding intersection improvements will be determined by the County Planning
Office in consultation with the affected jurisdictions. It should be noted that
Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share
payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction
Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for
in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals for a discussion of the use of a Program
EIR and subsequent approvals.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-1 discussed on pages 5.15-72 and 5.15-73
addresses maintenance of safe pedestrian and bicycle access. Mitigation
Measure 5.15-1 also requires use of truck routes designated by the cities of Palo
Alto and Menlo Park. In response to this comment, this measure is modified to
also require use of truck routes designated by the County of San Mateo. Please
see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments Document for clarifying text added
to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-1.

The comment is noted; no response is required.

Table 5.15-41 on page 5.15-153 of the Draft EIR presents VMT generation with
and without Stanford students as workers. The primary calculation includes
students as workers because college students behave like workers in the sense
that they attend school on a regular basis, as a worker would attend a job on a
regular basis. Just as some Stanford faculty and staff live on the campus, and
travel to work by foot or bicycle, many Stanford students also live on the campus
and travel to school by foot or bicycle. A VMT analysis does not pertain
exclusively to trips by off-site commuters. If that were the case, there would be
no recognition that onsite housing reduces trip length and affects trip mode. For
resident students, VMT for “non-work” trips is also included.

The Draft EIR shows that if students are not included in the analysis the average
daily VMT in 2035 would be 7.11 VMT/worker as compared to 4.53 VMT/worker
if students are included. In either case, the daily average would be well below the
significance threshold of 13.75 VMT/worker.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Vehicle Miles Traveled for additional detail on the VMT analysis.
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A-SMC-28

A-SMC-29

A-SMC-30

A-SMC-31

The purpose of a VMT analysis is not to measure or evaluate congestion on the
roadways, but rather to measure the total miles traveled associated with the
project. SB 743 and the changes to CEQA are designed to consider VMT rather
than level of service because VMT directly relates to environmental factors such
as air quality and greenhouse gases. In addition, mitigation for VMT focuses on
getting people out of their cars, which in turn can have a substantial effect on
reducing roadway congestion.

As described on pages 5.15-144 and 5.15-145 of the Draft EIR, the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommends using a regional average for
home-based work trips (commuters) and the lower of the county average or
regional average for residents.26 This guidance was used in selecting the
thresholds for the analysis. The County of Santa Clara has not adopted its own
significance criteria for VMT. Please refer to Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 11: Vehicle Miles Traveled.

The annual VMT analysis used to inform air quality, energy and greenhouse gas
impacts does include growth factors for non-academic trips. In Draft EIR
Appendix VMT Fall 2035 Project Conditions (Appendix A of Appendix VMT,
table presented on page 6 of 6), assumptions regarding the growth in these trips is
shown in Column K. These growth factors were developed based on the
increased enrollment, number of beds added, or increase in the size of academic
space depending on the trip type or activity.

Delivery and visitor trips are not included in the VMT analysis used to assess
transportation impacts. The proposed Project does not have any attributes that
would tend to increase VMT per delivery trip. While the number of delivery trips
may increase with population growth, the trip lengths associated with those trips
would not be expected to increase due to the Project. Per worker and per resident
VMT largely acts as a proxy for visitor trips. A project’s location in a low VMT
region near transit would tend to reduce VMT per visitor trip compared to a
project located more distant from transit. The per worker and per resident VMT
analysis for the proposed Project demonstrates that the project is sited in a
location with low VMT compared to regional averages.

Information on the CRG is available on the County’s website at:
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/dpd/ Programs/Stanford/Pages/StanfordCRG.aspx.
As outlined in the Stanford Community Plan, Policy SCP-GD (i) 7, the CRG is
comprised of 8-12 persons selected by the County Planning Office in
consultation with the County Supervisor for the Fifth Supervisorial District. The
CRG meets at least quarterly and serves as a mechanism for exchange of
information and perspectives on Stanford development issues, but has no formal
role as an advisory body.

26 See http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sh-743/.
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A-SMC-32

A-SMC-33

A-SMC-34

A-SMC-35

A-SMC-36
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Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 3: Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-
Related Development Outside General Use Permit Boundary. Please also see
Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel Demand
Forecasts for information on how travel demand forecast for growth outside the
Project site was developed for the Draft EIR, including for the Stanford Redwood
City campus.

Under CEQA, potential increases in housing costs and displacement of residents
are socioeconomic impacts. Nevertheless, on June 12, 2018, the County elected to
publish Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR that included two new alternatives to
the proposed Project (Additional Housing Alternatives A and B) for the purpose of
comparison and to assist the public and decision-makers in understanding the
implications of the construction of higher levels of housing on the Stanford
campus, and to allow the County the option to select one of these alternatives at the
conclusion of the CEQA process. See Master Response 8: EIR Alternatives. The
Recirculated document also identified a new significant Project impact

(Impact 5.17-1) related to off-site environmental impacts associated with the
construction and/or operation of off-site housing. See also Master Response 10:
Affordable Housing.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund, Topic 4: Process for Distribution of
Affordable Housing Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical Distribution of Affordable
Housing Funds.

The County published an Affordable Housing Fee Nexus Study on April 5,
2018.27 Please also see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing.

As explained in the Draft EIR and further in Master Response 7: Flooding/
Detention, Topic 3: Capacity of Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff
from Development Under Proposed 2018 General Use Permit, no additional
large-scale upstream detention facilities to attenuate and manage flows in San
Francisquito Creek are required to reduce impacts of the proposed 2018 General
Use Permit.

However, as discussed in Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 6:
Non-Project Planning Efforts to Provide Additional Detention Facilities in the
San Francisquito Creek Watershed, the County and Stanford will continue to
collaborate with the relevant public agencies and other interested parties on
planning efforts to address flooding issues in the San Francisquito Creek
watershed. This includes consideration alternatives for constructing additional
detention basin improvements on Stanford lands within the Project site (e.g.,

2T Available at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/osh/HousingandCommunity Development/Pages/Nexus-Study-
Documents.aspx.
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A-SMC-38

Lagunita, Felt Reservoir) and on other Stanford lands outside the Project site
(e.g. Searsville Reservoir).

The Draft EIR Impact 5.9-6 explains that each individual project that would
occur under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would be required to develop
a drainage plan that complies with the County’s drainage design standards and
the requirements of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Program (SCVURPPP) including flow control, and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Provision C.3 requirements for storm
capacity minimums. The County’s drainage design standards require that project
storm drainage infrastructure be designed to adequately convey all runoff from
peak storm events. Any potential increases in stormwater runoff resulting from
additional impervious surfaces must be detained to ensure peak flows do not
result in on-site or downstream flooding.

The Draft EIR also explains that the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would
not contribute to peak stormflows in San Francisquito Creek because sufficient
remaining on-site detention capacity would exist to sufficiently handle peak
runoff from the increased amount of impervious surfaces projected under the
2018 General Use Permit. Because Stanford would not contribute to additional
peak flow, there would be no Project contribution to flooding in San Francisquito
Creek. As such, development under the 2018 General Use Permit would not
cause downstream flooding, nor would it contribute to cumulative downstream
flooding. Please see also Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 1:
Development and Approval Process for Stanford’s Existing Detention Facilities;
Topic 2: Monitoring of Stanford’s Detention Capacity, and Topic 3: Capacity of
Stanford Detention Facilities to Detain Runoff from Development Under
Proposed 2018 General Use Permit.

As explained in Master Response 7: Flooding/Detention, Topic 4: Capacity of
Stanford’s Detention Facilities in Storm Events Less than 100-year Event,
Stanford’s detention facilities for the San Francisquito and Matadero watershed
are designed to attenuate the peak runoff flow rates from all storms ranging from
the 10-year recurrence interval storm through and including the 100-year storm.
The detention basins’ volume/capacity are sized so that they contain the runoff
for all such storms up to and including the 100-year storm, before they fill.

Because development under the Project would not contribute to additional peak
flows to the creek during storms from the 10-year recurrence interval up to the
100-year event, there would be no contribution to flooding in the creek. As such,
development under the 2018 General Use Permit would not cause downstream
flooding, nor would it contribute to cumulative downstream flooding. Since no
Project or cumulative impact is identified, no mitigation is required under CEQA.
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Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2,

Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15
Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7 includes a detailed
analysis of Project’s impacts on the public police and fire protection services.
Please see Draft EIR Section 5.14, Recreation, Impact 5.14-1 and Impact 5.14-2
which provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s impacts on parks and recreation
facilities. See also responses that follow below regarding effects on public
services and parks.

With respect to libraries, as explained on Draft EIR, Section 5.13 Public Services,
page 5.13-12, finds that given the extensive on-campus library facilities, it is highly
unlikely that the increased student and faculty population to be accommodated
under the proposed 2018 General Use Permit would necessitate the need for new
off-campus public libraries.

Please see Section 5.14, Recreation, Impact 5.14-1 and Impact 5.14-2 which
provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s impacts on parks and recreation
facilities.

The Recreation section of the Draft EIR acknowledges that Stanford affiliates
may use parks, open space and recreational facilities in San Mateo County

(p. 5.14-2) and identifies several of those facilities on Figure 5.14-2. For
purposes of analyzing the Project’s physical impacts on off-campus local and
regional parks, major open space areas, trails, and recreation facilities, the
Draft EIR focused on facilities that would most likely be used by the Stanford
population, which were those in Palo Alto and Menlo Park because these cities
are closest to the project site.

Please also see Response to Comment A-PA-62.

Impacts to fire protection, emergency medical and/or police protection services,
including from increased traffic congestion is addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13
Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and
Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,

Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Response to Comment A-PA-57, above, and Master Response 11:
Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency Access and Response Times.

With respect to mutual aid agreements, these are discussed in Draft EIR

Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (page 5.8-5), as it relates to mutual
aid for combating wildland urban interface fires; and further in Draft EIR

Section 5.13 Public Services as it relates to mutual aid for general fire protection
(pages 5.13-1 to 5.13-2 and 5.13-8). The Draft EIR also discusses agreements
Stanford maintains with the County of Santa Clara for police services

(page 5.13-3); and with the City of Palo Alto for fire protection and rescue, and
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A-SMC-42

A-SMC-43

A-SMC-44

A-SMC-45

emergency dispatching services (pages 5.13-2 and 5.13-4). There are no
significant environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR associated with
increased demand for mutual aid.

Draft EIR Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration, Mitigation Measure 5.11-1
(Construction Noise Control Measures and Noise Control Plan for Off-site
Receptors) specifies that if construction would be within 150 feet of off-site
sensitive receptors, Stanford shall employ noise attenuation measures to achieve
the performance standard specified in the measure. The noise attention measures
shall be described in a Noise Control Plan, which include a requirement that the
equipment and trucks used for construction shall use the best available noise
control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, etc.); this would apply to some of
the construction trucks using off-site roadways in adjacent jurisdictions,
including San Mateo County.

Transportation and Traffic, Mitigation Measure 5.15-1 (Construction Traffic
Control Measures) has been revised to specify that Stanford shall deliver and
remove all construction-related equipment and materials on truck routes
designated by the Cities of Palo Alto and Menlo Park and, in the event the
County of San Mateo designates truck routes, by the County of San Mateo. This
would ensure Project construction trucks, and related noise and vibration effects,
would be on routes established by applicable jurisdictions for use by trucks, and
avoid construction truck traffic travel and related effects within local residential
neighborhoods.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Introduction, the County Board of
Supervisors must certify the Final EIR before making a decision to approve the
Project. Prior to approval of a project for which the EIR identifies significant
environmental effects, CEQA requires the adoption of Findings of Fact (CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15091 and 15092). If the Findings of Fact identify
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels, a statement of overriding considerations for those impacts would be
adopted at this time (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093(b)).

The comment is acknowledged. The County Board of Supervisors may consider
this approach when it decides whether, and under what conditions, to approve the
Project. See also Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1,
Use of Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals; and Master Response 8: EIR
Alternatives, Topic 2: Additional Detail on Potential Alternatives.

Due to the lack of specificity in the general comment about increased traffic and
congestion, no specific response is possible. Please see Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic which
describes traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions, and
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A-SMC-47

A-SMC-48

A-SMC-49

A-SMC-50
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addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts, including in
local residential areas.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard, and Topic 8: Neighborhood Street Impacts.

Due to the lack of specificity in this noise comment, no specific response is
possible. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master
Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration which
describes the existing and 2018 baseline noise environment; and addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project, including from trucks,

Due to the lack of specificity in this traffic comment, no specific response is
possible. Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and
Environmental Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 1: Affordable
Housing Need and Master Response 8: EIR Alternatives, Topic 2: Additional
Detail on Potential Alternatives.

Impacts to emergency vehicles, including from increased traffic congestion is
addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2,
Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15
Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 12: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times.
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A-SMC-53

A-SMC-54

A-SMC-55

A-SMC-56

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project, including in local
neighborhoods.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Issues raised regarding quality of life and socialization are not related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Social effects are not part of an environmental
analysis, but are considered by the decision-makers during the approval process.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discloses all off-site Project and contribution to
cumulative impacts, including in surrounding cities, and mitigates impacts in
those locations to the extent feasible.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.
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A-SMC-57

A-SMC-58

A-SMC-59

A-SMC-60

A-SMC-61

A-SMC-62
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Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics and Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 1: Affordable
Housing Need.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative pedestrian safety impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 10:
Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all
Project and cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,
which addresses Project and contribution to cumulative transportation impacts;
and Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration, which addresses Project and contribution
to cumulative noise impacts, associated with the construction and operation of
the proposed Project.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative vehicle and pedestrian
safety impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project on study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.
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A-SMC-63

A-SMC-64

A-SMC-65

A-SMC-66

A-SMC-67

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative pedestrian safety
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on
study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discloses all off-site Project and contribution to
cumulative impacts, including in surrounding cities, and mitigates impacts in
those locations to the extent feasible.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, the Draft EIR considered all applicable Project populations, including
students, faculty and support staff, as applicable in the analysis of environmental
impacts.

Two metrics are used to measure transportation impacts of the proposed Project,
Level of Service (see Impact 5.15-2 and Impact 5.15-9) and VMT (see page
discussion starting on page 5.15-144 of the Draft EIR). Please see Master
Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1, Method
for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps, Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard, and Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and
Peak-Hour Spreading.

Impacts to fire protection services, including from increased traffic congestion is
addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2,
Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15
Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.
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A-SMC-69

A-SMC-70

A-SMC-71

A-SMC-72
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However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, and its various
topics.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discloses all off-site Project and contribution to
cumulative impacts, including in surrounding communities, and mitigates
impacts in those locations to the extent feasible.

The Draft EIR discusses traffic conditions on 1-280 under existing and 2018

baseline conditions; and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative
impacts to freeway facilities, including 1-280, are addressed in the Draft EIR,
Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 1: Method for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and
Ramps, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard, and Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project traffic impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
proposed Project on study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation, and Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 52.1-279 ESA / D160531
Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-73

A-SMC-74

A-SMC-75

A-SMC-76

Regarding the comment made about the motivation for expansion, this comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1:
Non-CEQA Comments.

Regarding the comment made that the boundary lines do not represent the true
impacts that this project will have on the community, due to the lack of
specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible. Please see Master
Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discloses all off-site Project and contribution to
cumulative impacts, including in surrounding communities, and mitigates
impacts in those locations to the extent feasible.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR Section 5.13, Public Services, which addresses
the project impact to public schools.

Please also see Master Response 12: Public Schools.

Based on historical development patterns at Stanford, development is expected to
occur incrementally over the duration of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit.
There may be periods when greater construction would occur compared to the
average, such as if multiple construction projects overlap with each other. The
Draft EIR analysis, where appropriate, presents conservative assumptions about
the overall types and level of activities that would be anticipated under the
proposed 2018 General Use Permit, which tends to overstate project construction
and operational impacts. For example, in the Draft EIR Air Quality section, the
peak construction scenario for estimating criteria air pollutants was derived from
one of the largest construction projects to occur at Stanford under the

2000 General Use Permit - the EV Graduate Residences. Similarly, the Air
Quality health risk assessment screening assumptions were based on the EV
Graduate Residences project. In addition, all mitigation measures in the Draft
EIR, including those for traffic and air quality, were developed in consideration
of varying construction and operational conditions, including a range of
construction magnitudes, at the campus.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions,
and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
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A-SMC-77

A-SMC-78

A-SMC-79

A-SMC-80

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions;
and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative vehicle and pedestrian
safety impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project on study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions,
and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative impacts to pedestrian safety
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.
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A-SMC-81

A-SMC-82

A-SMC-83

A-SMC-84

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on
study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions;
and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Due to the
lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible. Please see
Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all Project
and contribution to cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses
all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which discusses
traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions; and addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area roadways.
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A-SMC-85

A-SMC-86

A-SMC-87

A-SMC-88

A-SMC-89

A-SMC-90

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

This comment is an opinion in regard to an existing condition, not related to the
proposed Project. Further, potential Project effects on quality of life and related
conditions, in and of themselves, are not considered environmental impacts under
CEQA. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions; and
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions; and
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways, including impacts in local neighborhoods.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions; and
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative construction traffic impacts
on study area roadways.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible
Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.
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A-SMC-91

A-SMC-92

A-SMC-93

A-SMC-94

A-SMC-95

A-SMC-96

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative construction traffic impacts
on study area roadways.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments and Master Response 10: Affordable
Housing

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and pedestrian
safety impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project, including in local neighborhoods.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.13 Public Services which addresses all
Project and contribution to impacts to public schools, police, fire protection and
emergency services.

Please also see Draft EIR, 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 5.16
Utilities and Service Systems which address all Project and contribution to
impacts to public water, stormwater collection, and wastewater collection and
treatment services.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which identifies
traffic mitigation measures, including timing for implementation of those
measures.
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A-SMC-97

A-SMC-98

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The Stanford Community Plan reflects a policy preference that Stanford remove
trips from the roadways to achieve the no net new commute trips standard, rather
than increasing vehicle trips and paying for intersection improvements.

The County is not proposing to require Stanford to mitigate an exceedance of the
no net new commute trips standard ahead of time, because it is not possible to
know today whether the no net new commute standard will be exceeded at any
point during implementation of the 2018 General Use Permit, or by how many
trips.

Stanford has also agreed to take steps that would mitigate in advance some of the
impacts of its future growth before any exceedance of the no net new commute
trips standard occurs. Chapter 8 of the Draft EIR describes four sets of off-
campus bicycle facility improvements that Stanford has offered to fund if the
relevant jurisdictions decide to implement those improvements. Stanford could
receive trip reduction credits commensurate with the extent to which each facility
improvement removes non-Stanford vehicle trips from the local impact area.
These bicycle facility improvements would continue to result in trip reductions
after they are constructed, regardless of whether Stanford ever needs to draw on
the trip reduction credits.

It should be noted that Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include
an upfront fair-share payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour,
off-peak direction Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are
not accounted for in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2
in this Response to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

Please see also Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation, and Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project; and
provides a discussion of parking as well.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for detail on the VTA Model’s ability to account for the effect
of applications such as Waze on driver behavior, and Topic 8: Neighborhood
Street Impacts.
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A-SMC-99 Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project, including from increases in
Project motorcycle traffic.

A-SMC-100 Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.2, Air Quality and Section 5.15 Transportation
and Traffic which addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative
construction air quality and traffic impacts on study area roadways, including
construction truck impacts.

A-SMC-101  Impacts to fire protection services, including from increased traffic congestion,
are addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact
5.13-2, Impact 5.13-5, and Draft EIR Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,
Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1. Emergency
Access and Response Times.

A-SMC-102  Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic for how Project
trip generation and distribution was conducted. Please also see Master Response
13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel Demand Forecasts, and Topic 4:
Trip Generation and Distribution.

A-SMC-103  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However, please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard.

A-SMC-104  Please see Master Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of
Program EIR and Subsequent Approvals, for a discussion of the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that is required for the Project.

A-SMC-105 Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
describes traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions, and
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5:
Intersection Impacts and Mitigation, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips
Standard, Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading.

A-SMC-106  The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially affect
local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property tax
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A-SMC-107

A-SMC-108

A-SMC-109

A-SMC-110

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

assessment methods are governed by state law and are not within the scope of
environmental review under CEQA.

The California Vehicle Code allows the County of San Mateo to prohibit the use
of a street by any commercial vehicle or by any vehicle exceeding a maximum
gross weight limit by ordinance.2® Alpine Road is a designated arterial roadway
and is designed for heavy vehicles. The County of San Mateo does not currently
restrict vehicles on Alpine Road. The County of Santa Clara has no jurisdiction
and control over Alpine Road. Further, the Draft EIR does not identify a
significant impact that would result from the Project on Alpine Road. For these
reasons, restrictions on use of Alpine Road are not identified in the Draft EIR as
mitigation measures.

The 2000 General Use Permit and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
adopted for that project establish criteria for monitoring and reporting on that
project’s compliance with the various required conditions of approval and
mitigation measures, including the no net new commute trips standard. The
monitoring results are presented in annual reports presented to the County
Planning Commission.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1, Method
for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps, and Topic 6:
No Net New Commute Trips Standard,

Impacts to emergency services, including from increased traffic congestion is
addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-
2, Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15
Transportation and Traffic, Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times and Master Response 13: Transportation and
Traffic, Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading.

The conditions at Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue are existing conditions.
The proposed Project would not modify the design or configuration of
intersection; therefore, the Project would not affect vehicle, pedestrian or bicycle
safety at this intersection. Please see Response to Comment A-PAUSD1-14 for
an explanation of why adding vehicles to an intersection does not result in
significant safety impacts for drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists. Please see Draft

28 gee http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=VEH&sectionNum=35701.
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A-SMC-111

A-SMC-112

A-SMC-113

A-SMC-114

A-SMC-115

A-SMC-116

A-SMC-117

EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative safety impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed Project.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR does
not identify the need for bike lanes on Alpine Road as mitigation.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

The shuttle services requested by the comment do not relate to impacts of the
proposed Project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 13:
Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard
regarding Stanford TDM measures, including use of its shuttle.

The Draft EIR does not identify the need for mitigating sound and air quality
impacts on Santa Cruz Avenue. Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air
Quality and 5.11, Noise and Vibration, which addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative air quality and noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics

Please see also Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 4: Trip
Generation and Distribution.

With respect to the treatment of emergency services and public schools, see Draft
EIR Section 5.13, Public Services, which addresses the project’s physical effects
with respect to the need for construction of schools or fire or emergency medical
response facilities. CEQA does not generally require analysis of effects on
hospitals or health care, as this is not a publicly managed service.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Impacts to emergency responders and emergency vehicles are addressed in Draft
EIR Section 5.13 Public Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3,
Impact 5.13-5 and Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15 Transportation and
Traffic, Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.
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A-SMC-118

A-SMC-119

A-SMC-120

A-SMC-121

A-SMC-122

A-SMC-123

A-SMC-124

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality, which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative groundwater impacts,
including groundwater recharge.

This comment does address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

This comment does address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Impacts to emergency response are addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public
Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and
Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,

Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7. Please also see Master Response 11: Public
Services, Topic 1: Emergency Access and Response Times.

It is unclear what enforcement the comment is referring to. However, with
respect to enforcement of EIR mitigation measures, please see Master Response 4:
Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and Subsequent
Approvals, for a discussion of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) that is required for the Project.

This comment does not address the proposed Project or the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please also see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting, and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline
Environmental Setting, Topic 2: Approach for Cumulative Scenario, Topic 3:
Consideration of Non-Project Stanford-Related Development Outside General
Use Permit Boundary; and Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 3: Travel Demand Forecasts.

This comment does not address the proposed Project or the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

As illustrated in Figure 5.15-1 and presented in Table 5.15-1 of the Draft EIR,
the analysis of Sand Hill Road, Alpine Road, Santa Cruz Avenue, and Alameda
de las Pulgas is represented by 15 intersections. The project impacts at these
intersections are presented in discussions of Impacts 5.15-2, Baseline plus Project
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A-SMC-125

A-SMC-126

A-SMC-127

A-SMC-128

and 5.15-9, Cumulative plus Project, respectively. A significant impact is
identified at only one intersection between 1-280 and the Stanford campus on
Sand Hill Road, Alpine Road or Santa Cruz Avenue: Intersection #2 (1-280

NB Off-Ramp/ Sand Hill Road). On page 5.15-123, the Draft EIR determines
that if the no net new commute trips standard is not achieved, the impact at this
intersection can be reduced to a less-than-significant level by widening the
off-ramp from two to three lanes to accommodate the construction of a second
right-turn lane. The same improvement was identified by the City of Menlo Park
in the ConnectMenlo Final EIR.2°

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to safety impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed Project, including to pedestrians.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2, Air Quality, Section 5.11, Noise
and Vibration and Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which address air
quality, noise and traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions,
and address all Project and contribution to cumulative air quality, noise and
traffic impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project on study area roadways. Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air
Quality, which addresses all direct and cumulative air quality and related health
risk impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However please also see Draft EIR Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

29 https://www.menlopark.org/1013/Environmental-Impact-Report.
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A-SMC-129

A-SMC-130

A-SMC-131

A-SMC-132

A-SMC-133

A-SMC-134

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

As outlined in Chapter 3, Project Description, under the 2018 General Use
Permit, Stanford plans to construct several bicycle and pedestrian supportive
projects on the Project site that are designed to serve local area student trips to
the Nixon and Escondido Elementary Schools. Stanford proposes to construct the
improvements on the Project site that have been identified by the PAUSD and the
City of Palo Alto as Suggested Routes to Schools. Circulation improvements on
Stanford lands in and around Nixon and Escondido Elementary Schools could
include such items as improved crosswalks with high-visibility yellow markings,
pavement markings, additional signage, and wayfinding signs and additional
traffic control.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please see Chapter 2, Introduction in the Draft EIR, and Chapter 1, Introduction
in this Response to Comments Document which provide detail on the
environmental review process for this Project, and the numerous opportunities
for public review and input in the process.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discloses all on- and off-campus Project and
contribution to cumulative impacts.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-65, above.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study area
roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1, Method
for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps, Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard, and Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and
Peak-Hour Spreading.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

The Project site is located within the Palo Alto Unified School District boundary.
Therefore, as analyzed under the Draft EIR, potential student population growth
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A-SMC-135

A-SMC-136

A-SMC-137

A-SMC-138

A-SMC-139

A-SMC-140

A-SMC-141

A-SMC-142

A-SMC-143

generated by the Project would be served, not by the La Entrada School, but by
schools under the Palo Alto Unified School District.

The County acknowledges that lost property tax revenues can substantially affect
local jurisdictions and school districts, including the County. Property tax
assessment issues are governed by state law and are not within the scope of
environmental review under CEQA.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic: Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics. Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic.

Impacts to emergency vehicles are addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.13 Public
Services, Impact 5.13-1, Impact 5.13-2, Impact 5.13-3, Impact 5.13-5 and
Impact 5.13-6, and Draft EIR Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic,

Impact 5.15-1, and Impact 5.15-7.

Please also see Master Response 11: Public Services, Topic 1: Emergency
Access and Response Times.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

This comment is in regard to an existing condition, not related to the proposed
Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see
Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

However please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic
which discusses traffic conditions under existing and 2018 baseline conditions,
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-144

A-SMC-145

A-SMC-146

A-SMC-147

A-SMC-148

A-SMC-149

A-SMC-150

A-SMC-151

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

and addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project on study
area roadways.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process. Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals. The County of Santa Clara’s environmental review and
project approval processes for the Project comply with all applicable CEQA and
California land use law requirements.

The comment does not comment on the proposed Project or address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process. Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals.

Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process, Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals, for a discussion of the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) that is required for the Project.

Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process. Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals.

Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process. Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals. The County of Santa Clara’s environmental review and
project approval processes for the Project comply with all applicable CEQA and
California land use law requirements.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-152  Please see the Draft EIR Chapter 1, Introduction which provides an overview of
the environmental review and approval process for the Project; see also Master
Response 4: Environmental Review Process. Topic 1: Use of Program EIR and
Subsequent Approvals.

A-SMC-153  The Draft EIR Section 5.11, Noise and Vibration addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed Project. Where the Draft EIR finds significant noise
impacts, mitigation measures are identified that would avoid or reduce the
magnitude of those impacts to the extent feasible. The Draft EIR does not
identify any significant transportation noise impacts, and consequently, no
mitigation is required for that effect.

A-SMC-154  The Draft EIR Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative transportation impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project. Where the Draft EIR finds
significant transportation impacts, mitigation measures are identified that would
avoid or reduce the magnitude of those impacts to the extent feasible.

The Draft EIR Impact 5.15-5 found that the proposed Project would not
substantially increase intrusion by traffic in nearby neighborhoods, and
consequently, no mitigation is required for that effect.

A-SMC-155  The Draft EIR Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative transportation impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project. Where the Draft EIR finds
significant transportation impacts at local study intersections (Impacts 5.15-2 and
5.15-9), mitigation measures are identified that would avoid or reduce the
magnitude of those impacts to the extent feasible.

As discussed in Response to Comment A-SMC-154, above, the Draft EIR
Impact 5.15-5 found that the proposed Project would not substantially increase
intrusion by traffic in nearby neighborhoods, and Impact 5.15-6 found that the
proposed Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
or incompatible use. Consequently, no mitigation is required for these effects.

A-SMC-156  The Draft EIR Section 5.15 provided information regarding Stanford’s on-campus
parking supplies and the surrounding communities’ off-campus parking
restrictions. The analysis demonstrated that substantial off-campus parking is not
anticipated to occur.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13:
Parking Supply and Restrictions for additional detail related to Stanford affiliates
parking off-campus.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-157

A-SMC-158

A-SMC-159

A-SMC-160

A-SMC-161

A-SMC-162

A-SMC-163A

A-SMC-163B

A-SMC-164

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

The comment does not comment on the proposed Project or address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

As discussed in Response to Comment A-SMC-154, above, the Draft EIR
Impact 5.15-5 found that the proposed Project would not substantially increase
intrusion by traffic in nearby neighborhoods. Consequently, no mitigation is
required for this effect.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-155, above.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and pedestrian safety impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-160, above.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

The comment does not comment on the proposed Project or address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard for information on the
effectiveness of Stanford’s TDM program.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative traffic and safety impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Project. With respect to parking,
please see Response to Comment A-SMC-156, above.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.11 Noise and Vibration which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.13 Public Services which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative impacts to public services, including
police protection, associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
Project.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-165

A-SMC-166

A-SMC-167

A-SMC-168

A-SMC-169

A-SMC-170

A-SMC-171

A-SMC-172

A-SMC-173

A-SMC-174

A-SMC-175

A-SMC-176

With respect to off-campus parking, please see Response to Comment A-SMC-
156, above.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.11 Noise and Vibration which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.13 Public Services which addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative impacts to public services, including police protection,
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

With respect to parking, please see Response to Comment A-SMC-156, above.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.11 Noise and Vibration which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.13 Public Services which addresses all Project and
contribution to cumulative impacts to public services, including police protection,
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 2: Historic Use of
Stanford Affordable Housing Fund, and Topic 3: Future Contribution to
Affordable Housing Fund, Topic 4: Process for Distribution of Affordable Housing
Funds, and Topic 5: Geographical Distribution of Affordable Housing Funds.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-153, above.

Please see Master Response 10: Affordable Housing, Topic 3: Future
Contribution to Affordable Housing Fund.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-166, above.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics. With respect to parking impacts, please also see Response to Comment
A-SMC-156, above.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-155, above.
Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-155, above.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-160, above.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-177

A-SMC-178

A-SMC-179

A-SMC-180

A-SMC-181

A-SMC-182

A-SMC-183

A-SMC-184

A-SMC-185

A-SMC-186

A-SMC-187

A-SMC-188

A-SMC-190

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-160, above.
Please see Response to Comments A-SMC-129 and A-SMC-153, above.
Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-160, above.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

As illustrated in Figure 5.15-1 of the Draft EIR, 13 intersections were evaluated
on Sand Hill Road and in West Menlo Park to assess the impacts of the proposed
Project. See Impacts 5.15-2 and 5.15-9 for the results of the intersection analysis.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1, Method
for Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps, Topic 6: No
Net New Commute Trips Standard, and Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and
Peak-Hour Spreading.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard for information on the
effectiveness of Stanford TDM program.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-156, above.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.

The comment does not comment on the proposed Project or address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

With respect to sound wall and plant sound barriers, please see Response to
Comment A-SMC-153, above. With respect to stacked thoroughfare roads to
divert car commuters out of residential neighborhoods, please see Response to
Comment A-SMC-154, above. With respect to stop lights, please see Response to
Comment A-SMC-155, above.

Please see Response to Comment A-SMC-152, above.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 3: General Comments on EIR and Environmental
Topics.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-SMC-191

A-SMC-192

A-SMC-193

A-SMC-194

A-SMC-195

However, please see Draft EIR, Sections 5.2 Air Quality and 5.15 Transportation
and Traffic, which address all Project and contribution to cumulative air quality
and related health risk impacts, and traffic and safety impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 8:
Neighborhood Street Impacts, and Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Due to the lack of specificity in this comment, no specific response is possible.
Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments, and Master Response 3:
General Comments on EIR and Environmental Topics.

However, please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.2 Air Quality, which addresses all
Project and contribution to cumulative air quality and related health risk impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Impacts of the Project on property values is a socioeconomic issue not required
to be analyzed in the Draft EIR or mitigated under CEQA.

The EIR was prepared by the County in accordance with current State, County
and other applicable agency CEQA Guidelines and professional standards.

The comment does not comment on the proposed Project or address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative safety impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

Please see response to A-SMC-195, above.

A-SMC-196 to A-SMC-203

The comments are in reference to the Alpine Road Traffic Corridor Study prepared
by the County of San Mateo.30 These comments are noted, but do not comment on
the proposed Project or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master
Response 1: Non-CEQA Comments. With respect to the analysis of impacts on
Alpine Road, please see Response to Comment A-SMC-2, above.

Please also see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative safety impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

30 gee https://publicworks.smcgov.org/alpine-road-traffic-corridor-study.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-SMC-204

A-SMC-205

A-SMC-206

A-SMC-207

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 9: Design
Hazards and Safety Impacts, Topic 10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Analysis.

These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or address
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-CEQA
Comments.

With respect to the requested shuttle services, please see Response to Comment
A-SMC-112. Please also see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic,
Topic 6: No Net New Commute Trips Standard.

These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-
CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts on study area
roadways associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.
Please also see Responses to Comments A-EPA-7 through A-EPA-11, above.

These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-
CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts on study area
roadways associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-
CEQA Comments.

However, please see Draft EIR, Section 5.15 Transportation and Traffic which
addresses all Project and contribution to cumulative traffic impacts on study area
roadways associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Project.

A-SMC-208 and A-SMC-209

These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-
CEQA Comments.

A-SMC-210  These comments are noted, but do not comment on the proposed Project or
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Non-
CEQA Comments.

Stanford 2018 General Use Permit Final EIR 5.2.1-299 ESA / D160531

Part 2: Response to Comments Document December 2018



Comment Letter A-SMLAF

SAN MATEO

CA A NC I NC SS N

455 COUNTY CENTER, 2ND FLOOR * REDWOOD CITY, CA 94063-1663 » PHONE (650) 363-4224 » FAX (650) 363-4849

January 29, 2018

Mr. David Rader

County of Santa Clara

Department of Planning and Development
County Government Center

70 West Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

]

Py

~
Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for Stanford University’s 2018 General Use 'Permltc—;-
Application

Dear Mr. Rader,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Stanford University’s 2018 General Use Permit Application. Local Agency Formation Commissions
(LAFCos) exist in each county of the state and were created to regulate the boundaries of cities and
special districts, discourage urban sprawl, encourage the orderly growth and development of local
government agencies, and prevent premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands. A
primary purpose of LAFCo is to promote annexation of territory within city spheres of influence to cities,
in particular when changes in land use create demand for a broad range of municipal services. 1

The DEIR lacks discussion of potential annexation of Stanford lands in San Mateo County located in a city
sphere of influence in cases where existing development would benefit from city service delivery, or
new development would resuit in an increased demand for municipal service. Additionally, Section 3.3
of the DEIR cites an existing land use agreement between Santa Clara County, Stanford, and the City of
Palo Alto that includes policies regarding land use, annexation, planning, and development of Stanford
lands in unincorporated Santa Clara County. The DEIR lacks discussion of a similar agreement between
Stanford, the County of San Mateo, and cities that include Stanford lands. 1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

‘-‘ .\A Q/L»K(;I}—)
Martha M. Poyatos
Executive Officer

cc: LAFCo Commissioners
Michael Callagy, Assistant County Manager, County of San Mateo
Steve Monowitz, Director of Community Development, County of San Mateo
Alex Mclintyre, City Manager, City of Menlo Park
Melissa Stevenson Diaz, City Manager, City of Redwood City
John D. Donahoe, Director, Planning and Entitlement, Stanford University

COMMISSIONERS  MIKE O'NEILL, CHAIR, City s ANN DRAPER, VICE CHAIR, Public » JOSHUA COSGROVE, Special District RICH GARBARINO, City
DON HORSLEY, County JOE SHERIDAN, Special District « WARREN SLOCUM, County

ALTERNATES: KATIMARTIN, Special District » HARVEY RARBACK, City SEPI RICHARDSON, Public = DAVE PINE, County

STAFF. MARTHA POYATOS, EXECUTIVE OFFICER = REBECCA ARCHER, LEGAL COUNSEL = JEAN BROOK, COMMISSION CLERK
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.18 Responses to Comments from San Mateo Local Agency
Formation Commission

A-SMLAF-1  The comment summarizes the purpose of Local Agency Formation
Commissions. No response is required.

A-SMLAF-2  The proposed 2018 General Use Permit would govern Stanford lands in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, and would not extend to any Stanford lands
in San Mateo County. Any requests to annex land in San Mateo County, and any
development of land in San Mateo County, would be the subject of separate,
independent applications to the relevant San Mateo County jurisdictions. The
Draft EIR for the proposed 2018 General Use Permit does not assess such
requests because they are not part of the proposed Project, nor are they
reasonably foreseeable consequences of approval of the proposed Project.3!
Development of a Land Use Policy Agreement involving Stanford lands in San
Mateo County would be a separate process from the County of Santa Clara’s
consideration of the 2018 General Use Permit.

31 It should be noted that during environmental review of the proposed 2018 General Use Permit, Stanford applied to
the San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission to change jurisdictional boundaries on a property at
2131 Sand Hill Road. The property is located in unincorporated San Mateo County, and Stanford sought
annexation to the City of Menlo Park. The County and Menlo Park had reached agreement on tax sharing, and
Menlo Park initially had approved an ordinance to pre-zone the site to enable its development as an approximately
39,800-square foot office building. The City of Menlo Park adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for
the project finding that development of the site would not result in any significant adverse impacts on the
environment after implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the MND. However, Menlo Park
subsequently rescinded its pre-zoning approval and Stanford has taken no further action on the application.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

5.2.1.19 Responses to Comments from Town of Woodside

A-WOOD-1

A-WOOD-2

A-WOOD-3

Please also see Master Response 2: Non-Project Planning Processes, Topic 1:
Sustainable Development Study; and Master Response 5: Project Description,
Topic 2: Scope of Project and Analysis.

With regard to the intersections and freeway segments within the Town of
Woodside, no intersections were identified as having met the 10 trips per lane
guideline for evaluation that is established by the VTA, and therefore no
intersections in the Town of Woodside were evaluated in the Draft EIR. Had any
intersections met the 10 trips per lane guideline, the Draft EIR would have
applied significance standards based on the Town’s General Plan transportation
goals and policies. The freeway segments requested for analysis were evaluated
in the Draft EIR and TIA.

Regarding the request to include the Town of Woodside’s General Plan
transportation goals and policies and thresholds of significance in the EIR’s
Transportation and Traffic Section, the Town of Woodside General Plan 2012
does not contain policies regarding thresholds for when to assess traffic impacts
of land use developments, nor does it contain traffic operational standards. The
General Plan does contain several policies related to traffic safety, minimization
of through traffic, improvement of commercial district traffic, and management
of recreational vehicle and bicycle traffic. As presented in Figure 6 of Draft EIR
Appendix TIA (Part 1), the analysis of Stanford commuter residences that was
conducted to inform the project trip distribution indicated less than one percent of
faculty/staff commuters reside in Woodside. This corresponds to approximately 8
Project peak hour trips in both the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, the
Project’s traffic would not be expected to substantially affect these policy
concerns in the Town General Plan.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 1: Method for
Identifying Study Intersections, Freeway Segments, and Ramps for additional
detail on the methodology used to select study area intersections, freeway
segments, and freeway ramps.

Please see Master Response 6: Approach to 2018 Baseline Environmental Setting
and Cumulative Scenarios, Topic 1: Approach for 2018 Baseline Environmental
Setting; and Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 3: Travel
Demand Forecasts for a discussion of the development of the 2018
environmental baseline, and the 2018 Baseline Model selection and development,
respectively. Under CEQA, a lead agency may appropriately define an “existing
conditions” baseline as conditions expected when the project becomes
operational, i.e., an “opening day” baseline. See Neighbors for Smart Rail v.
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal. 4™ 439,453. The
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

A-WOOD-4

A-WOOD-5

A-WOOD-6

2018 baseline employed by the Draft EIR is considered an “existing conditions”
baseline and not a “future conditions” baseline.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for evidence of the effectiveness of the no net new
commute trips program, including the ability to expand the program to reduce
more vehicle trips.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 4: Trip
Generation and Distribution for a discussion of vehicle trip generation.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(3), on page 5.15-83 states that the baseline
for measurement of the no net new commute trips standard will be the count that
was established in 2001.32 However, the mitigation measure recognizes that if
the monitoring methodology is updated, testing and calibration of the new
methodology or equipment will require coordination with the County of Santa
Clara, and the 2001 baseline data will be adjusted as needed to reflect any such
calibration. The adjustment is intended to be a calibration and not a reset of the
2001 baseline. Any adjustment would be performed to calibrate the new data
collection method with the old data collection method to ensure that the baseline
is held constant. The adjustment would not allow Stanford to escape the 2001
baseline requirement.

Mitigation Measure 5.15-2 has been expanded to include an upfront fair-share
payment by Stanford to address the impact of peak-hour, off-peak direction
Project-generated vehicle trips (i.e., reverse commute) that are not accounted for
in the no net new commute trips standard. Please see Chapter 2 in this Response
to Comments Document for the revised mitigation measure text.

The commenter recommends continued use of the 2001 baseline during
implementation of the 2018 General Use Permit. Please note that the 2001 baseline
is not the same as the CEQA existing conditions baseline used throughout the EIR
to measure the Project’s traffic impacts. Rather, the 2001 baseline is applicable
only to implementation of the no net commute trips standard.

Continued use of the 2001 baseline in Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(3) is
appropriate and consistent with CEQA for this limited use for several reasons.
First, the 2001 baseline reasonably reflects the conditions that are expected at
completion of the academic facilities and housing authorized by the 2000
General Use Permit. Second, the 2000 General Use Permit allows campus
development constructed under that permit to fill the difference between the
current cordon counts (which are lower than the 2001 baseline counts) and the
2001 baseline counts. Because Stanford has reduced trips below the baseline

32 please note that in response to comments, and as a result of County initiated changes, Mitigation Measure 5.15-2
has been expanded as Mitigation Measure 5.15-2(a)-(b). Please see Chapter 2 in this Response to Comments
Document for the full revisions made to this mitigation measure.
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5. Written and Spoken Comments on the Draft EIR, and Responses to Comments

A-WOOD-7

A-WOOD-8

A-WOOD-9

A-WOOD-10

A-WOOD-11

5.2 Comments and Responses — Agencies

level, it is allowed some growth in vehicle trips back up to the baseline. Projects
constructed under the 2000 General Use Permit, such as the Escondido Village
Graduate Residences project, may fill all or part of that gap.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 7: Average
Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic
and peak hour spreading in the context of the no net new commute trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for a supplemental analysis to address the impact of
reverse-commute trips, and Topic 7: Average Daily Traffic and Peak-Hour
Spreading for a discussion of average daily traffic and peak hour spreading in the
context of the no net new commute trips policy.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 6: No Net
New Commute Trips Standard for information on the penalty for non-compliance
with the no net new commute trips standard.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 5: Intersection
Impacts and Mitigation for a discussion mitigation measure
funding/implementation.

The Draft EIR identifies the significance criteria selected for evaluating impacts
to transit service on pages 5.15-59 and 5.15-60. The EIR recognizes that
increased demand for transit services is not considered to be a significant adverse
effect on the physical environment; to the contrary, increased demand for transit
service is considered to be beneficial because moving drivers to transit reduces
roadway congestion, vehicle miles traveled, air pollutant emissions, and
greenhouse gas emissions. The Draft EIR therefore focuses on transit delay in
assessing the potential for a significant adverse change to the physical
environment. The impact is considered to be significant if the project would
result in substantial delay to transit services. Whether delay is substantial
depends upon the context in which the delay occurs, including the overall
duration of a commute trip on a given transit service.

On page 5.15-142, the Draft EIR explains that the proposed Project would not
conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit because
the proposed Project would not interfere with or block access to transit. The
Draft EIR addresses the performance of transit facilities by evaluating the
potential for the project to result in transit delay. The VTA TIA Guidelines
recommend using added delay at individual intersections as a surrogate for added
bus delay. Table 5.15-36 on pages 5.15-142 and 5.15-143 of the Draft EIR
presents the increased intersection delays resulting from the proposed Project,
conservatively assuming Stanford does not expand its transportation demand
management programs to achieve the no net new commute trips standard. No
feature of the proposed Project would affect the safety of transit facilities
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A-WOOD-14

because, as stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not interfere with
or block access to transit. A change in the load factors of transit service facilities
is not considered to be a significant adverse change to the physical environment
as described above. However, the Draft EIR does provide a transit capacity
analysis at pages 5.15-157 to 5.15-167.

Lastly, please note that under CEQA an EIR may use significance criteria
developed by experts preparing the EIR. Napa Citizens for Honest Government v.
Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App. 4" 342. An EIR may use
significance criteria tailored to a specific project, and these not be based on the
significance questions in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Save Cuyama Valley v.
County of Santa Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App. 4" 1059.

Please see Master Response 13: Transportation and Traffic, Topic 13: Parking
Supply and Restrictions for a discussion of the on-campus parking supply and its
evaluation in the Draft EIR.

Please see the responses to transportation, air quality, greenhouse gases and noise
comments in this letter and in the City of Palo Alto’s comment letter.

As discussed in the above responses, none of the concerns raised in Woodside’s
comment letter suggest that the EIR does not comply with CEQA. Regarding
buildout analysis, please see Master Response 2: Non-Project Planning
Processes, Topic 1: Sustainable Development Study; and Master Response 5:
Project Description, Topic 2: Scope of Project and Analysis.
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