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Letter E. Landbank (Project Applicant), Scott Jacobs 

E-1 The new images provided by the Project applicant are included in the comment letter. 
Please see Comment E-35.  

E-2 The City acknowledges that the Project sponsor may have additional objectives for the 
Project, other than those described in the Draft EIR. The objectives included in Draft EIR 
Chapter 2, Project Description reflect the Project sponsor’s and the City’s mutual 
objectives for the Project.  

E-3 Please see the full text of Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Traffic and 
Transportation, and Impact CUM-TR in Chapter 4, Cumulative and Growth-Inducing 
Impacts.  

E-4 The cited page is in the Summary chapter of the Draft EIR, and as such summarizes the full 
text about the Alternative Transportation Alternative (DEIR page 5-4). It is acknowledged 
that the Project applicant has prepared a TDM Program that establishes a goal of 20% 
reduction in peak-hour vehicle trips, but as stated on DEIR page 3.4-15 and in footnote 2 on 
DEIR page 5-4, the applicant’s TDM Program merely selects recommended measures that 
are consistent with the TDM goal. The Project applicant will be required to submit a final 
TDM Plan for approval by the Community Development and Public Works Departments.  

E-5 Please see response to Comment E-3.  

E-6 Please see response to Comment E-3. 

E-7 The typographical error pointed out by the commenter is noted, and the correction provided 
in the comment (changing “Impact TR-9 cont’d” to “Impact TR-8 cont’d”) is appreciated.  

E-8 The text of Mitigation Measure TR-8c in Section 3.4, Traffic and Transportation, is 
modified as shown in the response to Comment C-2.  

E-9 Please see the discussion of Impact BIO-2, on pages 3.8-10 and 3.8-11 of the Draft EIR. 
Compliance with the City’s Bird Safe Building Design Guidelines is assumed for the 
Project. 

E-10 Please see response to Comment E-3. 

E-11 The new images provided by the Project applicant are included in the comment letter. 
Please see Comment E-35.  

E-12 The new images provided by the Project applicant are included in the comment letter. 
Please see Comment E-35. 

E-13 The new images provided by the Project applicant are included in the comment letter. 
Please see Comment E-35. 
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E-14 Based on the new information provided by the Project applicant, the third paragraph on 
page 2-16 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 

The entrances to the office buildings and the amenities would face onto the 
1.38-acre central quad. The site plan includes trails for pedestrians and bicycles to 
access the quad (Figure 2-13). Food trucks would also have access to the quad. 
The quad area could would include a 300-500 person seat outdoor amphitheater. 
The amphitheater would be intended for use only by site tenants between 9:00 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m., and in compliance with all City ordinances. While this feature is 
included in the project described in the EIR, it has not yet been included on the 
preliminary plans at this time. 

E-15 Page 2-22 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 

The following City of Sunnyvale approvals may be required for the Project: 

1. Amend the Precise Zoning Plan (Map) for the City of Sunnyvale to rezone 
the site to the Industrial and Service Zone (M-S) FAR 100% (Industrial and 
Service Zone, allowable FAR of 100%) or approve a use permit to authorize a 
FAR of 100%.  

2. Major Design Review for a 777,170 square foot office complex and 
associated parking structure, and on-site amenities  

3. Approval of a vesting tentative map. 

4. Approve a Development Agreement between the City of Sunnyvale and 
Landbank Investments, LLC. 

5. The vacation of an existing public right of way for Santa Ana Court.  

6. Demolition permits. 

7. Grading permits. 

8. Building permits. 

9. Encroachment permits. 

10. Tree removal permit. 

E-16 through E-21 Figures showing existing views of the Project site in Section 3.3, Aesthetics, 
have been modified as suggested to indicate the location of the Project site in each image. 
Revised figures are included in Chapter III, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

E-22 The Design Review process ensures that projects are consistent with the City’s Design 
Guidelines. The Citywide Design Guidelines may be accessed at the City’s website: 
http://sunnyvale.ca.gov/Portals/0/Sunnyvale/CDD/Non-Residential/CityWideDesign 
Guidelines.pdf 

E-23 Impact AES-3 is revised as suggested: 
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Impact AES-3: The Project would create a new source of light which could 
adversely affect nighttime views in the Project area. (Less than Significant) 

The Project site is within a developed and urbanized area where nighttime lighting is 
part of the environment. Vehicle headlights, street lighting at intersections and along 
streets, parking lot lighting, security lighting, and building lighting as well as various 
other sources of light from surrounding urban uses characterize current nighttime 
conditions. Once constructed, the proposed new buildings would be prominent new 
features. Given the height of the buildings, nighttime lighting of the buildings could 
become a relatively more prominent visual presence than is currently the case and 
could affect nighttime views in the vicinity of the Project site. The proposed parking 
garage would be partially enclosed, and so garage lighting and headlights from 
vehicles moving within the structure at night would not create a new source of light. 
As stated in the Project Description, the Project applicant has committed to meeting 
the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) light pollution 
reduction standard for night lighting. The standard is intended to minimize “light 
trespass” from a building and site, reduce sky-glow to increase night sky access, 
improve nighttime visibility through glare reduction, and reduce development impact 
from lighting on nocturnal environments (U.S. Green Building Council, 2009). 
Achievement of the LEED standard for night lighting would avoid creating a new 
substantial source of light. Achievement of the LEED light pollution reduction 
standard would include dimming all non-emergency interior luminaries with a direct 
line of site to any openings in the building envelope by at least 50%, between the 
hours of 11 p.m. and 5 a.m. Exterior lighting will be designed with high performance 
light fixtures that meet City Code and provide sufficient lighting for safety and 
comfort but do not exceed lighting power density per ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA 
Standard 90.1-2007 for the classified Project lighting zone. Given the applicant’s 
commitment to meeting this standard and the fact that the Project would be subject to 
Design Review, this impact would be less than significant.  

Mitigation: None required. 

E-24 The glare study, including modeling of the façade of the proposed building as described 
by the commenter, is consistent with the intent of Mitigation Measure AES-4. 

E-25 The text on page 3.4-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The Project site is served by public transportation (as shown in Figure 3.4-1).The 
VTA, which operates bus and light rail service within Santa Clara County, runs 
multiple transit routes through the study area. The Project site is also approximately 
1.3-mile walking distance from the Lawrence Caltrain Station, which is longer than 
the VTA CMP guideline of 2,000 feet reasonable walking distance to a transit stop. 
The Sunnyvale Caltrain Station is slightly farther away from the Project site, as 
shown in Figure 3.4-1. 
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VTA serves the Project study area with five fixed-route bus lines. The Project site 
is situated near existing bus stops at the intersection of East Arques Avenue / North 
Wolfe Road. At this intersection, VTA Route 304 stops along westbound East 
Arques Avenue. At the intersection of East Arques Avenue and Commercial Street, 
approximately 1/10-mile east of the Project site, VTA Route 304 stops along both 
eastbound and westbound East Arques Avenue. 

In addition to the VTA bus routes, Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Shuttle 
Route 822 operates in the vicinity of the Project site, stopping at the East Arques 
Avenue / North Wolfe Road intersection along southbound North Wolfe Road and 
the East Arques Avenue / Commercial Street intersection along westbound East 
Arques Avenue. ACE provides connections to the BART system and provides 
service to the Livermore-Amador Valley and San Joaquin Valley. 

E-26 Figure 3.4-1 already shows the route of the Duane Avenue Caltrain shuttle from the 
Lawrence Caltrain station past and around the Project site (the yellow line on the map). 

E-27 The text of the Draft EIR on page 3.4-16 already states that the City has a Traffic Impact Fee 
program, and that the Project will be required to contribute its fair share to this program.  

E-28 A quantitative health risk assessment (HRA) was not conducted in preparation of the 
Draft EIR. In Draft EIR Section 3.5, Air Quality Impact AIR-2, regarding construction-
related health risk; and Impact AIR-4, regarding operation-related health risk both 
conclude that Project health risks would be less than significant. As stated in the impact 
discussion, the basis for the conclusion of less-than-significant for Impact AIR-2 was 
based on the following: 

 distance to sensitive receptors; 

 closest sensitive receptors are upwind of the site (prevailing winds); 

 projected emissions of PM2.5 are relatively low compared to the BAAQMD 
threshold (about 1/10 of threshold – see Table 3.5-5). Since Diesel Particulate 
Matter (DPM), the principal TAC of concern, is a subset of PM2.5, this indicates 
DPM emissions would also be relatively low; 

 relatively short construction period (cancer risk is a function of pollutant 
concentration and time length of exposure); 

 professional judgment based on the EIR preparers’ experience that construction 
projects of this scale rarely result in a significant health risk impact. 

The basis for the conclusion of less-than-significant for Impact AIR-4 was based on the 
following: 

 The only TAC source is the diesel-powered emergency backup generator; 

 The proposed location of the generator is at considerable distance from the nearest 
sensitive receptors – BAAQMD method indicates substantial decrease (90% 
decrease) in TAC concentrations at this distance; 
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 Mitigation Measure AIR-3 requires use of a low emission (Tier 3) generator – this 
would greatly reduce TAC emissions compared to a lower standard or older 
generator. 

The BAAQMD document referenced in the comment, and included as an attachment to 
this comment letter, is a draft document that is not in general use as a screening tool for 
HRAs.  

Nevertheless, to confirm the findings that health risks of the Project would be less than 
significant, a quantitative HRA was prepared for this Final EIR. The results of the HRA 
are included in Appendix B. The quantitative HRA confirmed the conclusions of less-
than-significant health risks associated with Project and cumulative construction 
(Impact AIR-2) and operation (Impact AIR-4).  

The HRA examined health risks for the nearest sensitive receptors: monks living in the 
planned residences at the Chung Tai Zen Center, located across North Wolfe Road from 
the Project site, and residents of the Parkside Apartment Homes, located northwest of the 
Project site. Using conservative assumptions, the HRA found that the maximum lifetime 
cancer risk, the acute risk, and the chronic risk due to TAC emissions from project 
construction plus operations would be below the BAAQMD’s significance thresholds for 
both project-level and cumulative impacts, as shown in Table II-2, below. Please refer to 
Appendix B for further discussion of this topic. 

TABLE II-2 
HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

A. Health Risk: Chung Tai Zen Center Residences Cancer Risk Chronic Hazard PM2.5 

Health Risk from Project Construction plus Operation 1.58 0.00281 0.0853 

Threshold 10 1 1 

Exceed Threshold? No No No 

Health Risk from Cumulative Sources 80.31 0.056 0.444 

TOTAL - Project plus Cumulative 81.89 0.06 0.53 

Cumulative Threshold 100 10 0.8 

Exceed Cumulative Threshold? No No No 

B. Health Risk: Parkside Apartment Homes Cancer Risk Chronic Hazard PM2.5 

Health Risk from Project Construction plus Operation 4.06 0.00071 0.0210 

Threshold 10 1 1 

Exceed Threshold? No No No 

Health Risk from Cumulative Sources 80.31 0.056 0.444 

TOTAL - Project plus Cumulative 84.37 0.06 0.47 

Cumulative Threshold 100 10 0.8 

Exceed Cumulative Threshold? No No No 

SOURCE: Appendix B 
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E-29 The comment points out a typographical error in the DEIR text. To correct the error, 
Impact AIR-5 is revised as follows: 

Impact AIR-5: The Project could conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 
is the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP) (BAAQMD, 2010). The 2010 
CAP is a roadmap showing how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the State one-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable, 
and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to 
neighboring air basins. The control strategy includes stationary source control 
measures to be implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile source control 
measures to be implemented through incentive programs and other activities; and 
transportation control measures to be implemented through transportation programs 
in cooperation with the MTC, local governments, transit agencies, and others. The 
2010 CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the 
region’s strategy to attain the State one-hour ozone standard. 

BAAQMD guidance states that “if approval of a project would not result in 
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible 
mitigation, the project would be considered consistent with the 2010 CAP.” As 
indicated in the discussion of the previous impacts, the Project would not result in 
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. As discussed in Impact AIR-4, the 
proposed Project would have a less than significant operational impact on air 
quality after implementation of feasible mitigation measures. Consequently, based 
on BAAQMD guidance, the Project may also be considered consistent with the 
2010 CAP (the applicable air quality plan). This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. 

Mitigation: None required. 

E-30 The Traffic Impact Study (Appendix C in the Draft EIR) on page 63 of the study does not 
quantify construction-related traffic, but only states that it would be less than the 
operational traffic generated by the Project, and therefore would have a lesser effect on 
intersection level of service. Impact GHG-1 in Section 3.6, Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, relies on emissions modeling using the CalEEMod emissions 
program, which estimates construction-related GHG emissions, including emissions from 
on-road vehicles. 

E-31 Table 5-1 on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR compares impacts of the Project as proposed with 
those of the alternatives examined, and states that both the Reduced Development 
Alternative and the Alternative Transportation Alternative would result in a significant 
and unavoidable Transportation and Traffic impact. Please see also the response to 
Comment C-2. 
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E-32 The commenter’s requested text change to DEIR page 5-6 is not needed, as it is the 
Project’s significant impact that is being discussed, not whether the Project’s impact 
would be at an intersection already operating at LOS F. 

E-33 Table 5-2 in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Alternatives, notes that the Reduced Development 
Alternative would only partially meet the second and seventh objectives. “Partially 
meets” is intended to convey that the alternative does not fully or completely meet the 
objective. The smaller size of the development under this alternative is the reason for the 
conclusion that it would only “partially meet” these objectives. The City does not 
recognize the additional objectives provided by the commenter in Comment E-2. The 
CEQA Guidelines state: 

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a 
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (b); 
emphasis added) 

The City acknowledges that the Reduced Development Alternative would not provide the 
same level of financial and employment benefits as the Project as proposed; however, 
economic comparison of alternatives with the Project is beyond the scope of an EIR. 
Please see also the response to Comment E-36, below. 

E-34 The commenter does not state why they believe that the Alternative Transportation 
Alternative does not meet the second and seventh objectives. The City does not recognize 
the additional objectives provided by the commenter in Comment E-2. Please see the 
response to the previous comment regarding requirements for alternatives under CEQA. 

E-35 This comment provides new visual simulations of the Project.  

E-36 The report provided by the applicant discusses an analysis of the fiscal and economic 
impact of the Project. City staff have not reviewed the methodology or validated the 
results of the fiscal impact analysis. Other than as stated in the following comment and 
response, the report does not address environmental issues or the environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. 

E-37 It is noted throughout the EIR that the Project applicant intends to seek LEED Platinum 
certification for the Project. Pedestrian and bicycle access are discussed in Impact TR-8 in 
Draft EIR Section 3.4, Transportation and Traffic. Visual impacts are discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 3.3, Aesthetics. Landscaping of Central Expressway is not included in the 
Project. 

E-38 Please see the response to Comment E-36. 

E-39 Please see the response to comment E-28. 
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