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2.4 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL WRITTEN
COMMENTS RECEIVED

Fourteen (14) letters, memoranda, and e-maiis were receaived by the City
during and after the Draft EIR public review period. Three of these letters and
e-mails ware received by the City after the close of the Draft EIR public review
period. The following section includes verbatim copies of each letier,
memorandum, and e-mail received, sach followed by the written response of
the EIR preparers to substantive comments in the letter, meme, or e-mail
pertaining to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comments and
responses are correlaied by code numbers added to the marging of each letter,
mamo, and e-mail.
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Ms. Diana O’Dell

City of Sunnyvale

456 West Olive Avenue

P.0O. Box 3707

Sunnyvale. California 24088-3707

Dear Ms. O'Dell:

Thank you for the opporiunity to comment on the Sunnyvale Downtown Improvement
Program Update (SCH # 1988110818} Draft Environmental Impact Repart (EIR). As
you may be aware, the Californiz Depariment of Toxic Substanzes Conitrol {OTSC)
oversees the ceanup of sites whers hazardous substances have been released
pursuant fo the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a
Responsibie Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to ensure that the environmental
gacumentation prepared for this project to address the California Envirgnmenta! Quality
Act [CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation of hazardous substance releasss
that may be necessary.

The praposed project invalves approximately 185 acres in downiown Sunnyvale, and is
somprised of & number of pianning and improvement actions. These aclions includé
adoption of a proposed Downtown Design Plan, rezoning of three acres of existing
residential land to reduce buildout potertial, and amendmenis to the Sunnyvals
Drawntown Redeveiopment Pian. DTSC has the following comments on the Draft TIR:

1} Section 13 Hazardous Maierials, Pages 13-11,13-12. This seclion notes that as & ] O ]
first step in mitigating potential healih hazards at project sites, developers would need to y
determine whether a site has a record of hazardous materials discharge into soits or

into surface or groundwater. In addition to investigafing for a "record” of hazardous

waste discharge. the first step of the soll contamination mitigation measures shoulic

include investigating for other evidence of hazardous materials releases such as waste
management practices. chemical usage, observations of stressec vegetation, efc., and

should not necessarity be limited 1o documented releases of hazardous mateniais.

2) Section 13, Hazardous Maierials, Soil Contamination, Fages 73-11, 13-12. Under ] : OQ—
soll mitigation measurss Steps 2 and 3, there is an tmplication thai the amount of
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Me. Diana O'Dell
Aprl 2, 2003
Page

characterization wil! be dependent on the future tand use. A Phase Il investigation is {o
be performed if "extensive soil contact would accompany the intended use of the site.”
Basing cleanup levels on future use is appropriaie, but it is not appropriate to have the
amount of charasterization dependent on it. Whether the future use is residential or
commercial, a contaminated site has to be adequately characterized to determine the
appropriate cleanup actions and to ensure workers are adequately protected during
redevelopment.

3) Section 13, Hazardous Materials, Soit Contamination, Page 13-11. The last
sentance under Step 2 of the soil mitigation measures indicates that i no human
contact is anticipated, then no further mitigation is necassary. This statement may not
necessarily be frue. The covering of contarminated soil with buiidings and pavement
and putiing deed restrictions in piace are mitigation measures.

4) Section 13, Hazardous Materials, Soif Contamination, Page 713-12. It would be
apprapriate to include DTSC among the listed agencies under Step 3 of the soil
contamination mitigation measuras since DTS is responsible for enforcing sections of
the Califomia Health and Safety Code and has regulations that pertzin to reisases of
hazardous substances io soil and the associated health and safety nsks.

5) Section 13, Hazardous Malerials, Polential Asbestos and PCE Exposure, Pages 13-
12,13-13. The buildings propased for demaolition or renovation as part of this project
may have been buil: prior to 1980. If this is the case, lead-bassed paint may be presant
on the surfaces of the existing buiidings. The identification and disposal of iead-based
painits that may be present on buildings should be taken inio consideration. Lead-based
praint that becomes separatad from building debris may require handling and disposal
as a hazardous wasie.

LTSC can agssist your agency in overseeing characterization and cleanup activities
through our Voluntary Cleanup Program. A fact sheet descrbing this program is
enclosed. We are awares that projects such as this one aia typically on & compressed
schadule, and in an effort to use the available review time efficiently, we request that
DTSC be included in any meetings where tssues relevant to our statutory authority are
discussed.
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Please contact Homayune Afigee of my staff at (510} 540-3838 i you have any
questions or would like to schedule a meeting. Thank you in advance for your
cocperation in this mattar.

Sincerely,

Bt O

Barbara J. Cook, P.E., Chief
Narthem GCalifornia - Coastal Cleanup
QOperations Branch

Enclosures
oo without enclasures

Govemors Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, Calfornia 8581 2-3044

Guenther Moskat

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
.0, Boy 806

Sacramenic, Calforniz 25812-0808
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1. Barbara J. Cook. P.E., Chief, Ngorthern California—Coastal Cleanup. Opetations
Branch, State Department of Toxic Substances Centrol; April 21, 2003

Comment 1.01: Hazardous Materials: Referring to chapter 13 (Hazardous Materials), site
investigation of possible past hazardous materials discharge({s) should not be limited to
documented reieases, first steps should include investigation of on-site waste management
practices, chemigal usage, stressed vegetation, ete.

Besponse: Comment acknowladged. “Step 1" on pages 13-11 and 13-12--which states
in part, “Investigate the site._.and...characterize the site according to the nature and
extent of...contamination thal is present’--does not refer solely to "documented releases.”
Step 1 inherently includes the procedures recommended in the comment.

Comiment 1.02: Hazardous Materials: Soil mitigation measures {pages 13-11 and 13-12)
imply “that the amount of characterization will be dependent on the future land use.”
Regardiess of future use, a contarinated site must be adequately characterized and cleaned

up.

Response: Comment acknowledged. The characterization of a site is included in “Step
1" of soil mitigation, as guoted above in response 1.01.

Comment 1.03; Hazardous Materials: Even if no human contact with contaminated soil is
anticipated, additional mitigation (e.g., covering sofl with buildings/pavemeant, deed restrictions}
may be reguired.

Responsa: The last sentence on EIR page 13-11("Step 2°) states, “If nG human contact
is anticipatad, then ng further [italics added) mitigation is necessary.” Mitigation describaed
earlier in Step 2 (e.g., covering with buildings or paving, industrial cleanup levels) still
wouid apply.

Comment 1.04: Hazardous Materials: Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
should be included as a regulatory agency for scil contamination cleanup ("Step 3," page 13-
120,

Response: Comment acknowiedged. The text on page 13-12 ("Step 3"}, in section 3
herein (Revisions to the Draft EIR}, has baen revised to include DTSC.

Comment 1.05: Hazardous Materials: Leacd-based paint should be considered in chapter 13
{Hazardous Materials) discussion.

EBesponss: Comment acknowledged. Flease see associated revisions 1o subsections
13.1.4 and 13.3.2, including pages 13-8, 13-7, 13-12, and 13-13 in section 3 berain
(Revisions to the Draft EIR), in response 1o this comment.
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May 28, 2003 Page 2«1

Comrment 1.06: Hazardous Materials: Offer of DTSC assistance to City in overseeing future
characterization and cleanup activities.

Responzse: Comment acknowlaedged. The City is aware and appreciative of the
availability of OTSC assistance in overseeing future hazardous materials
characterizations and cleanup activittes in the Downtown Improvement Program Update
project arga.

WES DB28 FEIR\F-Z 628



ARTHUR G. SCHWARIZ - Retired Consulting Engineer —

e-mail; amsREart net 1119 Smyvrna Court
Suenyvale, CA 94087
408-245 6367

by 5, 2003

Dianne G'Dell

Community Development Deparument

City of Sunnyvale

Re: Comments on EIR. for the Downtown Improvement Program Update

This repore will serve as iy westimony i any formal hearing that might be held duning the period of May @ 1o June
26, 2003 ac | will be car of town during thar peried. ¥ anyone has anyv questions during thar ime, [ will be
checldng oy emails so they can contact me by that means. And [ apelogize for the lare delivery of these cormments
bzt [Pve had many things ther interfered with oy wordome om it

Thave not covered every part of the BIR rather limitine my commments #nd discussion to certalp outstanding
exarmples af sither srrors or cmissions.

Copies of this repor are being hand delivered to Robert Patemnoster, Mavor Julia Milier, the Friends of Sumnvvals
and ap extra copy is provided to vou for Waestaff and Associares.

Conclusion

Tt is my considered opinion that this EIF, is ceriously defizient and falls far short of CEQA requirements. Were the Z 0 \
erTors (o be corrected and the omissens mken care of, the resulr would be a prearer mmmber of aenificant mpacs

and Tar fawer successfinl mingation meaasomes.

I would agh staff to require the consnltants to make the necessary comections and unless this is carried out, [ would

ask City Council 1o decline o certfy the EIR.
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COMMENTS ON THE SUAMMARY
5.1 Visual lmpact

The desenipnon of visnal impact rehes suictly on man-made mstallanons and ipnores distant vistas, the do, clonds, »j? 01
stars, #1. The impast anaivsis refers only 1o the Mathilda comidor as seeu ia views m line with the street b
RNowhers is here any discussion of the views as seen cross-wise to the street. These views are especially disnorbing

to lozal vesidents and probabis 1o many downtown shoppers and werkers.

To architects and urban planners, tall buildings provide 2 visnal benefit. To local residents and mans: visiors, tall
bumldings black vistas, e oot suitable for 2 snbrban city and thus sammot be wenpated with setbacks and
architectural slements. And simply following Cinv zonimg and design polizies that ridzens disagres with does ne
in and of isel mingare aythme

When Krese zspects ars taken into consideraton, it is difGeult if not Tnpesabls o mitigats the significant viswal
impac: of 100 foot tall buitdings.

32 Light and Glare
. | I I
The city polizv and the anthors ignors the impasr of intenor offize lichting thronegh ficor 1o cetiing windows in 100
foor tall buildings thar are left oo at all howrs (night shift empiovees and cleaning crews), This is a significant ligh:
tmpact as the lights shine 1o nzarby residensal nxighborhoods and obscure views of the slo and sars. The
definitien of plare Limitmg 1t to external ighting omirs this signifizant inpact as does the mitiganon describing
limmiting external building lisht to sbove the fiftn fivor. This ipnores the impact on nearby residences which ars
mosthy one and twe stories. It is doubtful that this signifreasr irmact can be mitigated within the litniced area
availabls in dovatown Suanrvale,

7.1 and 7.2 Traffic Conpestion - - ‘Z [
Freeway impacts will not be mitzared unicss the Smte amd County free up funds to carmy out thess Improvemenrs '
and the projects have suffiziemty hieh priorny. Should the County Deficiency Studses lead to offzetang
improvements that can pe bl while fhey may mitigste County-wide impacts, they will oot mingate the iocal
sigmificant impacts.

Fi

.3 Intersector LOS Minsadon

To sav thar signal cvele modifications czn mitgats ntersecion taffic impacts ignores two fastors, Z Ej' ;—7
[l

First, amy sipnal chenges invobing Ef Camine Real requires approval of CalTrans. While CalTrans has been more

cooperatve M Tecent yearz, there 15 o assurmee that they will approwve any suggested modificanons nor carry out

the work. And even i they de, it can take monthe w vears for CalTrems to carry out the worls

Second, while LOS ca be improved in the heavy waffic direction, it does so at the expense of ircreased wait times ¢- , {r”j‘)@

in fhe cross-direction. Already, Rermneron and Talismen have cross-direction waill nmes exceeding the G0 ssconds

of LOS F. Nowhers does fhe impact analysis discuss this serious problem for lozal residents.

Apain 1t 1€ doubtfut that thess mitisanon meaames will result in loweriny whar is 3 sipnificant impact.

Face |
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%] Potentia! Exposure to Prigect-Relaed Noise
Unforomatslv acoustic engineers bave historically ignored tae problems with 4-weighted noise measarements. .Z . 0-7

The authors staee that this weignting was developed to acecunt for the sensitiviy of the humen ear w0 respond to
variows frequencies. While this is tree 1o some degres, the sengitvine the original developers raferred 1o 15 the
sensitivity 1o damage to the ear. The A-weighted data has been successfulby used for decades to prevent hearine
loss in indusmial fariiipes.

An example of what people are subjected o today are very low freguencies, often geaerated oy so-called
subwoofers or boom-hoxes. Some other sowress are HVAC svstems, compressors, refriperation systems, heawy
trucks and pickups zad other vehicles equipped with off-road tires, Mone of thess low frequency sourds which can
be extremely mmoving mre detected by A-weiphted measmrme metroments.

What compounds the problam 15 that large window panes typical of California houses can act as a natural
amplifier. {Thave persomally cxpenienced this ¢ffzet in my Eichler home with its floor to ceiling windows as mch
az & feet wide and ) feer high. I can often bear extreme low frequensy noise gensrared as far as tores biocks away
tnride oy home thet are totaliy undetectable when I step mosids,

Becanse of the lack of any diseusston of these effacis, [ cannor comment .:‘“ the reltability of the impact 2nalysis. ’2— 09
Furthermore, the idea that “quier zones™ can slimmare neise ipnores realin, . Signs annonncine such areas zre oftan '
not installed, ave not mggalled o snfficien: quamrty or are zimply ignored.

Mitigating notse camne: be achieved by siwply passing an erdmanes or regadation.

L2 Constrnchor: Nalse

Mitigation {1} Limiting hoars of copstruction may elimnimate the noise expasur: of many residents, it does not do /&
50 for those who sleep during the dav such as those who work night shift, elderly people who ofien sledp lie or ’ 96[
take daynime naps and those who are il and are confined o their homes.

{ther midpancn measres d=pend oo conmactors and subconmactors rgidly following the stated noise reducnon
techoiques, Whether such measwes ae foliowed depends on the quality of the emplovess and their supervisors ,Z I o
and also bv how much funding iz avaiiable to the contactors. Sines conmastor salection is wsually based on low

bid such iz not nsually the case.

Thus there is no asqmancs that this signiﬁéaﬁt Lpact may of may not be nutigated

10.2  Long Term Repional Emission Increasas

The mingation of thi- apnificant impact depends on a long list of alternanve transportanon modes, the success of Z I ]
which has proven less than that required to mest even curment needs. What's mere, i 1s not & st of specific

projects bur a list of policies which may or may not be foliowed rven if adopted and if adopted my ot be

applicable to the depree required 1o make a difference. For instance the physical improvements segeested on Pape

2-23 are quatified by the words “where pracieal”, "should include”, etc. Thet the TDM programs are limited to

those pecupants of 10,000 sq. ft. o7 more thes ommitting from the program the majonty workers in Suomyvyvale who

are employzd by small, not large. brsinesses.

Page 2
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A5 to altemative Tansportabon meofes, it is doubtful that the local population .0l adopt togse modes 1o the degres ’Z
required to have much effect on this mpast  And despite words to the conwary, the local agency, city, county and . Ié"
sate officials are quick to drop off-road bicycls paths from projects (such as ighway 85) when budger crunches

serfaze. Uinless bisvcle paths and lanes are wider and continuous across the eptire city and adieining cittes they

will hawve litthe effect op repional emission rates.

Recently, the state caved in to the automebile memufacruring lobby and dropped the requirements for electric /L V)
vehicles, Now (GM is recalling all their electric vehicles and will destroy them, The federal government is alsg '
loarhis to improve emission and firel performance on pickups and SUVs which now make up over half of all new
registrations in California, [ see nothing on the honzon which would reverse this deplorable situation.

The long list of mitigation measurss in this saction of the EIR ars ot likelv to be adopred 1o the extent required o
lower this impact to less than significant. Any other comslusion seems 1o me to be wishful tunlme.

Table 2.4 Altemative Comparison Z ] 4"
Whil= much of this tsbie is based on analyses that do pot lend fhemselves to numerical data, some of the table 15 ’
vased on such data, such as traffic and air pollution emissions, aud fhe compearisons shoutd show the reiative
imparcts with hard date not jus: words, Also n spite of measurable reduction m office and retait space and thus
reduced emplovment and traffic, noiss and alr quality or shown as e same for all five alternarives. Tiis 15 clearly
not correct  Alsernative 4 would have [ower impass in thess areas than the others.

OMISSION OF MICROCLIMATE DMPACTS ﬁ' } ;.-7
Totally missing from the EIR is v discusson or analvsis of microckimate effects resolt from a concenragon of

t2ll buildings Such buddings are known to mduse wind velocin: and swirling patteres that do not exist with

sherer buildings. Additonal effects will result from lengihened shadows and inareased shadow periods during the

davlight hours. Such effects will be particuialy propownced during winter months. . .

Sumnyvale is known far and wide for its mild elimats wath mere hours of sun than most other peninsula
commugitizs. All this could changs in the dowstown and nearby residential neighborboosds s a result of vastly
inzreased buildine heights. This would be a potentally significant imgpact that would be midgated only by
reducing allowabls building Beights as proposed in Alternanve 4,

REDEVELOPMENT AND EMINENT DOMAIY

fThis discassion relates 1o the Sowth of Iowa area)

Al

5.0

)

Crverview of Fropesed Fedevelopment Plan Amendments

This section clearly smies that the Redevelopment Agency’s cormen: domain authority which expired m 1992
would be exuended for 12 vears. While it is stared that there are no cumrent plans to use this authority, it wonld net
soughs if the staff and covnzl did not feel it would be needed ip funme y¢ars. Sobparagvaph (e describes the nse
of emminent dommin 1o preserve and Tehabiirmte sasong stracmres. Subparacraph (fi1) deseribes other
redsvelopment asovites inclnding properyy assembly, disposition and relocation.

Fage 3
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Subparagraph {f) describes te Sonth of Iowa Avenoe Dismict and makes partonlar mention of the Taafe/Frances @ I 7
Heritzge Housing District

4.1.2 Exisring Project Area Laod Uses and Thisticts

Table 4.1 sheows that the entre Heritage Honsing, DHeiriet is inzluded in the proposed expanded Downtown
Improvement Program. along with the other blocks south of [owa hetween Mathilda and Carroll St

.21  Sunmvale Creneral Plan

Policy NI.1 calls for proteetion of neighborhoods. Policy M1.1.1 calis for imnidng the tresion of incomparbie
uses and ipeppropriate development ioto reighboboods. Policy N1.2 reguires new development to be commoatible
with the neighborhond.

4.32 Proposed Land Uise Changes 'Z i%

Subparacraph (%) admits thar while the South of Olive ares 1s mcluded 1o the expanded project aree, no specific
land use chanses are proposed for this arsa

434 bmpasts apd MMingeton Measures

Sobparagraph (f) sares that project-faciiitated firure development in the south of Olive arca would be expectad 1o
mainrain the existng readential charaster thos leading t0 less than sipnificant impact. If this were e there would
be no need 1o include this area within the Dowoiown Progrnn nor the eminent domain boundaries. To assure 2
Jess tham sipmificant impact, mitigation should consist of matotaining the exising Dowatown Frogram boundaries
o this area

Subparzgraph (¢} lists 3 oumber of reasons why intensification of land nse tnvolving 100 £ tal! buildings would /'?/ I q
have a less than siprificant impact  The reasoning used bere is true anly if you agcept the, fast that whanization of o
the City is acceptable to the citizens. I doulbt this urbemization is accepmble,

AESTHETICS

333  hmpacts relavine to the Mathilds corridor justify a less than sipnificant impact a5 a result of mitigadon @ w
matasures that simply follow the provisions of the 2002 Downtown Design Flan, The impact anahvses in EIRs is -
supposed to independently evajuate the Ympacts 1ot stmply accept guidelines wioitten by the same apensy that

preparad the project which = the subject of the ETEL

Stmilar questions ariss regarding smuple accepames that visual gattways 2nd visual corridors require tall buildings.
Such reasoning ts subjectve m that many cidzens regard 12l buildings as inousive and over-powering and thar no
amannt of architesnral stemepts, set-batke, etc. can mitigate this impact. To call such buildines a benaficaal
impact is even more of a stretch.

Throughout this section there 15 no evaluson of the loss of views of distant hills and sk (clouds, sun. moon and
stams especiglly durog early momipy and bate svenine hours, Consultants seem to feel that ouwiidings o2 the only
wisual element that nesds to be evaiu: -d as though narure does not exist

Wo evaluation of the light originanipg within the @] buldings was prepared nor the plare from reflection of the @ 2 i
sun off the large windows of medern buildings (stch as the Mozan budldings). Soch reflected glare is sipnificamt .
inpact and cannot easily be mitipsted {and has not been mitipated at 4l with the Mozar buildings).

Pa:
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTLTIES

Bf4 Parks and recreation analysis shows that per capita area of parks has been falline in recent vears dus o g_ QZ
population growth. The analvsis poes on e state (hat park dedication fzes fom developers could provide added .

park facihities and imsprovemnents. Smes Little imdeveloped land existz in the downtown area, it is rot reasonable o

conchude that sueh fees will mitizate the tack of adequaie park space in this area

Furthermere, ne evalusnan is carried ooy of the beneficial impact of fne 4+ asre plaza and preen incivded ¢ %
Alternative 4. This wounld conttbute important added area to the park faciliies, especially 25 compared to the .

much smaller plaza  This is especially true becanse the proposed Evelyn avenus location of the Dowatown

Program weuld be mach less destrable due to notse from cains and frequent bas teaffiz. The more protected

loearion of the alternative plaza‘green would be far more park-like, More space would be available for 2 simge,

children's play and odher facthnes This is a serions omession,
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2. Arthur G. Schwartz, Retired Consulting Engineer, 1119 Smyrna Court, Sunnyvale:
May 5, 2003

Comrment 2.01: General: "EIR is seriously deficient and falls far short of CEQA
requirements..”

Besponse: Tha EIR authors disagree with this comment. The Draft EIR and this Final
EIR have been formulated to closely comply with all applicable CEQA statutes and
guidelines pertaining to environmental documentation process, content, specificity, detail,
and adeguacy standards (i.e., aricles 5, 6, and 10 of the Guidelines for Implementation of
the California Envirenmental Quality Act). The EIR has been prepared to provide an
abjective assessment i full compliance with CEQA regarding fair argument and
substantial evidence {i.e., facts, fact-related reasonable assumptions, and expert opinion)
{CEQA Guidelines sections 15064 and 14384). For additionatl information related to this
comment, please see EIR sections 1.2 (Program EIR Approach and Assurmptions) and
1.3 {EIR Scope-Significant lssues and Concerns).

Comment 2.02: Aesthetics: Visual impact analysis refers only to the Mathilda corridor, with no
tiscussion of "crosswise” perspective to the street. “Simpiy following City zoning and design
policies that citizens disagree with does not in and of itself mitigate anything.”

Hesponse: Please seg response to similar comment PIM.02.

Comment 2.03: Aesthetics: Draft EIR light and glare analysis and City policy ignore impact of
interior office lighting on nearby residential neighborhoods.

Hesponse: Please see response to similar comment PIM.LO4.

Comment 2.04: Transportation and Parking: impacts on freeways will not be mitigated uniess
the state and County make funds available and give such prejects high priority.

Response: Please see response to similar comment PIM.OS.

Comment 2.05: Transportation and Parking: Traffic signal changes on El Carmino Real
requires Caltrans approval, which is net guarantead.

Hesponss: Please see response to similar comment PIM.OS.

Comment 2.08: Transportation and Parking: Intersection improvements increase wait times
for cross/through traffic.

Response: Intersection analysis is done according to level of service standards included
in the Sunnyvale General Plan. These standards, which are typical and widely accepted
for evaluation of intersection operations, take into account everall intersection delay

versus individual movement delays. It is true that cross traffic will have longer wait fimes.

WP G258 EIRIF-2. 625
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This change, while perhaps not desirable to cross traffic motorists, is not considered a
significant environmental impac?,

Comment 2.07: Noise: A-weighted noise measurements do not detect all noises {e.g., very
low frequencies).

Response: The A-weighted noise level is the accepted method of measuring
environmental noise as it relates to human hearing. This method is commonly used by
acoustical spacialists for projects of this type. State and local guidelines applicable to this
project are in terms of A-weighted noise levels. Also, in response to congcerns similar to
those raised by this commanter, the City in 1995 re-evaluated whether use of a scale
ather than the A-weighted scale was warranted in evaluating cngoing operation noise,
and determined that the A-weighted scale was appropriate, byt that expanded conditions
should also be applied under special conditions "such as a steady, audible tone such as a
whine, screech or hum, or spaech,” require that the A-weighted sound level threshold be
lowered to 45 dBA.

Comment 2.08: MNoise: “CQuiet zonaes” cannot eliminate noise.

Response: Quict areas would be designed to minimize or eliminate traffic noise and mest
the City's exterior noise standard through site layout or barriers.

Comment 2.08: Noise: Limiting construction to daytime hours does net help those who sleep
during the day.

Response: The commenter is correct that this measure in itself does not mitigate the
noise exposure for those who sleep during daytime hours. That particular measure is
designed to mitigate the impact for the majority of people. Additional noise reduction
measures included in Mitigaftion 3-2 are designed to reduce noise levels during hours of
construction.

Commeant 2.10: Noise: Coantractors may not follow construction noise reduction techniques
identified in EIR.

Response: A "noise disturbance coordinator to identify and correct noise problems
experienced during project construction has been included in Mitigation 3-2 as one way to
help the City monitor construction sites and minimize noise. Also, please see EIR chapler
189 {Mitigation Monitaring} for a description of how mitigation measures would be
implementea and monitored.

Commertt 2.11: Air Quality: Mitigation measures for long-term regional air emissions
increases are inadequate (e.g., unsuccessiul transportation modes; policies, not specific
projects).

VPR O B2RIFCIRF-2.625



Downtown mprovernent Program Ulpdate rinal EIR
City of Bunmyvale Z. Responses to Commeants an the Draft EIR
May 28, 2003 Page 2-50

Response: Please see response to similar comment PIM .07, Qualifiers such as “where
practical” are included in Mitigation 10-2 (for lang-term regional air emissions increases).
Because, as a program EIR {see EIR section 1.2), this document does not identify
detailed, site-specific development proposals. Alse, the 10,000-square-foot requirement
for transpertation demand management {TDM) measures is based on a gritical mass of
approximately 25 on-site employees (as identified in Mitigation 10-2), a situation in which
a small business generally could he expected to implement and fund such measures.

Comment 2.12: Air Quality: It is doubtful that local population will adopt alternative
transportation modeas “to the degree required to have much effect.” Bicyele paths need to be
wider and continuous.

Hesponse: Please refer to EIR subsection 7.2.3 (City of Sunnyvale Bike Plan}, whose
implementation the proposed project would help facilitate. A person's choice to ride a
bike is & personal preference, not an environmental issue subject to the CEQA
regquirements for this EIR.

Comment 2.13: Air Quality: Comment pertaining to government lack of initiative in requiring
etectric vehitles, improved emissions, and better fuel performance.

Response: The comment rafers to a perceaived ineffectiveness of state and federal policy.
Similar to response 2.12, a person’s choice to drive an electric vehicle is a personal
preferance, not an environmental issue subject to the CEQA raguirements for this EIR.

Comment 2.14. Alternatives: Comparisen of alternatives should include "hard data, not just
words.” Depicting noise and air quality impacts in Table 2.4 as the same for all five
alternatives is not corredt.

Response: Please see response to similar comment PIM.O&.

Comment 2.15: Air Quality. Draft EIR contains no discussion of microclimate effects of tall
buildings, including wind velacity, swirling effects, and shadows.

Response: Please see response to similar comment PIW.0S.

Comment 2.16: Project Description: Sunnyvale Redevelopment Agency would not propose
an extension of eminent domain authority as part of the project unless the Agency intended to
use that authority.

Hespeonse: EIR subsection 3.9.2 [Overview of Proposed Redevelopment Plan
Amendments) accurately describres the Sunnyvate Redevelopment Agency's authority
and intent regarding the vse of eminent demain.
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Comment 2.17: Land Use: Summary of Draft EIR fext in chapter 4 {Land Use) pertaining to
South of lowa Avenue District, Taaffe/Frances Heritage Housing District, and General Plan
land use policy.

Response: Comment acknowledged. The comment appears to cite specific Draft EIR
text with no related comment.

Comment 2.18: Project Description: If no changes are intended for the South of Olive District,
why is the district included in the project area?

Responsge: Please refer to EIR subsactions 3.9.4 {Anticipated Specific Redevelopment
Activities) and 4.3.2(8) {Proposed Land Use Changes—South of Jiive Area). The
redavelopment projest area (including the South of Olive area) and associated proposed
Hedevelopment Plan amendments are inciuded in the Downtown Improvement Program
Updaie. Therefore, the South of Olive area could benefit from redevelopment
activities—e. ., street improvements {resurfacing, realignments), strestscape
improvernents {widening sidewalks, landscaping, decorative street light poles),
infrastructure improvements (water, storm drainage}, and implementation of historic
district development standards—all of which are expected to be facilitated by the
improvement Program Update.

The comments here regarding Policy N1-1 mix up General Plan stated "Policies" and
"Action Statements," but are nevertheless generally acknowledged. These cited
“Policies” and "Action Statements” are listed on DEIR page 4-8.

Comment 2.19: Land Use: Intensification of land use, as described in EIR subsection 4.3.4
(land use impacts and mitigation measures) would resuli in “less-than-significant” impacts only
if “urbanization” of Sunnyvals is acceptable to its citizens.

Response: "Urbanization” of Sunnyvale, inciuding the Downtown, is specifically provided
tor in the City's adopted City of Sunnyvale General Plan. With regard to the character
and intensity of such urbanization, which this comment appears to aliude to, the desired
character of this urbanization, including maximum permissible building heights at various
downtown locations, is also already established in the City-adopted City of Sunnyvale
General Plan, 1993 Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan, Sunnyvale Zoning Code
{Sunnyvale Municipal Code Title 18). The proposed project does call for an increase in
maximum building height limits currently set ferth in the Generat Plan, 1893 Specific Plan
and Zoning Code for subdistricts 18a and 20. The project would increase the maximum
building height lirnit from 30 feet to a revised maxirnurm of 100 feet in subdistrict 18a, and
from a current maximum of 55 feet to a revised maximum of 100 feet in subdisirict 20 (see
Table 18.2). However, the proposed proiect also calls for a decrease in maximum
building height limits currently set forth in the General Plan, 1283 Specific Plan, and
Zoning Code for subdistricts 1a, 4, 5, 6, 13, 13a, 14, 15, 16, and 17. For subdistrict 13,
the rnaxirmum building height limit would be reduced from 125 feet to 100 feat; for
subdistricts 4, 5, and 6, the maximum building height would be reduced from 50 feet to 40
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feet; and for subdistricts 13, 13a, 14, 15, 16, and 17, the maximum building height wouid
e reduced from 50 feet to 30-50 feat,

Comment 2.20: Aesthetics: Visual analysis should not “simply accept guidelines writien by the
same agensy that prepared the project” (e.g., regarding Mathilda corridor, visual gateways,
visua cormidors).

Response: The comment suggests that it is incorrect to apply guidelines written by the
lead agency ("the same agency that prepared the project which is the subject of the EIR")
rather than "independently evaluating” the project impacts, The CEQA Guidelines are
¢iear in indicating that locally-adopted policies, standards and reguiations are a proper
and important facter in determining the significance of environmental impacts. CEQA
Guidelines section 15125 under Article 8, "Contents of Environmental impact Reports,”
subsection (d), states that "the EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the
proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. Also, the new
Appendix GG of the post-1998 CEQA Guidelines, an updated and improved initiat Study
Checklist, references |ocal policies, taws and regulations pertaining to environmental
factors as key impact and mitigation criteria. As common practice, the new Appendix G
nitial Study Checklist is now used to determine thresholds of significance, and refliects
the most recent thinking by environmental professionals regarding the kinds of
environmental issues that agencies should generally addrass in environmental
documernts.’

The impact conclusions and mitigation measuras set forth in the Draft EIR are based on
the independent judgments of the EIR authors. The EIR authors have indepandently
determined that the pertinent design guidelines currently included in the City-adopted
1993 Downtown Specific Plan for tall buildings in the Nodh of Washington District
{subdistrict 1) should be revised to atso apply to tall buildings on Mathilda south of
Washington Avenue {subdistricts 13, 18a, and 20}, including those already-adopted
Specific Plan guidelines pertaining to roof treatment, building materials, celors, and other
architectural details. The EIR authors applied their extensive professional experience in
urban design, urban planning, and specific plan formulation to evaluate the adeguacy of
the existing adopted Specific Plan guidelings for the north of Washington area, and
determined that their expanded application to areas south of Washington would serve to
effectively mitigate the potentially adverse aesthetic impacts of the proposed building
height and land use changes along the Mathilda corridor.

Simitarly, the EIR authors have independently determined that the various provisions and
recommendations set forth in the April 2002 Downfown Design Flan, a document which
was also independently prepared by a group of qualified urban design and architectural
professionals {ELS), pertaining to street character, urban design, building setbacks/build-

‘Remy et al., Guide to the California Environmental Quality Ast {CEQA), 1998 (Tenth) Edition, page
179,
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to requirements, and design guidelines for the Mathilda Avenue District, if adopted as
actual City-imposed standards and guidelines, wouid serve to effectively mitigate potential
Mathilda Avenue carridor aesthetic impacis.

With respect to the aesthetic effect of tall buildings at visual gateways and visual
corridors, the EIR authers have sought to minimize the subjectivity of such judgements by
properly relying on, and maintaining consistency with, gurrent, City-adopted policies and
guidelines regarding this and cther aesthetic issues, as listed on DEIR pages 5-6 through
5-11. For gxample, the following adopted Sunnyvale General Plan policies were
considerad;

. Utilize adopted City design guidelines to achieve compatible architecture and
scale for renovation and new development in Sunnyvale’s neighborhoods.
{Action Statement NT1.2.2, p. 171}

- Permit more imtense commercial and office development in the downfown, given
its central location and accessibility to transit. (Policy N1.12)

] Continue to encourage Infill development or radsvalopment which is compalible
with the use, densilty, setbacks, height and, where possible, the prodominant
building style and size of the surrounding district or neighborhood. (Actian
Statement A.2c, p. 95}

] Strengthen the downtown as the visual as well as functional focus of Sunnyvale.
{Action Statement A3, p. 96)

= Encourage distinctive projects at major nodes which have a coherent spatiat
refationship and create dynamic spaces af these intersections. {Action Statemeant
A.3h, p. 96}

: Avoid tall buifdings which create a tunne! effect, and where necassary step the
building back above the second fevel or stagger setbacks on the street. [Action
Statement C.4), p. 102)

x Ensure that buildings are appropriate fo their confext and designed to be
compatible with surrounding properties and special districts. {Policy C.5, p. 103)

. Avoid buildings which do not have a sirmilar scale or height as surrounding
properfies, except &t gateways or for landmark structures. (Action Statement
£.5¢, p. 103)

Regarding the important concern expressed regarding potential "loss of views of distant
hilis and sky (ctoud, sun, moon, and stars)," the Downtown Dasign Plan provisions have
been specifically formulated 1o preserve such views from most public rights-of-way.
However, some private properties may experience a disruption in current views, a fact

WFR.hG20 FEIRNF-2 828



Crowntown Improvernent Program Update Finz! EIR
City of Sunnyvale 2. Hesponses to Camments on the Draft EIR

May 25, 2003 Page 254

which warrants full consideration by City decision-makers in their deliberations on the
proposed project. The proposal would increase maximum building heights in three
specific subdistricts {13, 18a and 20) and would reduce maximum building heights within
a number of other subdistricts (1a, 4, 5, 6, 13a, and 17). No existing City-adoptad
policies, guidelines or standards with respect {0 protection of views towards hills and sky
wollld be violated by the project changes. The downtown and surrounding residential
neighborhoods are generaliy flat--i.e., generally share the same elevation. Depending on
the location of the vantage point, any huiiding or other structure in these areas in excess
af ane story in height would disrupt through views of distant hills. The reasonable goal is
1o provide view comdorg through downtown and other low-lying urban areas, towards the
hills. This goal is adeguately achieved by the proposed project, as explained on DEIR

pages 5-17 and 3-18.

Comment 2.21: Aesthetics: Draft EIR does not address light from tall buildings or glare from
large windows,

Response: Please see response to similar comment PIM.0D4.

Comment 2.22: Public Services and Utilities--Parks: “Since fittle undeveloped land exists in
the downtown area, it is not reasonable to conclude that such [park] fees will mitigate the lagk
of adequate park space in the area.”

Hespanse: EIR subsection 8.6.4 (Parks and Recreation—Impacts and Mitigation
Measures) accurately describes potential impacts, and City requirements for mitigating
those impacts, on parks and recreation, including the potential for setiing aside open
space in future residential develepments, additional land and improvemeants at nearby
Murphy Park, and employee recreational and exercise amenities {&.q., work-out rooms) at
future office developments.

Comment 2.23: Alternatives: Draft EIR does not evaluate the beneficial impact of
approximately four-acre plaza and green included in Alternative 4 (Multi-Use Altarnative); “[t]his

is a sarous omission.”

HAesponse: The alternatives analysis (EIR chapter 18} discusses the aesthetic qualities o
the Town Plaza and Green {page 18-25). The Alternative 4 site plan (Figure 18.1} shows
no equipment, structures, or recreational facilities on the plaza/green, nor did the
description provided by the proponent indicate otherwise, therefore, use of the
plaza/green for active recreation was not assumed. Nevertheless, the EIR concludes
{page 18-28, “e. Public Services and Utilities"), “This alternative would rasult in iess
demand for increased public services [including parks and recreation}, since new
development in the Specific Pian area would be reduced.” The conclusion remains valid;
NG “sarigus omission™ has occurred.
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Alternative 4 is ultimately considered infeasible for the very reason that the comment is
promoting the alternative: the proposed Town Plaza and Green would require large-scale
demolition of existing downtown Sunnyvale (EIR page 18-30).
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Comments to the EIR. By Leonita Pistor, Sunmyvale Resident, 13 May, 2003,
leonitapistor @vahoo.com

The caty planners should ask themszbves what is the nsk of the regevelopment going @ o J
wrong, and is the town willing 1o 1ake that zisk? This 15 purpesefully questuoned as “is the :
town willing to take that fisk™, because the residents will be living with the results long

afizr the wwn council have received their kudes for the redevelopment bull dozer.

Will there be an assessment of the cost of 2 bad rehab.. ?

Heveral changes 1o the downtown plan have peen made. which do indicate that elements
are listening to residents. and are striving Ior the common good {0 make the city resident
oriented. not splely business serving.

The EIR does pot adequately seem to address the change in character of the downtown, @ f}Z-
nor where the center of the town should ba. Wil it really all be a cvber connected '
internet world? Well just a conpie dayvs aga, although Sunmyvale community class

registration sould bz done by phone, by fax. by intemet or by mail, cancellation had 1o be

done in person. Whers (s Sunnyvale’s CENTER? Somehow, the Plan should address

WAL KNG distance between services delivered by the town, The EIR did not do that as

well.

Draes the emplovment estimate take inio account the curTent econormic down turn in it's é %
projection of population, houssholas, persons per household, total jobs, wal emploved ’
residents, and rabo of jobsthousehold?

Secdon 6 i3 “Population, Housing. and Empioyment.” Somewhere suggested in the ? 7. 4,
numbers of para 6.1.3 15 that if the nurnbar of jobs per bousehold goes up, then all is well .

for the populace. Let's think about the numbers. In 2000 there are 2.5 people per

hotsehold and there are 2,35 jobs per housshold. That means neasly evervone is working

2ll the time. Almoat avervone has a joh. Seems sood huh? MNow think abou this. In 2020,

there will be 2 48 nersons per household and 2,61 jobs. That means evervone is working

more than one job. Or mavbe it means that evervone needs o work more than one job to

pay off medical bilis, and hizh housing cost bills, and childcare bills. Think of a family of

three. That means that both parents NEED 1o work more than full tisne 10 make ends

tneet. Thisis bad overall for a future educated consciencious populace.

The EIE mentions the removal of the hotel. The lack of 2 hotel within “walking distanee™ % 06
of the train station is not like the “Europear siyle” towns thar resi¢ents envision. If there

actually is going to be business downtown - offlice. retanl. iving, there will be a need for

nousing guests and visitors, Yes the people can be in a variety of hotels on Lawrence,

Mathildga, E] Camino Real. but though these locations are “minutes™ away by car, 2 3+

mile walk is prohibitive. There are still tourist eiements that would welcome siaying in a

“smal] town" hotel. The Pacific Ino might oot be 2 national cham, and therefore nas

tougher times attracting the corporate customers. but it is definitely quaint The

downtown hotel can be a positive discriminater in favor of Sunnyvale,



Concerning the section in Chapter 3, Assthetics. lmpacts on District-Specific Visual
Characterzstics or Features, (1) Town Cemer Mall Disirict (sobdistriet 18). It 15
concluded that there will be & “beneficial visual irmpact.™ I would like to know if that is
weighed against the cost of the project. and weighed against the merits of other plans.

Currently the downtown Sunnivele has several very negative visual aspects, from the
billowy black plastic covering chain unk fences, to torn up mestly vacant cement parking
Iots, to empty storefronts. Therefore, many possibilities will oifer a vistal improvement.
However, is it not the responsibility of the city council to be public (not business)
servanis” Business will most certainly push for options that are most profitable to them. It
is the city council who has the moral obligation to the tax paving, rent paving, momzage
paving, bili paying residents o seek a solurion that will benefit the popuiace.

What does that mean? It means buetiding a community where people have the chance to
serendipitously mest on the street. Does the eity of Sunnyrvale see itself as a hub of small
energeric neighiborhoods and neignborhaod centers, or 15 it a schroear of homogenons
constmers who all shop for the same generne mode du jour in bulk guantites, and dove
for tne couple f2w miles berween the megastores?

The current downtown plan does not address the width of buildings along the sidewallk.
"Block long” structures have a negative impact on pedestrians. For example. the ons-
block square parking lots are monopalistic, and moenolithic. With a black long structure,
peoole cannot stop at small independen: shops in between. There is a “dead space”™ along
the parking structure for pedestrians. I think buildings should be no longer thar 1/4 block
wide, with space between the huiidings for alleyways.

Why are peopie all 5o happy about squirveling away their meagsr earmngs aftar expensas
to 2o on a Eurgpean whirlwind 1-week wrip? The old buildings. the promenades. the
beautiful cities, the sun-drencied street cajes, the central]y located hotel. the memro traing.
the flower boxes in the windows, the guaint shops. Sunnyvalz downtown has the chance
1o have that o0, What the Sever-Dav-Tounists don't see is thar there™s 2 Child Welfare
center in that ornate stome building, and 4 mini-library ouipost between the flower shop
and the coffes shop, and the onz-scrzen theater play the latest acclaimed movie next to
ihe hat shop. a medical clinic is upstairs from the posh designer suit boutiqee. There’s a
post office next to the bank, a pharmacy and mind grocery store. All these human-friendly
goodies are serving the inhabiiants, but transparent to the tourists. in other words, rich
pedestrians can LIVE in a European city, can Jive very, very well, and median income
inhabitants can live with self respeci, Even a new modemn building in the midst of old
puildings work well. This iz becauss with real city infill, the landlord to the lefi and the
landlord ko the right won't budge, so e faturistic design building in the middle stili
offers the same amount of pedestrian services as its historic neighbors.

S0 how will narrower buildings improve the guality of life for residents? It will break up
the monotony of concrete, and wil! give pedesthans a chance to stop and see and be seen.
Diversity is the spice of life” Huge storzs are difiicult for small business owners to fill.
Therzfore only large chains would tend to ogcupy down town, And large chains are
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corporats, and homagenous firougnout the nation. Thiz will noi make Sunnyvale unigue,
It will however provide caplive consumers.

Concerning 2) North of Washington District {subdisiricts 1 and 1a plus additzonal arsas).
Thus was only compared 1o the Mozan boildings, saying that it would have a “less-than-
significant adverse visnal impacts.” This goes on the assumption that people iike the
Mozart buildings. It basically savs that if ths Mozart boildings are . then thess other
buildings will be ok, Well - many many pecple do not like the Mozan buildmgs and
were aghast whan they saw tha real scope. The Mozart buildings obviously didn't win
anv seriously competitive architeceure contests, kukh.

The EIR doss not address the negative visual and nsvocholomical impact of vacant
building with huge for-rentffor lease signs. This is a likelihood given the economic
dovwnnum, and the large vacancy rate of sswablished business park areas.

Where in Section 4 does the EIR address the maffic along Fair Oaks. If Moffet Business
park will reallv take off. and Matnilda iz jammed Fair Oaks and Lawrence Expy are
alternativas.

Conterning Section 7
Pedesoian. Bicvele, and Transit impacts. The impacts of the prodect on local pedestrian. bicyele.
and wansit aconviry are deseribed helow,

Pedestnian lmpacts. Pedestrian access will be provided by existing sidewalks, crosswatle, and
redestian stznals at the signatizad mrersections. Pedesirian condilions will also be improved if
rraject (Design Plan) recommended pedestrian facility modificarions are vplemented (widened
sidewalks, etc.}. Therefore, addrtional padasmiar traffic due o the proposed project is expecied o
have a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation. INo significant impacts have been idemtified; no mitigation is required,

The above statemen: that & less-than-significant impact assumes that the cusrent level of
pedestrianism 1+ the desired state. In reality, increesed pedestrianism and reduced
gutomobile usase is the desired s1ate. It is difficult for pedestrians to cross Mathilda (e.z.
to go from the town center to the citv halll. The increased wraffie will make this even
more difficult, If there really will be more resident: downtown, the people and children
will want to cross Mathilda to get 10 Wachington Park. What a shame it would be to
drive. Think of the father/mothes/care giver with the anisv toddier {or itwo) on a blazing
hot July afternoon, waiting a: the cross wali to get 1o the pool at Washington Park. now
walnng axtra long becanse of the wereased waffic on Marthilda. The question should be,
will the proposed project deter or encourage pegestrianism. Whal alternatives would
produce a batter resuli? As a metric, does the plan have walking distance betwean
services? Adternatively this can be asked. what is the distance between keyv sites, and 15
that stll walkable (2 minutes, 5 minutes, 10 minetes. .. etc). Walkable dozs not mean as
the crenw flies. Walkabie for children should also be 4 metoic. Widened sidawalks only
make sense when there's g puaee o walk from. and to.
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Bicvcle Impacts. Bicvcle access will be provided v the existing bicvele facilitias, In addition, &
n= bicyvcle lane has been planned and funded for Evelyn Avenue between Brroardo Avenue and
Sumnyvale Avenue. The proposed project (Dovntown Desigo Fian) also recommend s additional
bicvcle facilities to be providad on streess in the vicinity of the project area. Addirional bicycle
rrafiic due 1o the proposed prosect is therefore expested to have a lass-than-significant impact.

Mitigation. Mo significant impacts kave been identifizd; no mitgatror is requized,

The EIR assumes that the eurrant state of bicycle access in the downtown arca is
desirable. in reality, Mathilda is very, very scary to ride a vike on. It is desirable to have
more bike access on Mathilda, wo ger people over to Moffet Park. 1o get them all around.
The impact of the Plan with itz increase traffic, and cars going in and out of driveways,
will further deter cvelists. The goad here should not be to have Sunnyvale cvelists who
just drive their bikes up te Skyline on 2 Sunday afternoon. The goal nere should be to
have everyday cyclists, who say. 1t's 5 minures by bike to the mini-grocery to get 2 loal
and bread and bag of oranges, ard the post office is right on the way.

Whas about a turme] under or an overpass over Mathilda?

Bicveles going east wess shouid have at Jeast one (preferraply two) well defined crossing
besides Evelyn (good and guiet) and El Camino. That's gmte a long detour, and suitable
tor the weekender, but a detzrrent for the evervday user.

Transit Impacts. All the transit routzs serving the profeat ares have sufficient capaciny to
accommodate additional mancil rders generated by the proposed project. Projectrelated sffects
on iransit sarvice would therefore repressnt a less-than-significant impact.

Mingation. Mo slpnificant irpacts mave been identified; no midgation is required.

The EIR assumes that the curren: level and romies of transit are desirable. Wil the
current Plar cause enouwgh traffic to block a possible north south tam rowte to Moffet
from Capertino? ‘Will development block & connection to Bart around the Bay?
Increased rider-ship, better routing for multi uss is desirable, How will the Plan be pettes
for multi-use. increased ddership”?

The EIR does not mention the Grevhound bus depet. This has almaost non-stop serviee 1o
San Franciseo, and is less expensive than the Cal Train. If advemised correctly, this could
be a positive discriminator in favor of Sunnyvale.

Parking. less-than-significant.

Thz EIR said there was “less-than-significant™ impact. Again lost opportunity shoulc be
considerzd, and the fact that nzht now. the down town is in a bad shape, so thar almost
any change could be construed as an Improvement. However, to fump all the several
hundred parking spaces in a leviathan shadowy structure, is not an optimal plan, although
1l does make the raios look good

Mitigation steps to avoid “great wall of china syndrorre™ would be to have the balk of
pasking i the rear, and have storz fronts on the sidewalks, Also mitizating features
would be to intersperse shorter garages with commercial buiidings. Large parking Jows are
also not mice 10 walk through. Users and proprietors eventually notice this, and some
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Comment 5.05: General: “What alternative energy sources have been and are being
implemented?™

Response: The CEQA Envirenraental Checklist Form [appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelings), which identifies environmental factors of potential concern to be addressed in
CEQA documents, does not contain an issue area pertaining o “alternative energy
spurces.” The City of Sunnyvale may wish to consider this issue as a matter of City
policy; however, the issue is not germane to EIR content or adeguacy.

Comment 5.06: Transportation and Parking: Comments regarding safety concerns at existing
parking garages.

Response: The comments refer to perceived existing conditions and do not pertain 1o the
environmental analysis of the proposed project. EIR chapter 7 (Transportaiion and
Parking}, section 7.1 {Setiing), describes the existing transportation system serving
downtown Sunnyvale in accordancs with City and County criteria for tratfic impast
analyses.

Comment 5.07: Hazargous Materials: Will “mildew problern” in Mozart garage be remedisd
and how?

Besponse: Please see respense to similar cormment PIM. 18

Comment 5.08: Air Quality: Comment regarding “microclimate changes from the large
buildings.”

Besponse: Pleasa see response to simiar comment PIM.0S,

Comment 5.09: Aesthetics: Comment regarding safe and effective placement of sidewalk
trees.

Responsa: The comment inciudes suggestions and questions primarily regarding the
current (1893) Downtown Specific Plan and proposed (2002) Downtown Design Plan
which does not pertain to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is now in the
record for consideration by the City decision makers in their future deliberations on the
proposed Downtown Improvement Program Update project.

Comment 5.10: Land Use: Comment regarding the train station as “an example of poor
planning.”

Response: The comment questions the ability of City staff to administer a “sensible plan
for the Town Center,” based on past planning decisions in the City of Sunnyvale. The
comment does not pertain to the content or adeguacy of the Draft EIR, but is naw in the
record for consideration by City decision-makers in their future deliberations on the
proposad Downtown improvement Program Lipdate project.
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Comrent 5.11: Miscellaneous: List of various “Heritage District Neighborhood issues that
pertain to the downtown.”

' Response: The various, miscellanecus issues listed fall imo one or more of the following
categories: (1) nen-specific comments referring to perceived existing conditions in
Sunnyvale: (2) comments not pertaining 1o EIR content or adequacy; {3) citywide policy
concerns; and (4} issues already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. For issues listed
which contain a reference 1o a CEQA-defined environmenta! issue {e.g., dust, noise,
bicycle routes, etc.), please refer to the corresponding chapter in the EIR {e.q., air quality,
neige, transpertation and parking, etc.h.

YIFR ONER8FEIR\ F- 2 828
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L i g o Rt
Aar 16, 2003

Re: Comments on EfR for Urban Desim Plag LIDP}

Diear Mr. Paternoster,

My comments conssrning the EIR have wo do with the analysis of the Alremative 44 @ I, ]
design the: was submitted by the “Frisnds of Svmnyvele

Thank you for the efforts of your planning sta®f, in partitular Diane ’Dell, and to Rav
Pendro of Wagst=ff end Associares, for the araivsls of Alternative #4.

However, | do believe an importam par: of the enalysis for Alternative &4 was
overlooked. The EIR focused on the compatison of raw numbers of housing wnis and
square footages for retall and offics spase, {2, guannries, and not the guaiiter of the
overall degigm.

Altsrnarive #4 nos only addresses the coneerns of the City, business comrmunity, proparmy
owners apd developers, bt aiso the pubiic. Alietnative #4 takes the fundamenta’
approack; thas s current problem with the dovatown is the lack of 4 rational svstamn of
through strasts, that the futere success of dowrtown is actua)]y based upon.

Why? Because dowmowne are successful when they provids 2 simple ané
sralghtforward patern of traffic circulatior, be it prdeswrian or vehizniar, I vou want to
SUEOWRZE peopic W come wandsr the strests and snjoy the experience, vol aust give
them 2 sirapls way e get around and s2¢ 7 all.

{ believe the streer system is the single most important design element in 1his early stage
of design deveiopment. The EIR doss bardly tzation it.

The other three alternative dasimns have only one traffic fow pattem (whick starts at
Mathilde and MeKinlev asd terrninates af the naw “op=r” mail) with one weak link to
Murphy 8t via 2 narrow angled walioway and ay. unatraciive extension of Murphy 5t I
this 15 the only waffic fow “system™ in our new dowmrown, then [ beijeve it will oot ba
sufficient or successtul,

The ETR. needs 1o evalume and describs how the fandamapta) fiaw of onr dovriiows was
the eliminznion of ths sweer grid and kow it destroyed = sestem of rational pedestriar and
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venictlar trafic flows. The TownCenter Mall destroved the street grid sveem by
buiiding = “fortress™ dead center in the downtowe.

Albermative #4°s main dasign featare, not mentionsd in the IR, is the opening af the
street gric, as much as feasibiv possibie, o establisk = viable system of maffis fiows.,
TFiis alternatve opens MeKinley through from Mathilda to Sunnyvale Ave; opens Taaffs
through to Evelyn; opens Marphy through 1o McKinisy,; and opens wp two new
pedestrian ondy streets, pamed “Lincoin Mall” which 15 parailel 10 MeKinleyv and rune all
the wey from Matkilda to Sunnyvale. and “Taaffe Mall™ from Mathilde to Taaffe St.
Thess peve “streets™ maks good business sene= pacanse they open up the dowatown for
mors gound floor retall fontage.

Anpthe; featare of Alternative 24 which wes not mentioned in comperison 1o the othar @ m
three ahematives was the naw centraliv iocated 3,75 acre "“Town Piaza and Grean™ which '
hzcemes possiole by the pew street g=id. T believe it oniy makes sense for the new 4.5

million square feer buildomt of downtowa to includs ar o main fearure this modast

amount 0 new public open space,

Also, by way of comparisor, [ wonld ifke the ETR w0 paint out that Aliemative £ é &bﬁ
pravides 21l thes= important design features (the strees grid, op2n space, and lowe:

pnjiding aeights) in anly 18% less toral Suildout souare footage than the proposed

altematives £2 and #3.

If the EIR js able t¢ svaluate the “qualin™ gnd “quentity,” of each design, then I thin the

SIR has vaiue. Ctherwiss, I'm afraid it does not. In this respact, | ask that the EIR
address these concerns in depti.

Sinceraiy,

(m

Andrew I, Malonew
537 5. Tasffe 5t

oo members “Trnends of Sunnirais”
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6. Andrew J. Maloney. 537 §. Taaffe Street, Sunnyvale; May 16. 2003

Comment 6.01: Alternatives: Alternative 4 designed to create “a rational system of through
streets” to open the street grid.

Fesponse: The comment addresses the “quality of the overall design” of Alternative 4
(Multi-Use Alternative) as fundamentally based on “a rational system of through streets.”
As described in the introduction to EIR chapter 18 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project),
CEQA "requires that EIRs contain an analysis of alternatives to the proposed project that
wollid reduce or eliminate environmental impacts.” Therefore, in order to adequatsly and
effectively compare alternatives to the proposed project, the aiternatives analysis must
evaluate the comparative environmental impacts of the alternatives and the proposed
project based on the same environmental issues included in the CEQA Guidelines
Envirormental Checkfist Form and evaluated throughout the EIR in individual chapters
(e.g., land use, aesthetics, population, etc.—see EIR section 1.2, EIR Scope—Significant
lzsues and Concerns).

As presented by the citizens group that formulated Alternative 4, “a rational system of
through strests” (which is not an identified CEQA environmental issug) could directly or
indirectly pertain to several environmental issues as defined by the CEQA Guidelines
(e.g., land use, aesthetics, ransportation and parking). As required by CEQA, the EIR
authors have evaluated Afternative 4 according to CEQA-defined envirenmental issues.
EIR chapter 18 includes that comparative evaluation in acrordance with section 15126.8
of the CEQA Guidelines.

Comment 6.02. Alternatives: Unlike project and other alternativas, Altiernative 4 includes a
Town Plaza and Green.

Response: Please see responses 2.23 (regarding description and analysis of the Town
Flaza and Green) and 8.01 {regarding alternatives analysis). Draft EIR chapter 18
{Alternatives to the Proposed Project) specifically describes the “‘Town Plaza and Green”™
as a primary feature of Alternative 4 {see EIR pages 18-2, 18-21, 18-23, and 18-25}. As
well, Figure 18.1 (Alternative 4: Multi-Use Alternative) iitustrates and labels the Town
Plaza and Green as literally the central feature of the alternative.

Comment 8.03: Alternatives: Alternafive 4 provides street grid, open space, and lower
building heights while providing only 18 percent iess square footage than other alternatives.

Response: Comment acknowledged; calculations derived from Table 18.3 (Alternatives
Comparison: Eslimated Total Building Floor Area) indicate that Alternative 4 would resuit
in a range of approximately 7 percent less total square footage than Alternative 3
(Modified Land Use} and up to 19 percent less square footage than the proposed project.
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Flanning Division
At Diana O'Defl, Associate Planner

Dhiana,

I would like to conmen on the underlying assumption of the Draft Environmenta.
Impact Report (EIR) and the EIR 1erminology. The study notes 4 number of significant
1ssues and concerns that are critical to the comimunity, 2nd on a many of these issues the
report simply clessifies these concerns as “unavoidable.” [ want to reming the planning
department that the unavoidable environmental impacts jdentified on the report as ARE
avoidable. The City of Sunnyvale should choose to limit the scope of the project so that
the adverse environmental impaets are reduced nntl the critdeal issuss to the commiunity
are at less-than-significant levels.

My greatest concemn for the project and this BIR is the topic of increased maffic vobmmes
in and around the project arez, and extending throughout the community. On my sres:
on E. McKinley east of Sunnvvale Ave, the study repons an increase in traffic volume of
14-60%! Other nzarby street sepments are higher, ] bave a hard time swallowing the
report’s conclusion that there will be a less-than-significan: impact on neighborhood
street semments,

The 15993 Sumpyvale Downtown Specific Plan recommended that the eity maintain level
I} a5 the lowest acceptable service level for intersections in the downtown (Policy
P.1UC-12, p.5). The new EIR shows many, many critical intersections throughout the
community wiil be degraded 1o service levels of E, B+, ang F!

Appareatly, the city 18 changing the rules for what ig acceptable. Why are we planning
for greater traffic and congestion that in 1993 we determined 10 be unacceptable? What
has coanged 10 make us aspire w a lower guality of Kfe in Sunnyvale?

1 am also concamed that this study was undertaken during the most significant economic
downimrn thas fhis area has experienced. With even a modest economic recovery, there
would be significantly higher irnpacts reported.

Amnother issus of great concern are the many topics that are discussed in the report that
result in a recoramendation that “no mingstion is required.” For example, section 8
documents that the Sunnyvale School District has reported that “all public elememary
anc middle schools serving the area of downtown Sunnyvale are presenthy at, or over, the
design capacity of tae schools.” The sty goes on 1o deseribe the need 1o accommodats
300 more K-12 students (roughty the equivaleat of ons new elementary school), but sites
section §3993(3)(h) of the CA Government Code where the paymsnt of some developer
fees is enough to cover the full and compiete mitigation of this problem. Therefore, for
this ETR study, school impacts would be considered “lzss-than-significant”™ and that no
MiNEanon 15 required.

10|
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Thers will b= 2 significant schoal capacity problem for the City oF Sunnyvale, but
pecause there is a specific cods section that addresses developer fees, this critcal issue is
not addressed n the EIR. The report describes potential volsrary agreements with the
school distnicts to fond improvements. This 15 incomplzte and wnaceeptable.

The school capacity problem will not go away. How will the Schooi Distrct deal with 1t?
Will the ciry have o find a new property and build a new schoal? Will the city eviet the
Challenger school and re-open Hollenbeck, or re-open De Anrza, or get rid of the senior
center across from Washington Park? Certainly the school boundaries will have to
change — thiz will bs very unpopular with citizens.

Tkers are many other issues i the EIR that should concern Planning and Community 7 0@
Development. Seme of them are documented in the report s Significant Issues and '
Concerns, but much of the report underestimatss the overall irgpact on our commanity.

n summary, I would fike 1o note that [ believe tha redevelopment and revitalization of
the downtown 15 a good thing, and a worthy poal. But I believe that the scope of this
project is far too large and is not io the best interests of the City of Sunnyvale,
Maximizing the profits of developers should not be a planning goal for the Ciry of
Sunnyvale - havirg a quality downtown that the city ¢an be prond of, and having a
quality project that is not achieved at the expense of the quality of life for the residents of
sunmyvale saould be the goal for our downtown revitalization,

Thank wou for vour consideration,

Sincerely,

Ben Mahoney

397 E. MeKiniey 4ve.
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7. Ben Mahoney, 397 E. McKinley Avenue, Sunnyvale: May 16, 2003

Comment 7.01: General. Draft EIR identified "unavoidable” environmental impacts are
“avoidable” if the City iimits scope of proposed project.

Hespanse: The comment expresses a general concern for the overal! scope of the
project by reference to "unavoidable” environmental impacts identified in the EIR. The
gomment does not call into question the EIR's content or adequacy; no response is
required.

Comment 7.02; Transportation and Parking. “[H]ave a hard time swallowing the report's
conclusion that there will be a fess-than-significant [traffic] impact on neighiborhood strest
segments.”

Hesponse: Traffic increases on neighborhood streets with peak hour volumes below 500
vehicles may be noticed by residents, however it is not considered an environmental
impact from the standpoint of quantifiable roadway capacity or safety. For the study

. street segments listed in Tahble 7.16, the existing pius project increment volumes present
the percentage increase anticipated for residential streets in the area. The anticipated
existing plus project volumes are well below typical residential street volumes. Therelfore,
the project is considerad to result in a less than significant impact on study neighborhood
street segments. The potential nevertheless exists for residents on some project study
sireets {0 percaive an increase in traffic volumes from the project, however.

Comment 7.03: Transporiation and Parking. Draft £IR identifies many intersections operating
at traffic level of service (LOS) E, E+, and F, but 1893 Specific Plan recommendead LOS D as
{owest acceptable sarvice kevel

Response: The City of Sunnyvale level of service policy, revised atter VTA adoption of its
Congestion Management Program, was originally established tn 1991, and is:

. Level of Service E cor better for Congestion Management Agency (CMA)
designated "Regionally Significant” intersections, and
. Level of Service D or better for all other signalized City intersections.

The proposed project with mitigation maintains City intersection tevels of service within
current City level of service standards. No level of service paolicy changes are included in
the proposed project.

Comment 7.04. Transportation and Parking. Traffic study was underiaken during economic
downturr.; with even medest economic racovery, future impacts would be “significantly higher”
than reported in Draft EIR.

Response: Traffic projections were made using the Clty's transperation demand modal,
which was calibrated to the base year of 1998, The model forecasts assumed growth to
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buitdout under the currently adopted General Plan. The model is therefore not sensitive
to economic impacts on transportation demand.

Comment 7.05: Public Services and Utilities. Impacts on schools wouid be significant.
Developer fees would not mitigate. Volunfary agreements with school districts to fund
improvements is an “incarmplete and unacceptable” solution.

Response: As explained in Draft EIR subsection 8.5.3 (Schools—Impacts and Mitigatior:
Measures, page 8-18), "Pursuant to section 65995(3) (h) of the California Government
Code {Senate Bill 30, chaptered August 27, 1988), the payment of statutory fees..’is
deemed {o be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legisiative or adjudicative
act, or both, inveolving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real
property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization....” Recognizing
that such fees may not cover the costs of all necessary school facility improvements, the
EIR recommends development agreements between future pre;act applicants and the
school district{s); however, such agreements would be voluntary because they currently
cannot be mandated under California law.

Comment 7.06: General. Much of the Draft EIR “underestimates the overall impact on our
cormmunity,” including on quality of life.

Response. Comment focuses primarily on the merits of the proposed project, Regarding
impact evaluation under CEQA, please see response to similar comment 2.01.

Also, please note that, in keeping with CEQA Guidelines section 15084.7 (Thresholds of
Significance), each tapical chapter of the Draft EIR includas a iisting of the "Significance
Criteria” (thresholds of significance) applied by the EIR authors in determining the
significance of environmental effects and the effectivengss of associated mitigation
measures, and in ensuring that enviranmental impacts are not “underestimated” (see
subsections 4.3.1, 5.3.1, 6.3.1, 7.3.1, 8.31, 9.31, 10.3.1, 11.3.1, 12.3.1, 13.3.1, 14.31
and 15.3.1). These listed thresholds of significance represent quantitative, or
performance levels for pariicuiar environmental topics. Nonconformance with these
performance leveals is normally considered to represent a significant impact, and
compliance is normally considered to mean a less than significant impact. These listed
significance criteria have been formulated based on the California Governor's Office of
Planning and Research Technical Advice Series repont, Thresholds of Significance:
Criteria for Defining Environmental Significance (Septernber 1984) and as recommended
in this report, CEQA Guidalines Appendix G, the CEQA-recommended Environmental
Checklist form.
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Mz. Dwana ODel’

Assnciate Plannor

Flarhing Livision

Clty of Sunmrvaie

458 Wast Ciive Lyenus
Sunnyvaig. CF 4085

Sunject  Dreft Emvironmenta! Impac Report for the Sunnyvale Downtawn Imorovemen:
FProgram Updale

Dear Mz, O'Delf:

The Santa Ciara Vallay YWater District [Districti 5% has reviewsa the subject Jacument,
recEived an Aprl 28, 2003,

The proocsee project cansists of rev.aliz ng the Cly's 125-acre Dowmewn Desgn Plan Ares,
=nd three adjacen: areas that amour: 1 2 total of approximately 150 aces, sounced genzrally
sy the TalTreir tacws/Evelyn Avenue, Bayview Avenue, Carsll Avenus, B Camine Real, snr
Lhares Strest
Sollowing &re sur Sormants on the subject Jocumert:
Section 11.1.1—Arzawide Drainage and Hydroilogy EJ O |
The Orafi Emvironmental impact Report {DEIR) refars tc the foos protection facilities as
Tooe santrel ings” and *“flood conkrol drainsges” throughsu! e gosumest |wauld be
feare acourate to gonsistently refe- to these a5 flood proection facilites.

The lasi senience of the sectior, “Most of the fiooe | . . 2scumences.” is misieading snd
shouls be aeteted.

Section 11.1.6—Lwce! Drainage and Hydrology 5 O z
The fotlowirg nformation shawid be induded in this secton.
Under qurrent condiiians. Sunmyvale Zast and Wes: Channgls de not orevide pratecton

I Ine avent of & 100-vear flaad. The Distris! has ideniffied the resd for improvamenis
or Bunmyvale Sast Chenne: from Guadalupe Sioag™ to Highwey 250 ant on Sunnyvale

Tres moion, of the S Siomm Valey womr Dgies) g ¢ el s e unj'!ﬂl'-‘:_!l;l ovaliy u\::FvE.'.g Trdorila wers Sourey ﬂ
I"ﬂ--'g"l i CErper oL Mﬂ".ﬁ?ﬂﬂ'ﬁﬂl D’Iwmbm "y opmames, :ﬁ‘fh‘.‘:m % e TOnrEnks] - assityl AT
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West Channe! from Guac‘aruue Slough to Highway 101 and has wientifisd these capital
projacis for construciizn by the year 2016 in *hs "Clean, Safe Creeks. and Matural Sipag
Prowctlen™ Aan,

The DTIR comzares tha suiid-out parnided by tne proposed projec to the sxisting
contibons, &s required by Calformia Ervirormensal Quatity Act Guitslines sestion
“5126a and res s in #e Intensificaten of the land use ard therefers Inoraass In the
‘mpemricug sz tes. The proposed project wowd result In significant dranage ang
watar gqualit, — ~ots which must be mitigawed on = profec-by-oroject basis becase
ezch Lrojest - e reauired w minimize both the yolume gnd velooly of surface
rungt throug’ proper design of subswrface Sraing, oh-Site dStETtiDn, appropriate
grading end construsdon bes: manegement practices. and lanassaping programs. The
sistict encourages e Jnetrporatlen of these mitigation reasures to creven: the
meregsec runoff from entaring into Distrist fiood proteclion cnanneis. An assessmen of
curnuigliive runoft mpae: of the develoome-t of the subject ares 2= iz relates to the
watersted ehauld be perdommed and provided for our raview,

Section 11.1.5—Groundwater Quality and Groundwater Related lesuas

This sgeticr sgrtming noomest mfcrmat on regarding the groundwate: Basin Lundartiying
Sunnyvare. Mare currer information gn the greundwater basin can e fourd in the
Dstrict's Groumdwater Managemer? Plan and the 2007 Groandwaler Conditions Report,
zvaiable on the Distisl's website at warw. valleywate-org, Spesiisally, we nave the
foliowing camments:

*

Tabie 1.1 identfiss banedoia uaes for Seuth San Francisco Bay listed in the
San Franziscs Bay Regonal Water Q.ality Tontro! Board's 8845 Sasin Piar. A
simiiz~ t2hle should ze incuded o identty bensficie uzes for groundwter within
the region,

Tne sapth T wawer reng= given {10 to 1.07 0 feet) 15 not accurate. Jopth o water
measurements range from iess than zere Hor fiowing arfes'an welis) ic Bn
everage of 30 o0 85 feat dDelow ground sutace in recant years,

The zasin siorage caoacity is giver as 3 millicn azre-fee. The Dusuicts
ooerationai storace canacity for e entre Santa Clare Valley Subibesin is
350,000 acre-feel. This siorage volume zocounts for maimiaining water ievals
abuve lgvals at which iand supsidence wili recomimence.

The soaement fthese grulfare are slowly hezomirg gortaminzted” is inaccurate.
Vater qualiy i the corhined, drimking wate- aoulfer i the Surnyvaie ares fs
gersa v verv good and meets wate- qualty shjectives far all penefizat uses

The DELR iste agricuiiural praciices, waste disposa sites, incusial land usee
resr sreeks with n'gk persolation, naturaly escaming mercury, herbiclde anc
reslicide Jse, rechame o agulfare with high sait conient watgr, and averdmft

802
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which nas Increesed satwater intrusion &5 causes of groulawater contamination,
Data from tha Distict’s Groundwsater Quiity Monftaing program does not
indicats cngoing groundwater SegraozBon o any of these listed cousses in the
confined, drinking walar aguifar i the Sunmpvaie arsa

Tne DEIR stotes that erosion, sedirtertation, and urtan runof! aolutants have a
“potentialy smnficent impast.” To protect surtace wane: 2nd groundwater
resoarces from degradation. wa agree stongly wilh the impemertation of
titipaiicn meas.Jre 11-1, which requires applicants for future praojecfacilitatac
discrefionary nevalopmant 10 comply wilth ait current sigte. recional. and ofty
wate” qua ity provisions, and adopted Regiona! ‘Watsr Quality Control Board
reguiations whers reguined,

Section 11.2.2-Santa Clare Yaliey Water Disiriet ang Santz Clara Valiey Urban
Runot Paliution Praventon Pregram [SCYURPPF)

L]

The first eemsnne o tio second paragrepn oh p2ge +1-9 st2tes. "In ihe northern:
Sanrta Clara Valley, storm drains flow Sireclly io iosal cresks Gnd San Francisso
bay, with no TeaTnest resessiating the SCVURPER. ! which dons not make
senge. Sloase sxplain,

The fourth senizncs of the second paragraph on page 11-8 states, “Under the
SCVURPEP, pionerty bwne's and conirscors share Liimate resoanzibifity far
ire acfiviies that ooour on & construction site.” which & nottue, The Ciy o
Sunnyvale nariciates in SCVURFPP for its owr perfrit comaliance. No
comiratit- o property owner is ssstciated with SCYURPPE. Propeny owners
2N contractors within the city of Sunnvvais ares conztreinac by mumicipa:
ardinancas aho codes and protosols. Therefore, the ssmance shouls be revised
in tne Binai Environmental Impact Repart to reflect the ckange.

The saocnd sentence of the thins paragrapn or. page 11-8 should be deleted
since the purgpose for the inflation promoted by the Nabioral Soliviast L serarge
Eliminaticn Systeim perit hags nothing to do with providing additicnal
groandwaier inputs.

Tre fourtn peregraph statas thet the Distric? 's respeaslsle for reducing of

&l minzting flooding. Sevaral typical sowians are ised. It should be noted that
tme Digtrct £2es nat implemant floodplain Zoning as this is 8 iEnT USe detson
r@oe by the 2ity. The reducilon o sliminatan gf ficoding is & role of the District
yes the meepensibility is shared with the Digtric: and the ocal municipality.
Bolubons sush as eodplain Zaring and foog proofing ame acminisiersd through
the Cly. Allamaives to strucwra! measures neer’ 10 Dé coneldered in end Jee
planning =0 that struztura: measures which are tynizally :25s enviranmnenially
cempatibie 2nd require l2ss land ares §o ro: bacome tre only viabse or
remainirg soibtion.
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hés, Diens ODel
Fags 4
Maw 1€, 2003

Thank you for allowing us the oppomunity 1¢ comment on DEIR ‘or the eubjes. project IF you
havs any Suesticns or comments, you can call me at 408) 2552507, mxtunsicn 2737

Stncarsiy,

Mo d

:f..&m ﬂkq;'—*h e
Usha Cratwam, .E,
Agsooiate Civil Englnesr
COMmunity orviecis Review Ll

o S Wikame, W \Wadiow, J. Flader, B. Galdie, S, Topes, Jenmie Mitke, U, Chatwan,,
M. Dargle, T. Jecoues, R Narsim, V. Reymers, L. Jaines, Fie ey
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