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City of Sunnyvale | Moffett Place Final Subsequent EIR Introduction

CHAPTER1 INTRODUCTION

On August 30, 2013, the City of Sunnyvale Community Development Department -
Planning Division distributed the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)
for the proposed Moffett Place Project (Project) to public agencies and the general public.
The Draft SEIR considers the City’s implementation of the proposed Moffett Place
Project.

The Moffett Place campus Project is a proposed development of an approximately 53.12
acre Class A office complex in Sunnyvale, California. The applicant is Mathilda Avenue
Campus LLC, Bordeaux Borregas Campus LLC and 1215 Borregas Avenue LLC. The
proposed development would replace 598,144 square feet of existing office space with
six new eight-story office buildings, a two-story amenities building, surface parking and
two three-level parking structures for a total of 1.8 million square feet of total building
area. The Project’s buildings are oriented to surround two large landscaped common
spaces to accommodate active and passive recreation on-site. Refer to Table 1-1,
Proposed Development, below, for detail on the specific buildings. Each office building
would have the same design and building height. The development would be required to
achieve certification from the United States Green Building Council (USGBC) as a
LEED Gold rated buildings in concordance with the Moffett Park Specific Plan’s Green
Building Incentive option and the City of Sunnyvale’s Green Building Program.

TABLE 1-1
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Proposed Buildings Nlél:)?f:sof Gro(sssqlzl;.l:!l1I4£1ege grea MaXlr?l;l;Iel;‘Ielght
Building 1 8 288,259 129
Building 2 8 288,259 129
Building 3 8 288,259 129
Building 4 8 288,259 129
Building 5 8 288,259 129
Building 6 8 288,259 129
Amenities Building 2 50,000 60
Parking Structure A 3-3/4 Levels -- 36.5
Parking Structure B 3 Levels -- 26
Total Project Site Area 1,779,554*

*Combined Max Permitted FAR (including Green Bonus)
Source: DES Architects, 2013

Integral to the campus, the proposed development would also provide a 50,000 square
foot amenities building (included in the approximately 1.8 million square feet) including
a fitness center, café, and extensive outdoor facilities including a pool and sports court.
The amenities center would be solely for the use of the campus tenants and employees.
Creating this type of facility would reduce traffic trips, as employees are more likely stay
on site for lunch and alter their commute times to allow for before or after business hours
workouts or activities.
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The proposed Moffett Place Campus would require the following modifications to
the existing 2004 Moffett Park Specific Plan:

e Text Amendment to allow eight parcels currently planned as Moffett Park
Industrial (MP-I) to change to Moffett Park Transit Oriented Development
(MP-TOD).

e Zoning Map Amendment to allow the intensity of the combined parcels to
increase from a 0.62 to a 0.80 Floor Area Ratio (FAR), to accommodate the
proposed density of 0.78 FAR and approximately 352,000 additional square feet
over the current base zone. An increase in developable square footage up to an
additional 10% is allowed through the City’s Green Building Program.

The proposed square footage over the current maximum FAR would come from the
Moftett Park Specific Plan Development Reserve and would not increase the overall
intensity of Moffett Park. The Development Reserve is a floating reserve space that is
allocated on a first-come, first-serve basis until the entire reserve has been exhausted.

The Moffett Towers SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period in accordance
with § 15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. Copies of the document were distributed to
state, regional, and local agencies, as well as organizations and individuals, for their
review and comment.

§15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a
written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments received
during the noticed comment period and any extension and may respond
to late comments.

In accordance with § 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Sunnyvale
Community Development Department - Planning Division, as the lead agency, has
evaluated the comments received on the Draft SEIR for the Moffett Towers Project and
has prepared written responses to the comments received.

This Final SEIR presents all comments on, and responses to, the Moffett Place Draft
SEIR. Section 2 of this document provides all the written comments on the SEIR, and
presents responses to significant environmental issues raised in the written comments (as
required in the CEQA Guidelines § 15132). Each comment letter is labeled to correspond
to an index table (Table 2-1) presented in Section 2. Where a comment results in a
change to the SEIR text, a notation is made in the comment indicating that the text is
revised. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeeuts) where text is removed,
and by bold font (bold font) where text is added. All changes to the Draft SEIR are
compiled in Section 3 of this document, “Refinements and Clarifications to the Draft
SEIR”.

The focus of the response to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental
issues that are raised in the comments, as specified by § 15088 (c) of the CEQA
Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the
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proposed Project. However, when a comment is not directed to significant environmental
issues, the responses indicate that the comment has been noted and that no further
response is necessary.

The SEIR consists of three documents, which include the Draft SEIR text and technical
appendices, and this document. The City of Sunnyvale will utilize this project-level SEIR
in conjunction with the program-level MPSP Final EIR for the implementation of the
proposed Moffett Place Project. Together, the program-level MPSP Final EIR and this
project-level SEIR are intended to provide project-level analysis of the potential
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the Moffett Place Project.
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CHAPTER2  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT SEIR

Section 2.1 (List of Comment Letters Received) provides a list of all agencies,
organizations, and individuals that provided written comments on the Moffett Place
Draft SEIR. The verbatim comment letters, and responses to environmental issues raised
in those letters, are presented in Section 2.2 (Written Comments and Responses).

21 List of Comment Letters Received

The following agencies and organizations provided written comments on the Draft SEIR:

211 Regional Agencies
e Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)

21.2 Organizations

e Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, Sierra
Club joint letter

e Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency

213 Individuals

e Eleanor S. Hansen

e Edwina Johnson

e Martin Landzaat

e Brian Taylor; October 2, 2013
e Brian Taylor; October 14, 2013
e Rick Jones

e Jim Bater
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2.2 Written Comments and Responses

2.21 Index to Response to Comments

All letters received during the public review period for the Draft SEIR are listed in Table
2-1 (Index of Comments Received), below. Each response letter is reproduced in its
entirety with the issues of concern numbered in the right margin. Correspondingly
numbered responses to the comments follow each letter.

Table 2-1: Index of Comments Received

Letter Commenter
A Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
B Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, Sierra Club
joint letter

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency

Eleanor S. Hansen

C

D

E Edwina Johnson
F Martin Landzaat
G

H

Brian Taylor; October 2, 2013
Brian Taylor; October 14, 2013
| Rick Jones

J Jim Bater
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Letter A — Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

/ﬁ v ot Ry

October 15,2013

City of Sunnyvale

Planning Division

P.O. Box 3707

Sunnyvale, CA 94088-3707

Attention: Shaunn Menderin
Subject: Moffett Place
Dear Mr. Menderin:

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff have reviewed the Supplemental Draft
EIR (DEIR) and TIA for 1.8 million square feet of office development for a site bounded by
Moffett Park Drive, Mathilda Avenue, Borregas Avenue, and SR 237. We have the following
comments.

Freeway Segment Analysis and Impacts

The TIA and DEIR indicate that the project would result in significant impacts according to
CMP criteria to three mixed-flow segments of US 101 and six mixed-flow segments of SR 237.
As a mitigation measure, the DEIR and TIA propose that the project sponsor shall make a

A-1 contribution to regional transportation improvements identified in the Valley Transportation Plan
(VTP 2035). The TIA and DEIR note that, “These improvements are anticipated to relieve traffic
congestion added by the project. Therefore a fair share contribution to these regional projects,
which VTA is actively designing, would constitute mitigation toward the following identified
freeway impacts.” VTA agrees that a contribution to these projects constitutes an appropriate
mitigation measure for the freeway impacts for the reasons cited in the TIA and DEIR.

The DEIR & TIA note that “The project applicant will be required to work with the City of
A-2 Sunnyvale and VTA to determine the amount of the fair share contribution.” VTA recommends
that the City determines the appropriate amount of contribution to be included in the FEIR.

Land Use Mix

One factor that can increase the likelihood of employees taking transit, walking and bicycling to
A3 anew development is to provide on-site services, restaurants and amenities. These other uses
have the greatest trip-reduction benefit if they are open to the public, so nearby employees and
residents can access them as well. VTA encourages the City to work with the applicant to
incorporate these other uses in the proposed project.

3331 North First Streel - San Jose, CA 95134-1927 - Administration 408.321.5555 - Customer Service 408.321.2300
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City of Sunnyvale
October 15, 2013
Page 2

i Transportation Demand Management - Shuttle Service
The TIA states that, “It is recommended that the project either subsidize an existing shuttle or
provide a private shuttle to facilitate direct transit access between regional transit hubs (such as
A-4 downtown Sunnyvale Caltrain Station) or other potential markets to the project site, based on a
market analysis. The developer, in cooperation with the City and other potentially benefiting
parties, should provide such an analysis and other logistical requirements for evaluating and
establishing shuttle service.” VTA agrees and recommends that this requirement be included as a
L specific, enforceable condition of approval for the project.

Transportation Demand Management - Transit Incentives
VTA encourages the City to work with the applicant to explore Transportation Demand

Management (TDM) measures that would reduce the number of single-occupant vehicle trips
generated by the project and provide incentives for project residents to take transit. VTA

A-5 recommends that the City consider requiring the project applicant to provide VTA Eco Passes or
similar discounted transit passes to employees on a continuing basis, as a Condition of Approval
of the project. The VTA Eco Pass is a photo ID validated with an annual sticker to provide
unlimited rides on VTA Bus and Light Rail seven days a week. VTA sells Eco Passes at a
discount to employers, housing developments, and educational institutions. For more information
about VTA’s Eco Pass program, please contact Angela Sipp of VTA at (408) 321-7519.

Pedestrian Accommodations

VTA is pleased to see recommendations in the TIA for several new and improved pedestrian
facilities near the project site, including: new sidewalks along the project perimeter; countdown
pedestrian signal heads at the Mathilda Avenue/Innovation Way-Proposed New Roadway
intersection to improve access to the Lockheed-Martin LRT station; sidewalks on the east side of
Borregas Avenue between Gibraltar Drive and Moffett Park Drive to improve access to the

A-6 Borregas LRT station; sidewalks along the west side of Borregas Avenue to connect with
pedestrian/bicycle overcrossings of US 101 and SR 237; and enhancements to the
Borregas/Mathilda intersection such as Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB), In-
roadway Warning lights (IRWL), raised crosswalks, and/or reduced curb radii (pgs. vi-vii). VTA
agrees with all of these recommendations and recommends that they be included as specific,
enforceable conditions of approval for the project. We also recommend including a bus shelter
and pad for the existing bus stop on Mathilda Avenue in order to encourage transit use.
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City of Sunnyvale
October 15,2013
Page 3

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please call me at
(408) 321-5784.

Sincerely,

c : |

Roy Molseed

Senior Environmental Planner

cc: Erik Alm, Caltrans
Brian Brandert, Caltrans

SU1205
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Response to Letter A — Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

A-1

A-2

A-3

A-4

A-5

The comment notes that mitigation for impacts on freeway segments should include fair share
mitigation for regional transportation projects is identified in the Valley Transportation Plan
(VTP 2035) and the VTA agrees with this mitigation. This comment is not at variance with the
conclusions or analysis in the EIR and no changes to the EIR were made as result of this
comment.

The comment notes that VTA recommends that the project applicant be required to work with
the City and VTA to determine the project’s fair share contribution. The fair share contribution
will be calculated prior to occupancy of each phase of the development to ensure that the fair
share calculations represent the most current cost projections and fair share agreements. No
changes to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.

The comment recommends that the project incorporate other land use mixes into the project.
The proposed project includes a 50,000 square foot amenities building that would include uses
such as an exercise/health club area, locker rooms with showers, and a cafeteria. The intent of
providing the amenities building is to provide these services at the project site to facilitate
employees taking alternative forms of transportation (e.g., bike or walk) to work and to eat
onsite rather than leaving the site in a car. Furthermore, the applicant proposed Travel Demand
Management (TDM) measures to reduce the amount of traffic generated by the project.
Elements of the TDM that have been incorporated into the project are described on page 3-22
and 3-23 of the EIR. Conceptual TDM measures are shown in Figure 3-19. The amenities
building will be for the use of the employees of the buildings located on the site. This is to
reduce the number of parking spaces needed as well as to minimize impacts to existing
intersections and freeway segments that are currently operating at unacceptable levels of
service. No changes to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.

The comment recommends the project subsidize an existing shuttle or provide a private shuttle.
As noted on page 4.6-13 of the EIR, there are a number of local shuttles specific to the Moffett
Park Area that provide service within Moffett Park and to surrounding neighborhoods and
transit facilities. The Moffett Park Business and Transportation Association provides information
on the shuttle programs to tenants in Moffett Park. Additionally, the conditions of approval
include a requirement for the developer to explore a private shuttle as a TDM measure. No
changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

The comment recommends transit incentives to encourage future employees of the project to
take alternative transportation. The TDM measures on page 3-23 of the EIR include the
following measures that would provide incentives to take public transit:

e Financial Incentives: Tenants provide VTA Eco Passes, which give holders unlimited rides on
VTA light rail, bus, and express bus services, and Guaranteed Ride Home services, for their
employees;
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e Work Schedule Options: TDM Coordinators assist employees with telecommuting and
compressed/alternative work schedule activities; and,

e Carpool Matching: TDM Coordinators assist employees with carpool matching.

The Moffett Park Specific Plan requires a 20% to 30% trip reduction through a TDM program. A
draft TDM program will be required as a condition of approval to be approved prior to the
issuance of the first building permit. Ongoing monitoring will be required to ensure compliance
with the TDM goals. No Changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

A-6 The comment recommends that pedestrian safety enhancements be made at intersections as
recommended in the project Traffic Impact Analysis. These safety enhancements will be
included as a condition of approval.
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Letter B - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, Sierra Club joint letter
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Response to Letter B - Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, Sierra Club
joint letter

B-1

B-2

B-3

The comment refers to a March 15, 2013 letter submitted in response to the Notice of
Preparation and provides a brief summary of the project description. The City received the
March 15 letter and included the recommendations into the project. The letter is incorporated
into the EIR as part of Appendix A. The comment states the “green” density bonus is
appropriate for this project. The City concurs, and per the City’s Green Building Program, the
applicant will be developing the project to meet LEED Gold Certification. No changes to the EIR
were made as a result of this comment.

The comment notes the proposed building renderings show glass surfaces some reflective and
some transparent. It should be noted that the architectural renderings provided in the project
application and EIR are for illustrative purposes and do not necessarily represent all of the
architectural details of the building. The City is currently studying this issue; however actual
policy and standards have not been adopted. At this time, the City does not concur that the
proposed buildings represent a significant risk to bird collisions. The applicant is aware of the
current concern with glazing on buildings. Research indicates that typically, the main issue of
concern is the first 60 feet of building facades facing a significant amount of open space. The
proposed building design includes architectural details to break up the amount of glazing on the
facades. The applicant will further refine the design and glazing for those areas facing open
spaces areas to break up the glazing and reduce reflectivity to limit lighting. The current
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4(a) has been modified (shown in underline below) to provide this
clarification as noted below:

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4(a): Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project applicant
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director, that the proposed
building design incorporates design features for bird-safe buildings, so long as they do not
conflict with the Project objective of constructing an energy efficient building designed to meet
LEED Gold certification. Bird-safe design guidelines, such as the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings
adopted by the City of San Francisco Planning Department in July 2011 should be used to identify
appropriate design features. Design features shall be directed towards the building facades that

face large open space areas. In addition, the developer will be required to work with future

tenants to implement a “Lights Out” program.

The comment states that the EIR does not provide adequate analysis to the support the
conclusion that project would not result in cumulative impacts on birds and migratory bird
movement. The City does not concur that adequate analysis has not been provided in the EIR.
Mitigation for bird collisions is addressed through the implementation of bird safe design
guidelines. Implementation of these guidelines is applied to new development as it is developed
and is applied to projects individually. Additionally, the site is not located on a migratory bird
path. As new development progresses through the area, more buildings will be built with bird
safe designs, providing more protection from bird collisions on a cumulative basis. Mitigation
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B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

Measure 4.3-4(a) requires the project to implement bird safe designs such as those adopted by
the City of San Francisco Planning Department in July 2011. Please see comment B-2 above
regarding some of the bird safe measures that the proposed project has included in its design.
No changes were made to the EIR as result of this comment.

The comment states that mitigation for bird safe design requirements is negated by project
objective of meeting LEED Gold Certification. The project applicant has incorporated bird safe
design measures into the project. Please see Response B-3 above. There are glazing design
features that are compatible with energy conservation and bird safe design such as low
reflectivity and opaque surfaces. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.
Please see Response B-2 regarding the building renderings. No changes were made to the EIR as
a result of this comment.

The comment states that additional analysis and adequate mitigation are required to reduce
potential impacts to less than significant. The commenter does not state what additional
analysis or mitigation is required. Please see Response B-2 regarding the bird safe designs that
are to be incorporated into the proposed project as mitigation measures have already been
identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this
comment.

The comment states that the City should consider “green” criteria other than LEED criteria for
the “Green Bonus,” which permits increased density to developments that incorporate these
measures. The LEED criteria incorporate other measures besides energy efficiency such as
redevelopment of existing sites and proximity to public transit which have benefits to wildlife
because it encourages development on previously developed sites rather than undeveloped
land. The City does not concur that incorporating LEED design criteria negates bird safe design.
Please see Response B-2 for the bird safe design measures that have been incorporated into the
building design. Mitigation Measure 4.3-4(a) references the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings
adopted by the City of San Francisco Planning Department in July 2011. This measure is
required independent of meeting LEED standards. Please see revisions to mitigation measure
4.3-4(a) noted in Response B-2 regarding a “Light Out” program.

Please see Responses B-2, B-4, and B-6. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this
comment.

The comment suggests that the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would make a
significant contribution to the cumulative impact of nitrogen deposition in the Bay Area on
nutrient-poor soil communities, including serpentine soil communities (which harbor protected
species such as the Bay checkerspot butterfly).

The project would not make a significant direct or cumulative contribution of nitrogen
deposition on serpentine habitat or the Bay checkerspot butterfly for following reasons:

October 2013 2-12



City of Sunnyvale | Moffett Place Final Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

Although the project would increase the number of regional vehicle trips, these trips would
occur at a distance far removed from the locations of serpentine soils. The project site is located
in the midst of an urbanized area, far from established clusters of serpentine grasslands (e.g., in
the Coast Range or habitat south of San Jose). In Appendix E of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Plan (Estimation of Contributions to Deposition of Nitrogen in Santa Clara County for the Santa
Clara Valley Habitat Plan), the simulations for nitrogen deposition in serpentine habitats for the
Bay checkerspot butterfly indicate that almost one-third (30 percent) of the nitrogen deposition
derives from mobile emission sources in the vicinity of the habitat areas, 13 percent of the
nitrogen deposition comes from other sources within about 12 miles of the habitat areas, and
17 percent of the deposition comes from the remainder of Santa Clara County. The complete
breakdown of simulated nitrogen deposition sources is shown in Figure E-27 of Appendix E of
the Habitat Plan. The project site is located approximately 5 miles from the nearest area of
mapped grassland and approximately 20 miles from the center of serpentine and Bay
checkerspot habitat areas in the Bay Area.

As stated in the Habitat Plan, “The purpose of this Plan is to protect and enhance ecological
diversity and function in the greater portion of Santa Clara County, while allowing appropriate
and compatible growth and development in accordance with applicable laws.” The Habitat Plan,
therefore, is designed not only to protect and enhance sensitive habitats and species within the
Habitat Plan area, but also to facilitate development (roads, urban growth, and other
infrastructure) identified by the Habitat Plan participants. The City of Sunnyvale is not a Habitat
Plan participant and does not receive any of the benefits that come with participation, including
take authorization for listed species associated with covered activities and projects, or
streamlining of permitting processes. Because the project site is located outside the Habitat Plan
boundaries and is not covered by the Habitat Plan, as described above, the project applicant is
not required to pay Habitat Plan development fees, including the Nitrogen Deposition Fee.

However, the project applicant has agreed to voluntarily pay approximately $16,635, an
amount equivalent to the Nitrogen Deposition Fee that a project generating 4,621 net new daily
trips would pay if it would result in significant impacts related to nitrogen deposition. In that
case, the payment would constitute full mitigation of the impact. However, because the
proposed project is not located within the boundaries of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan,
which established such a fee for its member agencies, and would not create a significant impact
due to nitrogen deposition, the payment by the applicant would be voluntary. This amount
would be paid to the Implementing Entity of the Habitat Plan, and is expected to be used to
protect and enhance sensitive habitat in the region that is subject to degradation due to
nitrogen deposition. Thus, even if the contribution of nitrogen from project vehicle trips were
considered cumulatively considerable, the payment of this amount would ensure that such an
impact would be less than significant.

No changes were made to the EIR as result of this comment.
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B-9 The comment states that the City should initiate a Habitat Conservation Plan process and obtain
“take” permits form the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No direct impacts to the Bay
checkerspot butterfly have been identified, and therefore a take permit is not required. Please
see Response B-8, above. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

B-10 The comment states that the City should obtain “take” permits from the USFW Service and CA
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The City does not concur, because no direct impacts to the Bay
checkerspot butterfly have been identified, and therefore a take permit is not required. Please
see Response B-8, above. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

B-11 The comment states that Alternative 2 the existing “Specific Plan Alternative” should be
approved for the project. The City Council will consider the conclusions of the EIR when making
a decision on the project. No changes to the EIR were made as a result of this comment.
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Letter C - Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency
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Response to Letter C - Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency

C-1

C-2

The comment states that the proposed project will result in negative impacts to serpentine soils
in Santa Clara County and Bay checkerspot butterflies. The City’s response to this comment is
covered in Response B-8. The City received the March 15, 2013 letter from the California
Native Plant Society, Sierra Club, Greenbelt Alliance, and Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society.
The City addressed the comments from the letter in the EIR. The letter is included in Appendix A
of the EIR. The City also received the November 13, 2012 letter from the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This letter was not project specific and
discussed potential mitigation measures for serpentine soils for the member agencies that have
adopted the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. The letter notes that the City of Sunnyvale is not a
member agency of the plan. However, as noted in Response B-8, the applicant has voluntarily
agreed to pay the Nitrogen Deposition Fee identified in the plan. No changes were made to the
EIR as a result of this comment.

The comment states that the proposed project will result in nitrogen deposition on serpentine
soils and that the EIR dismisses the impact of increased vehicle exhaust in Sunnyvale. An
analysis of nitrogen deposition is included on pages 4.3-17 through 4.3-18 of the EIR. As noted
in Response B-8, the project applicant has agreed to voluntarily pay the Nitrogen Deposition
Fee, despite neither the project nor the City being a member agency of the SCVHP. No impacts
as a result of nitrogen deposition have been identified. No changes were made to the EIR as a
result of this comment.

The comments states that the impact on the Bay checkerspot butterfly must be identified in the
EIR. As noted in Response B-8, the project site is approximately five miles from the nearest
grassland habitat in the SCVHP and approximately 20 miles from the center of serpentine and
Bay checkerspot habitat areas in the Bay Area. No potential impacts were identified. The
applicant has voluntarily agreed to pay the Nitrogen Deposition Fee outlined in the SCVHP.
Potential impacts are considered less than significant. No changes were made to the EIR as a
result of this comment.
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Letter D - Eleanor S. Hansen
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Response to Letter D - Eleanor S. Hansen

D-1

D-2

D-3

D-4

D-5

The comment states that the EIR used the existing, existing plus project, background, and
cumulative scenarios. The City concurs with this comment. No changes were made to the EIR
as result of this comment.

The project states that additional analysis is required to assess potential freeway impacts. The
project does evaluate freeway impacts. Table 4.6-10 of the EIR notes shows that many of the
existing freeway segments evaluated in the traffic impact analysis are operating at low or failing
levels of service and that traffic generated by the proposed project will further impact the
capacity of those freeway segments. Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 identifies mitigation that
requires the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution to the future improvements to
local freeway segments including the conversion of the High Occupancy (HOV) Vehicle Lanes to
express lanes on US 101 and SR 237 and to construct a new HOV/express lane on SR 237
between Mathilda and SR 85. The improvements are currently planned and in the design phase
by Valley Transit Authority (VTA). The improvements are projected to add additional capacity to
the freeway segments and mitigate the additional traffic generated by the project. The fair
share payment would be based on the amount of development associated with each phase of
development and be based on the VTA project estimates at the time of payment. Potential
traffic impacts on freeway segments are considered to be mitigated to less than significant. No
changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

The comment states that the traffic analysis cannot rely on previous traffic analyses that
included the Mary Avenue Road extension. The traffic impact analysis, including any regional
modeling, prepared for the project did not include any assumptions that the Mary Avenue
extension would be in place. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

The comment states that the traffic impact analysis does not take into account streets in
residential neighborhoods. The specific intersections selected for analysis are based on those
intersections in which 25 or more traffic trips will occur within the peak hours and affect a
critical movement (i.e., impacted movement such as a left turn). As a result, there are some
intersections connecting residential streets to the larger collector roads included in the analysis.
The traffic impact analysis does include a sophisticated modeling analysis called a “micro-
simulation” analysis. This analysis uses computer software to simulate the anticipated traffic
conditions to evaluate whether the projected traffic impacts based on traffic volumes and
existing road capacity will coincide with model patterns that take into effect real world driving
patterns. Potential impacts are less than significant. No changes were made to the EIR as a
result of this comment.

The comment states that a sophisticated study of residential streets is needed. As noted
above, the traffic analysis includes many of the intersections that connect residential streets
with the main connector roads. The intersections control how much traffic gets onto the
residential streets. The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the project concluded that
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potential impacts to residential streets are less than significant. No changes to the EIR were
made as result of this comment.
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Letter E - Edwina Johnson
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Response to Letter E - Edwina Johnson

E-1 The comment states that the public input “is ignored” and that the commenter is opposed to
the problems the future occupants of the project are going to create. The City has provided
many opportunities for the public to comment including during the 30-day public comment
period for the Notice of Preparation, the 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR (which
include the comments in this letter), a public meeting on the EIR during the 45-day review
period (October 14, 2013), the Planning Commission hearing (scheduled for November 11, 2013)
and the City Council hearing (scheduled for December 3, 2013). All public comments received
during the 45-day public review period are provided with written responses and those
comments and responses are provided in the Final EIR. No changes were made to the EIR as a
result of this comment.

E-2 The comment states that Mathilda Ave Corridor interchanges with SR 237 and US 101 are
congested during the peak hour commute times. The City concurs that there is congestion
during the peak hour at these interchange intersections. Section 4.6 of the EIR evaluates the
traffic generated by the proposed project. The proposed project would generate approximately
4,621 new trips in the area and exacerbate conditions that are expected to operate at Level of
Service F at the Mathilda Avenue/SR 237 interchange. The project proposes mitigation
(Mitigation Measure 4.6.1) that requires the project applicant to pay Traffic Impact Fees that
would represent the project’s proportional contribution to the reconfiguration of the SR
237/Mathilda Avenue ramp intersections, as recommended by the 2006 Route 237 Corridor
Study. The required improvements include:

e Shifting the SR 237 Westbound Off-ramp 150 feet to the north to align with Moffett
Park/Mathilda Avenue;

e Removing SR 237 Westbound On-ramp; and,
e Constructing a direct southbound right-turn on-ramp from Mathilda Avenue to US 101 north

Reconfiguration of the SR 237/Mathilda Avenue ramp intersections would reduce the impact to
a less than significant level. These improvements are programmed in both the City’s
Transportation Strategic Program and the Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2035 list of
constrained projects, and the project is currently in the design/environmental phase. The
improvements described above would improve operations at the Mathilda/US 101 interchange
because the a new ramp would be constructed at SR 237/Mathilda Avenue interchange which
would allow drivers to enter onto northbound US 101 closer to the project site rather than
traveling south on Mathilda to get to the US 101 interchange. No changes were made to the EIR
as a result of this comment.

E-3 The comment states that the increase in FAR (Floor Area Ratio) may not be an impact, but that
the additional impact from the traffic is the true environmental impact from the project. The
City does not concur that the discussion of the FAR is misleading as the project would be
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E-4

E-5

changing the base zone of the project site to allow for more intense development. This is
discussed in the Project Description Section 3.4 of the EIR. The City does concur that the project
will have significant impacts as result of traffic and has evaluated those impacts and
recommended mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant. Traffic
impacts are discussed in Section 4.6 of the EIR. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of
this comment.

The comment state that the City has applied “faulty thinking” into planning the proposed
project and the project will contribute to significant traffic impacts. The project is consistent
with goals and policies established for the Moffett Park Specific Plan Area adopted by the City in
November 2003. Please see Section 1.1 for a background discussion on the City’s planning
efforts for the Moffett Park Specific Plan area. With regard to the traffic impacts, the City has
prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) by a qualified transportation engineering firm with
familiarity of transportation issues in the area. The TIA was reviewed by the City’s
transportation planning staff and by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency (VTA). Please
see the comments in Letter A in which VTA states their concurrence with the traffic analysis and
proposed mitigation measures. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

The comment states that the project description is unrealistic and that the final TIA will be as
well. Please see Responses E-3 and E-4 above regarding the project description and traffic
impacts. The final TIA is included as Appendix E to the EIR. Additionally opportunities to
comment on the project will be afforded when the project goes to the Planning Commission and
City Council for review and a decision. Please see Response E-1 above. No changes were made
to the EIR as a result of this comment.
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Letter F - Martin Landzaat
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Response to Letter F - Martin Landzaat

F-1 The comment states that the project would adversely impact EMT-Paramedic response times in
the area. Emergency medical services (EMS) are provided by the City Fire Department as part
of the City Department of Public Safety (DPS). The existing fire station closest to the project is
located at 1022 Innovation Way which is located just across Mathilda Avenue from the western
boundary of the project site. Section 4.12.1 of the EIR states that the City’s DPS has a response
time goal of 5 minutes and 42 seconds or less from dispatch to on-scene arrival for 92% of EMS
events. The proposed project was reviewed by the City’s DPS. The project was found to have an
adverse impact on fire department facilities, and as required in mitigation measure 4.12-1, the
applicant would be required to enter into a binding agreement with the City regarding the
addition of adequate public safety facilities and equipment. It should be noted that the EIR
includes an alternative in which a Department of Public Safety building, including a new fire
station, would be developed at the project site.

With respect to traffic conditions, the project would have a significant impact on traffic at
intersections and freeway segments near the project site. Section 4.6 of the EIR evaluates the
traffic generated by the proposed project. The project proposes mitigation (Mitigation Measure
4.6-1) that requires the project applicant to pay Traffic Impact Fees that would represent the
project’s proportional contribution to the reconfiguration of the SR 237/Mathilda Avenue ramp
intersections, as recommended by the 2006 Route 237 Corridor Study. Mitigation Measure 4.6-2
identifies mitigation that requires the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution to the
future improvements to local freeway segments including the conversion of the High Occupancy
(HOV) Vehicle Lanes to express lanes on US 101 and SR 237 and to construct a new HOV/express
lane on SR 237 between Mathilda and SR 85. The improvements are currently planned and in
the design phase by Valley Transit Authority (VTA). The improvements are projected to add
additional capacity to the freeway segments and mitigate the additional traffic generated by the
project. As these mitigation measures would improve traffic conditions for cars, the same
improvements would apply to EMS services that utilize the same roadways and intersections.
Potential impacts on EMS services are considered less than significant with the implementation
of the project mitigation. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

F-2 The comment states that the project would have an adverse effect on Sunnyvale’s urgent
medical care facilities. The issue regarding capacity of local urgent medical care facilities is not
related to an environmental issue pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Unlike
fire service facilities or EMS, the City does not control the operations or capacity of local medical
facilities in the area. No permits or approvals from existing medical facilities are required as part
of the development. No changes were made to the EIR as result of this comment.

F-3 The comment states the project may have a cumulative impact on the capacity of Sunnyvale’s
EMS and urgent care facilities. Please see responses F-1 and F-2 above. The City addresses
growing demand for emergency services through its projected population increases and through
land use planning processes such as the General Plan and in the case of the proposed project,
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the Moffett Park Specific Plan where land use types, intensities (floor area maximums), and
densities are identified. No changes were made to the EIR as result of this comment.
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Letter G - Brian Taylor; October 2, 2013
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Response to Letter G - Brian Taylor; October 2, 2013

G-1 The comment notes that there is a lack of lunch places within walking distance of Moffett Park.
The project proposes an amenities building that will include a cafeteria, exercise facilities, and
locker room and changing facilities for the employees of the buildings. One of the purposes of
the amenities building is to provide an option for employees to eat and exercise on the project
site so they do not have to leave the site to eat or exercise. This is also a traffic reduction
measure intended to reduce traffic on surrounding streets. The locker room and changing
rooms also facilitate alternative forms of transportation for employees such as biking and
walking to work. No changes were made the EIR as a result of this comment.

G-2 The comment states that the City is encouraged to include retail options such as restaurants,
convenience stores, or gas stations. The proposed project does not include any public retail
components. The office buildings and amenities buildings are for the use of the employees
working at the site. Limiting the use to the onsite employees reduces the amount of car traffic
coming to the site and the amount of traffic traveling through already congested intersections
such as Mathilda Avenue and Moffett Park Drive. Additionally, other areas in the Moffett Park
Specific Plan area are designated MP-C (Moffett Park — Commercial) to allow for retail
opportunities. The MP-C zoning will not be affected or reduced as a result of the project. No
changes were made the EIR as a result of this comment.

G-3 The comment states that the project will make dining options worse in the area without public
retail space it will make dining options worse. Please see Response G-1 above. No changes
were made the EIR as a result of this comment.

G-4 The comment states that the Mathilda/SR 237 interchange will be adversely impacted with the
addition of the project traffic. Please see Response E-2. The project proposes mitigation
(Mitigation Measure 4.6.1) that requires the project applicant to pay Traffic Impact Fees that
would represent the project’s proportional contribution to the reconfiguration of the SR
237/Mathilda Avenue ramp intersections, as recommended by the 2006 Route 237 Corridor
Study. No changes were made the EIR as a result of this comment.
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Letter H - Brian Taylor; October 14, 2013
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Response to Letter H - Brian Taylor; October 14, 2013

H-1 The comment states that there is demand for retail services and that currently there is a lack of
nearby lunchtime options that result in long lines. Please see Responses G-1 and G-2. No
changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

H-2 The comment states that with an increase in density the City needs to increase “livability and
walkability” in the area as well. Figure 3-18 in the EIR shows the proposed public pathways
through the project site that would connect the site with other areas within Moffett Park. The
public pathways will connect to the existing pedestrian overpass on Moffett Park Drive
Bordeaux Drive, Mathilda Avenue, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District pathway. The
public pathways will allow for connectivity between the pedestrian overpass and new and
existing sidewalk that connect to existing light rail stations. The sidewalks and light rail stations
are shown in Figure 3-16 of the EIR. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this
comment.
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Letter | - Rick Jones
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Response to Letter | - Rick Jones

-1 The comment states that Mathilda/SR 237 interchange is congested and the addition of traffic
from the proposed project plus other projects in the area will only contribute to the congestion.
Please see Response E-2. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

-2 The comment references an article prepared by the San Jose Mercury News dated September
25, 2013. The article provides a summary of the project description and contains some quotes
from the City officials. The article does not raise issues that are at variance with the content of
the existing Draft EIR. No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.
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Letter J - Jim Bater
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Response to Letter J — Jim Bater

J-1 The comment states the new development will add additional traffic to the Mathilda/237
interchange area. Please see Response E-2. The project proposes mitigation (Mitigation
Measure 4.6.1) that requires the project applicant to pay Traffic Impact Fees that would
represent the project’s proportional contribution to the reconfiguration of the SR 237/Mathilda
Avenue ramp intersections, as recommended by the 2006 Route 237 Corridor Study. No changes
were made the EIR as a result of this comment.
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Letter K — Planning Commission Hearing on Draft EIR, October 14, 2013
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Letter K — Planning Commission Hearing, October 14, 2013

K-1 The question asked of the Planning Commission was whether the traffic impact analysis
prepared for the project assumed that the Mary Avenue Road extension would be built. As a
conservative approach, the traffic impact analysis, including any regional modeling, prepared for
the project did not include any assumptions that the Mary Avenue extension would be in place.
No changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.

K-2 The comment asked if there was an inconsistency with the traffic density and Level of Service
scores for the US 101/237 ramps and intersections 22 and 25. The City concurs that there were
incorrect traffic impact designations Shown in Tables 4.6-5, 4.6-7, and 4.6-10. The changes
result in a reduction of impacts than what was previously stated. The revisions to these tables
are shown in Section 3.0 of the Final EIR. None of these changes result in a change in the
conclusions provided in the EIR.

The comment states that the term “large corporate tenants” is not clear. The term “large
corporate tenants” is intended to refer to future tenants who would be interested in having a
large number of employees located together in a campus style environment. The term is also
intended to refer to tenants who would be interested in occupying all or most of a building to
consolidate the locations of their employees.

The commenter raised a question regarding the determination of the consistency with Project
Objectives for the Existing Specific Plan (0.60 FAR) Alternative. The language in the Final EIR has
been changed to clarify the intent of the determination. The revised language is shown in
Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIR. The determination has been revised to state that the additional
density in the proposed project allows the project to provide additional amenities as part of the
project. These amenities include, among other items, the 50,000 square foot amenities building
that is an important component of the project design but also has importance as a Travel
Demand Management (TDM) measure. The amenities building, in addition to providing modern
conveniences to quality office space, also facilitates future employees to bike and walk to work,
because the showers and changing facilities are available. The building also includes exercise
equipment, exercise space, and a cafeteria. The amenities would allow for employees to stay
onsite during the lunch hour and before or after work, reducing the amount of traffic during
peak travel times. Therefore, the ability to support (through added density) the additional
amenities of the project is an important component of the project.

K-3 The comments states that highlighting the data that represents the changes from the existing
condition to the proposed condition would be make the report easier to comprehend. This
information is provided in tabular form in Tables-4.6-9 and 4.6-10 as well as in Table 5.4-2. The
tables provide information regarding the existing condition and then the existing condition plus
project traffic or existing plus cumulative traffic in the case of Table 5.4-2.

K-4 The comments states that the reconfiguration of the SR 237/Mathilda interchange would result
in an improvement of traffic conditions to a less than significant level, but no data is
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represented as to what that level of significance would become. This information is provided in
Table 15 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the EIR). The interchange itself will
continue to operate at LOS F after the reconfiguration. However, the whole Mathilda
interchange corridor will improve overall.

K-5 The commenter asked what the difference is between the Moffett Park Specific Plan EIR and the
Moffett Place SEIR. The answers provided at the Planning Commission hearing address the
guestion; which in summary states that the MPSP EIR evaluates the plan area overall before
specific development of the sites was known. Now that a specific development has been
proposed within a portion of the specific plan area, a more focused EIR specific to the proposed
project has been prepared.
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