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SUBJECT:  Discussion and Possible Action on a Specific 
Plan Amendment to Consider Elimination of the Required 
Residential Frontage Road Along the West Side of S. 
Mathilda Avenue for Blocks 14, 15 and 16 of the Downtown 
Specific Plan (between Washington Avenue and Olive 
Avenue) and Approval of EIR Addendum. 

 
REPORT IN BRIEF 
 
The Mathilda Avenue frontage road was first identified as a desirable urban 
design feature in the Downtown Urban Design Plan (DUDP) in 2002. The 
Frontage Road concept was formally adopted for Blocks 14, 15 and 16 of the 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) in 2003. It was included as an urban design 
feature that was part of a strategy to turn Mathilda Avenue into Downtown’s 
“front door” by creating a pedestrian friendly boulevard with a sense of arrival 
and address (Attachment A, DSP Map). 
 
In August 2012, as part of a consideration for a development project, Council 
initiated a General Plan Amendment study to consider eliminating the 
requirement for a frontage road on Mathilda Avenue and consider an 
alternative street design. 
 
After completing an analysis, staff considers Mathilda Avenue without a 
frontage road to be a superior urban design option. Although the lane for street 
parking would be eliminated, Mathilda Avenue without a frontage road allows 
inclusion of a buffered bicycle lane and a wider sidewalk which are multi-
modal solutions and consistent with current City policy on complete streets.  
The required dedication from private property owners would be reduced from 
33 feet to approximately 15 feet creating the potential for a visually improved 
streetscape with additional landscaped frontage on development projects and 
room for undergrounding of utilities like transformers. Wider sidewalks, as well 
as a comfortable landscaped pedestrian realm that is separated from busy 
vehicle through-lanes by a buffered bicycle lane and street trees are “complete 
street” features that make the public right-of-way more accessible and 
comfortable for all users.  
 
The technical transportation analysis and the staff analysis both indicate that 
the decision to have or not have a frontage road is an urban design decision 
and not a transportation efficiency or safety requirement. There are no 
significant impacts to the capacity or flow of the transportation system with or  
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without the frontage road.  Vehicle trips assumed to be rerouted to adjacent 
streets would not exceed street capacity or create safety issues. Impacts to 
adjacent residential streets would also be minimal. From an urban design 
perspective, the frontage road conveys a more auto-oriented solution than a 
balanced pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle solution. 
 
The inclusion of a frontage road in the DSP was not a required environmental 
mitigation.  The CEQA analysis for this study confirms that there are no 
environmental impacts associated with eliminating the frontage road.   
 
Implementing the frontage road requires that it be improved simultaneously 
over all three blocks. The DSP also states that it should be installed 
simultaneously.  This process requires waiting for all three blocks of dedication 
to occur – a process that could take decades.  A fair-share cost would be 
secured from each developer over time but may not be adequate to cover costs 
when implementation finally occurs. 
 
Implementation without a frontage road could be accomplished block-by-block 
with partial frontage improvements being accomplished as each development 
occurs. A fair-share mechanism to accumulate funds would not be required. 
This approach should reduce implementation time for Mathilda Avenue 
improvements and eliminate the City’s risk of cost overruns that could occur if 
the frontage road were constructed many years after funds are collected.  
 
On September 23, 2013, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 
issue. The Commission voted to recommend approval in accordance with staff’s 
recommendation. 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution to amend the 
Downtown Specific Pan to eliminate the frontage road and replace it with a 
revised street cross section and setback requirements.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At a public hearing on August 28, 2012, the City Council considered an 
application from Summerhill Homes to initiate a change to the DSP to increase 
the residential density for a proposed multi-family development at 455-491 S. 
Mathilda Avenue and to initiate a modification to the DSP to eliminate the 
requirement for a separated frontage road along the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue for Blocks 14, 15 and 16 of the DSP. At that meeting Council declined 
to initiate the density change related to a proposed high density multi-family 
residential project by Summerhill Apartment Communities. Council did initiate 
a study to consider elimination of the frontage road.  This report provides the 
findings of that study. The related development application will be considered 
separately at a future hearing. There would be no increase in allowable density 
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in Blocks 14, 15 and 16 of the DSP as a result of eliminating the planned 
frontage road. 
 
EXISTING POLICY 
 
General Plan Goals and Policies relevant to this study are found in Attachment 
B. 
 
CEQA REVIEW 
 
An addendum to the 2003 Downtown Specific Plan Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) was prepared in accordance with CEQA and adopted City 
guidelines by the City’s consultant David J. Powers and Associates and paid for 
by the applicant (Summerhill Homes) (Attachment C). A technical 
transportation analysis was prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation 
Consultants. The study was completed under contract with the City and paid 
for by Summerhill Apartment Communities. The study considers the impacts of 
eliminating the frontage road on the transportation system.  
 
The planned frontage road concept in the DSP was an urban design feature 
and was not a required environmental mitigation of impacts associated with 
buildout of the DSP.  The addendum to the DSP EIR was based on an Initial 
Study that evaluated all potential environmental impacts and found that there 
would be no mitigation required for eliminating the planned frontage road as all 
environmental categories in the Initial Study had either no impacts or were less 
than significant. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Frontage Road History 
 
The Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) was originally adopted in 1993. Prior to an 
update in 2003, the Downtown Stakeholders Advisory Committee was created 
by the City Council and conducted a series of 6 monthly workshops to 
formulate recommendations to Council regarding a ten-year DSP update. The 
Committee transmitted to Council the Downtown Urban Design Plan (DUDP) 
that articulated the aspirational vision for Downtown Sunnyvale as “an 
enhanced, traditional downtown serving the community with a variety of 
destinations in a pedestrian-friendly environment.”  The DUDP was a 
stakeholder driven document created with the assistance of City staff and the 
firm of ELS Architecture and Urban Design. It outlined specific design 
principles to assist in reaching the stakeholder’s vision for Downtown 
Sunnyvale.  It was adopted by the City Council in August 2002 and provided 
guidance for the Downtown Specific Plan update of 2003.  
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The frontage road concept was first identified in the DUDP. The street system 
in Downtown was classified into a hierarchy of tree-lined boulevards, avenues 
and streets to enhance pedestrian routes and create a pedestrian-friendly 
walking environment. Mathilda Avenue was classified as a Boulevard. 
According to the DUDP: 
 

Mathilda Avenue has the potential to become a boulevard, establishing a 
sense of arrival and address, and creating an awareness of the broader 
downtown district. Recommendations for development along Mathilda 
address improving the quality of its pedestrian environment and 
reinforcing its potential as the downtown’s “front door” by concentrating 
office uses on the east side adjacent to existing commercial use, and 
residential uses on the west side adjacent to existing residential 
neighborhoods. 
 

One of the development strategies of the DUDP was to “create a sense of arrival 
and address” for the Downtown. Through the recommended strategies of the 
DUDP and subsequently the adopted standards and regulations of the DSP, 
this sense of arrival and address would be created through density and 
building placement with well-defined street edges using office buildings on the 
east side and multi-family residential buildings on the west side. In the DUDP 
Mathilda’s western edge was envisioned to contain a “local lane” (now referred 
to as the frontage road in the DSP).  The frontage road was to be a single 
southbound vehicular lane separated from the southbound through-lanes by 
means of a planted median and including one lane of parallel parking. The 
purpose of the frontage road was to buffer the housing from vehicular bustle on 
Mathilda and establish a sense of address for the proposed residential sites. 
Sidewalks were intended to be planted with shade trees and have special 
lighting and street furniture to improve vehicular and pedestrian quality.  
 
A cross-section and plan for Mathilda Avenue with the planned frontage road 
was adopted in the DUDP and subsequently into the 2003 DSP (Attachment D).  
The establishment of the frontage road requires that the City secure an 
additional 33 foot dedication from private properties on the west side of 
Mathilda Avenue when new development occurs.  The frontage road would 
consist of a 7-foot wide raised median separation between it and the three 
southbound through-lanes on Mathilda Avenue. The frontage road would be a 
15-foot wide southbound vehicle lane with an 8-foot wide parking lane and a 
10-foot wide sidewalk that includes tree wells. The DSP did not envision a bike 
lane as presently planned in the City’s Bicycle Plan. No building setbacks are 
required (i.e. the buildings could be immediately adjacent to the edge of the 
public right-of-way and sidewalk).  
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No Frontage Road Alternative 
 
The no frontage road alternative was first considered by the City Council at a 
public hearing on August 28, 2012 as part of a request for a General Plan 
Amendment.  As no engineered plan or analysis of the planned frontage road 
was prepared as part of the DSP, and there is now interest in developing high 
density residential uses on the west side of Mathilda Avenue in accordance 
with the DSP, the Council considered this to be an appropriate time to 
reevaluate the frontage road concept in light of recent downtown design and 
complete street concepts and policies.  
 
City staff has developed a revised cross section for Mathilda Avenue without a 
frontage road.  This alternative would require an approximate 15-foot 
dedication from adjacent private properties and would result in an 8-foot wide 
buffered bike lane (striped separation only – no raised median) and a typical 
13-foot wide public sidewalk (includes curb and 4-foot tree wells). There would 
be no on-street parking (Attachment E).  
 
The area no longer needed from the original planned 33-foot dedication would 
remain as private property (approx. 18 feet). This area could create 
opportunities for front landscaping and area to underground utility boxes and 
similar features. This additional landscape area can improve the pedestrian 
experience. The adopted building setback for Blocks 14, 15 and 16 is 0 feet. 
Staff is recommending that with elimination of the frontage road, the existing 0 
foot setback in the DSP be revised to require a minimum of 5 feet and an 
average of 10 feet. As an alternative, Council could maintain a setback of 0 feet 
for ground floor retail space, which would allow for storefronts to abut the 
sidewalk. 
 
Although the land available for development will increase, the reduction in 
dedication does not result in an increase in the number of potential dwelling 
units as the number of units is established by Block in the DSP.   Units could 
increase, however, as a result of the State density bonus law for affordable 
units.  
 
Transportation  
 
Traffic Operations Analysis 
 
Because Mathilda Avenue is an important high volume arterial street, a 
technical study was completed to thoroughly evaluate the traffic operations and 
safety with and without the frontage road. A scope of work for the study was 
prepared by staff and the analysis was completed by Fehr & Peers 
Transportation Consultants. The study assessed existing and future operations 
on Mathilda Avenue (driveway access, traffic flow and collision history) both 
with and without a frontage road.  Existing and future trip generation was 
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analyzed as well as various scenarios for trip distribution (with and without a 
frontage road and some projected limited access assumed for Charles Avenue). 
A scenario was included for the related Summerhill Apartment Homes project 
to be heard at a future hearing.  
 
The frontage road was not an essential element for avoiding road hazards on 
Mathilda Avenue. In fact, the Fehr & Peers study found the frontage road has 
the potential for auto/auto and auto/pedestrian conflicts at intersections as 
vehicles enter the through-traffic stream from the frontage road and 
recommended further study of operations and traffic control if the frontage 
road were to remain under consideration. 
 
The results of this analysis (not implementing the frontage road) indicate 
neither new impacts nor a substantial increase in the severity of the impacts. 
Assuming planned development consistent with the DSP, all study 
intersections would operate at acceptable levels and the elimination of the 
planned frontage road would not cause any secondary transportation impacts.   
 
The conclusions of the traffic operations analysis and CEQA analysis indicate 
that there is little to no difference in vehicle operations between the frontage 
road and the no frontage road alternatives. Providing for bicycle access and 
improved pedestrian access are more critical issues than changes in traffic.  
 
Although the DSP does not preclude driveways on Mathilda Avenue, the DSP 
states that blocks in the West of Mathilda District should not be reconfigured 
into more than 4 parcels which will limit the number of future driveways 
directly onto Mathilda Avenue.  The DSP also assumes that some driveways 
will utilize the streets at the north and south ends of each block in the future.  
 
The traffic analysis indicates that any impacts from traffic volumes and 
operations would be minimal on Charles Avenue if some projects from Blocks 
14, 15 and 16 took future access directly onto Charles under either scenario 
(frontage road or no frontage road). Doing so would also not affect other streets. 
 
Transit Policies 
 
Amending the DSP to not construct a frontage road on the west side of 
Mathilda Avenue will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit or nonmotorized transportation.  The frontage road 
was not intended as a transit-supportive feature rather the frontage road 
design was intended to separate ‘local’ from ‘through’ traffic. It would reduce 
the space available to transit riders waiting at bus stops. The no frontage road 
alternative may allow opportunities to maintain or enhance transit features 
along Mathilda Avenue, such as bus duck-outs and bus shelters with ample 
space for transit riders. 
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The proposed DSP amendment to eliminate the planned frontage road from the 
west side of Mathilda Avenue would not affect the existing or future demand for 
transit (which is based on land use), or the availability of transit serving the 
downtown area. The alternative designs available for Mathilda Avenue in lieu of 
constructing a frontage road would have adequate right-of-way to allow for the 
efficient performance of existing and planned transit, including bus 
stops/duckouts, shelters, etc. 
 
Pedestrians  
 
As identified earlier in this report, a number of City policies support 
development of a multi-modal transportation system. The addition of a frontage 
road has the potential to improve conditions for pedestrians traveling on the 
west side of Mathilda Avenue.  
 
New development anticipated in the DSP is likely to bring more pedestrians to 
the downtown area, which could increase the potential for conflict between 
vehicles and pedestrians. Because vehicles traveling on the frontage road 
would typically move more slowly than vehicles traveling on the main roadway, 
adding a frontage road could improve pedestrian comfort and reduce conflicts 
between pedestrians and vehicles.   
 
The no frontage road alternative would substitute a wider pedestrian sidewalk 
and an 8 foot wide buffered bicycle lane. This alternative could also provide a 
sense of separation, create a comfortable pedestrian realm and would be a 
significant improvement for pedestrians over current conditions. 
 
Bicycles 
 
Lower speeds and volumes of vehicle traffic on the frontage road may also be 
perceived to improve safety for bicyclists. Some bicyclists may feel more 
comfortable using the separated frontage road. However, it is more likely that 
experienced commuter bicyclists will continue to use the southbound through-
lanes of Mathilda Avenue.  
 
The frontage road allocates space for a one-way travel lane and a parking lane 
but no bicycle lane. It is unlikely that experienced bicyclists that use Mathilda 
Avenue would veer from the southbound through lanes and cut in and out of 
the frontage road segments to travel south on Mathilda. Cyclists that use the 
frontage road would encounter potential conflicts at the end of each block 
where the frontage road ends and they must merge back on to Mathilda. 
Adding bicycle lanes on Mathilda with the planned frontage road will likely 
require alteration or reduction of the center median in order to create space 
without affecting the existing number of travel lanes.  
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Parking 
 
The planned frontage road would feature an 8-foot wide parking lane in front of 
future residential projects on the west side of Mathilda Avenue.  The no 
frontage road alternative has no parking lane.  The frontage road provides 
convenient locations for drop off and pick up of passengers away from fast 
moving traffic. Without the frontage road, passengers will have to be picked up 
on site of each residential project or on another nearby street. 
 
The General Plan contains policies that specify that parking of vehicles is not to 
be considered a transport use. As stated previously in this report, General Plan 
Policy LT-5.12 states that public space dedicated to the safe movement of 
vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians takes priority over non-transport uses. Also 
Policy LT-5.14 states that historical precedence for street space dedicated for 
parking shall be a lesser consideration than providing street space for 
transportation uses when determining the appropriate future use of street 
space. The DSP did not contemplate frontage road parking augmenting 
required off-street parking. Any new development on Mathilda Avenue would 
still be required to meet minimum City parking standards for resident and 
guest parking. 
 
Emergency Response Impacts 
 

The adopted cross-section for the Mathilda frontage road includes a 7-foot 
raised median, and a 15-foot southbound travel lane next to an 8-foot parking 
lane. Four story buildings would be separated from the street by a 10-foot wide 
sidewalk. 

Although a typical fire engine (10 feet wide) could use the frontage road for 
limited types of fire, rescue and medical responses, current codes require at 
least a 20-foot wide emergency vehicle access lane. A 26-foot wide lane is 
required near three-story and taller buildings where aerial ladder trucks will 
need to stage and extend truck stabilizers for fire-fighting and rescue 
operations. 

With a frontage road, an aerial ladder truck serving future four story 
apartments would be required to stage outside of the frontage road in the two 
western-most through-lanes of Mathilda Avenue in order to extend the 
stabilizers needed to safely deploy the aerial ladder and allow for typical fire 
fighting operations.  In addition to blocking at least two 12-foot wide 
southbound through-lanes, staging in Mathilda Avenue would require the 
responders to work through a 40-foot obstructed area containing the raised 
landscaped frontage road median as well as two rows of street trees, a parking 
lane and the public sidewalk in order to reach the adjacent four-story 
buildings.  The aerial ladder can extend approximately 100 feet and could 
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reach over this area from the through lanes of Mathilda Avenue, but this is less 
than ideal. 

The proposed alternative with no frontage road would allow emergency 
response trucks and engines to stage adjacent to the public sidewalk. They 
would utilize the proposed 8 foot wide buffered bike lane (with no raised 
median) and the two western southbound through lanes of Mathilda Avenue 
(total 31 feet available). There would be fewer obstructions for responders to 
work around. The distance from the curb to the adjacent private property line 
would be 13 feet. The adopted building setback for Blocks 14, 15 and 16 is 0 
feet. Staff is recommending that with elimination of the frontage road, the 
setback be revised from 0 to a minimum of 5 feet and an average of 10 feet. 
Alternatively, Council could maintain a setback of 0 feet for ground floor retail 
space. 
 
Implementation Scenarios 
 
Implementation of the frontage road design would likely take many years to 
acquire the necessary 33-foot wide roadway dedication. A mechanism to collect 
a fair-share cost would have to be secured from each developer over time.  The 
DSP implementation plan states that the frontage road between Washington 
Avenue and Olive Avenue (Blocks 14, 15 and 16) should be installed 
simultaneously. This was likely taking into consideration the block-by-block 
entries and exits to Mathilda Avenue through lanes and the need to coordinate 
the design of these transitions and how they would affect traffic safety and flow 
on Mathilda between Evelyn and El Camino Real.  Without the requirement for 
additional land dedication redevelopment of Blocks 14, 15 and 16 may occur 
sooner.  It may be possible to install the frontage road one entire block at a 
time but the transition from block to block may be confusing and complicated 
if done incrementally and also raises safety concerns. 
 
The required dedication for the no frontage road alternative will be 
approximately 15 feet instead of 33 feet. Implementation without a frontage 
road could likely be accomplished incrementally block-by-block with partial 
frontage improvements being accomplished with each new development and 
without establishing a fair-share cost mechanism. It may take fewer years 
overall to complete individual blocks as opposed to all three blocks 
simultaneously, thereby quickening the completion of the DSP vision for 
Mathilda Avenue as a pedestrian and bicycle friendly boulevard. This 
alternative will also allow the City to implement the Bicycle Plan to install 
bicycle facilities. 
 
Urban Design 
 

Urban design is the process of designing and shaping cities, towns and villages. 
Whereas architecture focuses on individual buildings, urban design addresses 
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the larger scale of groups of buildings, of streets and public spaces, whole 
neighborhoods and districts, and entire cities, to make areas functional, 
attractive, and sustainable. 

The urban design principles associated with Mathilda Avenue in the DSP 
involve creating a district through use of a street hierarchy. These street spaces 
are created by street “edges” formed by the buildings that frame them. 
Mathilda was identified as a boulevard to be framed and given character by a 
strong architectural identity. The scale, density and placement of the four-story 
residential and office buildings on each side form the west edge and “front 
door” of Downtown that is dressed by the details of quality architecture and 
materials, friendly pedestrian spaces and street landscaping and furniture.  

The planned frontage road was part of the design in that it was meant to 
provide a sense of address or arrival for the future residents on the west side of 
Mathilda Avenue.  It was meant to buffer the housing from Mathilda traffic and 
create an area for resident drop off and pick up as well as an area for guests to 
park temporarily.   

The no frontage road alternative would also contribute to the urban design of 
Mathilda. The sense of address for the residential buildings created by the 
frontage road may be lost without a frontage road but it can be gained in 
building architecture that provides architectural interest for main entryways.  
The “local lane” feeling would be lost as there would no longer be a raised 
median separation and no on-street parking; however, the buffered bike lane, 
slightly wider sidewalk and additional landscaping can provide some sense of 
separation. With construction of office buildings on the east side with generous 
sidewalks and street trees, it is worthwhile to reconsider if a similar pedestrian 
streetscape treatment and building/sidewalk relationship is more appropriate 
than an auto oriented frontage road.  

 
Conclusion 
 
The following table provides a comparison of the two alternatives for the west 
side of Mathilda Avenue between Washington Avenue and Olive Avenue (Blocks 
14, 15 and 16 in the DSP).  
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Feature/Concept/Issue Frontage Road 

Adopted 2003 DSP 
No Frontage Road 

Alternative 
Meets City Goals and Policies 

 Citywide Vision 
 

 General Plan 
 

 
 

 DSP 
 
 
 
 

 Bike Plan 

 
Yes 
 
No multi-modal 
No- parking provided 
over bike lane 
 
Yes – improves street 
character 
No – pedestrian & 
bike linkages 
 
No 
 

 
Yes 
 
Yes multi-modal 
Yes – bike lane 
provided over parking 
 
Yes- improves street 
character 
Yes – pedestrian & 
bike linkages 
 
Yes 

Pedestrian Buffer (from 
through-lanes) 

8 ft. parking lane  
(with raised median) 

 

8 ft. bike lane  
 

Separated Drop Off Yes No 
Street Parking Yes No 
Bike Lane No Yes 
Sidewalk Width 10 ft. 13 ft. (typical with  

curb and tree wells) 
Private Property Dedication 33 ft. 15 ft. (approx.) 
Implementation By entire block. 

Likely 3 blocks 
simultaneously 

Site by site 

Emergency Response 40 ft. from Mathilda 
southbound through-
lanes 

Approx 15 ft. from 
curb adjacent to 
sidewalk 

Urban Design Provides Downtown 
edge,  “front door” & 
sense of address 
 
Buffered pedestrian 
realm.  
 
Auto oriented 

Provides Downtown 
edge and “front door” 
but relies on private 
development to create 
sense of address 
 
Wider sidewalk 
 
More landscaping for 
comfortable 
pedestrian realm 
 
Multi-modal oriented 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The right-of-way for either design option will be provided in the form of 
dedication when new development occurs along the west side of Blocks 14, 15 
and 16 in the DSP at no cost to the City. Street frontage improvements (street 
widening, painting, curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees and other pedestrian 
improvements) will be at the developers cost. These improvements will either be 
installed at the time of development or a fair-share exaction will be imposed.  
Private development will also pay the City’s Transportation Impact Fee as 
required by code. 
 
PUBLIC CONTACT 
 
A public outreach meeting was held for this study on May 30, 2013. Five 
members of the public attended including some property owners along Blocks 
14, 15 and 16 and a property owner from Block 17 (north of the project area). 
City staff made a presentation regarding the study and the technical 
transportation analysis. The main concern from those attending was the 
required dedication along Mathilda Avenue and how it would affect their 
individual properties. 
 
A joint study session with the City Council and the Planning Commission was 
held on July 23, 2013.  The study session was on the City Council agenda and 
was open to the public.  Six Councilmembers and six Planning Commissioners 
attended. City staff made a presentation regarding the study and the technical 
transportation analysis. Councilmembers and Planning Commissioners asked 
questions, made comments and requested additional information. Four 
members of the public spoke and expressed opinions. Notes from the Study 
Session were provided as an information only report to the Council on August 
23, 2013 (Attachment F).   
 

Public contact regarding this item was made through the following ways: 

1. Posting the Planning Commission agenda on the City’s official-notice 
bulletin board outside City Hall; posting the City Council agenda on 
the City’s official-notice bulletin board at the Sunnyvale Senior Center, 
Community Center and Department of Public Safety; and by making 
the Planning Commission and City Council agendas and reports 
available at the Sunnyvale Public Library, the Office of the City Clerk 
and on the City’s website; 

2. Publication in the Sun newspaper, at least 10 days prior to the hearing; 

3. Notices mailed to property owners, business owners and tenants 
located within at least 500 feet of the boundaries of DSP Blocks 14, 15 
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and 16 (Attachment G). Neighborhood associations in the project 
vicinity were also notified. 

 
On September 23, 2013, this issue was considered by the Planning 
Commission at a public hearing (Attachment I, Minutes). Four members of the 
public spoke on this issue. Two of them suggested that the project should be 
reviewed by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC). The 
Planning Commission asked staff to explore the possibility of a BPAC hearing. 
Staff took this under advisement. The BPAC will consider this item on October 
17, 2013. The outcome of that meeting will be conveyed to the City Council by 
staff at the City Council meeting. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Adopt the Downtown Specific Plan EIR addendum and attached 
Resolution amending the Downtown Specific Plan to eliminate the 
requirement for a frontage road and adding a revised Mathilda Avenue 
cross section. Update related sections of the DSP to reflect the new plan.  

2. Retain the frontage road feature in the Downtown Specific Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends Alternative 1. 
 
As a result of this study, both alternatives generally meet the urban design 
goals of the DSP. Neither alternative has significant traffic or environmental 
impacts. 
 
The main benefits of adding a frontage road are separation of local and through 
traffic, separation of pedestrians, the addition of on-street parking to serve 
local businesses and new residential developments, and convenient passenger 
drop-off and pick-up. 
 
The no frontage road alternative better addresses multi-modal policies and 
policies about use of the public street space and provides an enhanced bicycle 
lane over parking.  Implementation of the no frontage road alternative can be 
implemented as each block is redeveloped, which makes it a more feasible 
option. Emergency response to new residential uses can occur under both  
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scenarios but is less disruptive to Mathilda traffic, safer and more straight 
forward with no frontage road. With no frontage road there is no change in 
allowable dwelling units but due to increased lot size, density is marginally 
lower. 
 
To support this new plan without a frontage road, staff is recommending the 
allowable building setback be revised to require a minimum of 5 feet and an 
average of 10 feet for residential buildings. 
 
Reviewed by: 
 
 
 
Hanson Hom, Director, Community Development Department 
Prepared by: Gerri Caruso, Principal Planner 
Reviewed by: Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer 
 
 
Reviewed by: 
 
 
 
Kent Steffens, Director, Public Works 
 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Gary M. Luebbers 
City Manager 
 
Attachments 

A. Downtown Specific Plan Map 
B. General Plan Goals and Policies 
C. Environmental Analysis - Addendum to the Downtown Specific Plan EIR 

including Transportation Analysis by Fehr & Peers 
D. Adopted Frontage Road Plan 
E. No Frontage Road Alternative Plan 
F. Notes from Joint Study Session July 23, 2013 
G. Public Noticing Area Map 
H. Draft Resolution 
I. Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting on September 23, 2013 
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Attachment 2 
General Plan Goals and Policies 

Sunnyvale Community Vision 

Goal XI. Balanced Transportation: To provide and maintain a balanced multi­
modal transportation system which provides choice, convenience and efficiency 
for movement of people and goods. 

General Plan 

Policy LT -1.9 Support flexible and appropriate alternative transportation 
modes and transportation system management measures that reduce 
reliance on the automobile and serve changing regional and City-wide 
land use and transportation needs. 

Goal LT-5 Effective and Safe Transportation - Attain a transportation system 
that is effective, safe, pleasant, and convenient. 

LT-5.1e. Promote the reduction of single occupant vehicles (SOV) trips 
and encourage an increase in the share of trips taken by other forms of 
travel. 

Policy LT-5.5 Support a variety of transportation modes. 

LT-5.5e Implement the City of Sunnyvale Bicycle Plan. 

Policy LT-5.8 Provide a safe and comfortable system of pedestrian and 
bicycle pathways. 

Policy LT-5.9 Appropriate accommodations for motor vehicles, bicycles, 
and pedestrians shall be determined for city streets to increase the use of 
bicycles for transportation and to enhance the safety and efficiency of the 
overall street network for bicyclists, pedestrians and motor vehicles. 

Policy LT-5.10 All modes of transportation shall have safe access to City 
streets. 

Policy LT-5.12 City streets are public space dedicated to the movement of 
vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. Providing safe accommodations for all 
transportation· modes takes priority over non-transportation uses. 
Facilities that meet minimum appropriate safety standards for transport 
uses shall be considered before non-transport uses are considered. 
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Policy LT-5.13 Parking is considered the storage of transportation 
vehicles and shall not be considered a transport use. 

Policy LT -5.14 Historical precedence for street space dedicated for 
parking shall be a lesser consideration than providing street space for 
transportation uses when determining the appropriate future use of 
street space. 

Downtown Specific Plan 

Goal C. Promote a balanced street system that serves all users well regardless 
of their mode of travel. 

Policy C.2. Encourage strong pedestrian and bicycle linkages though the 
downtown.' 

Policy CA. Encourage shared parking in the downtown to minimize the 
amount of land devoted for parking areas and manage parking so it does 
not dominate mode choice decisions or the built environment. 

Goal E. Improve street character. 

Policy E.1. Create a sense of arrival and address through the 
improvement of major arterials to the downtown in accordance with the 
proposed streetscape designs. · 

Policy E.2. Improve the quality of key vehicular and pedestrian linkages 
that function as important feeders into the downtown, such as 
Sunnyvale, Washington and Iowa Avenues. 

2006 Bicycle Plan 

Figure 5.1 Regarding the Bicycle Capital Improvement Program indicates 
restriping on Mathilda Avenue between Washington Avenue and El Camino 
Real to accommodate restriped bicycle lanes. The 2013/2014 adopted City of 
Sunnyvale Projects Project includes a partially funded project for bicycle lanes 
on Mathilda Avenue from Hwy. 101 to El Camino Real for year 2013. 
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PLANNING DIVISION 
CITY OF SUNNYVALE 
P.O. BOX 3707 
SUNNYVALE, CALIFORNIA 94088-3707 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT 
INITIAL STUDY I ADDENDUM 

• . I 
.Page __ of 

File Number: 2012·7772 
No. 13-16 

1~ 

This form is provided as a notification of an intent to adopt a Negative Declaration which has been 
prepared in compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as 
amended, and Resolution #193-86. 

PROJECT TITLE: 
Application for a Specific Plan Amendment Study filed by the City of Sunnyvale. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION IAPN!: 

FILE#: 2012-7772 
Location: West side of South Mathilda Avenue for Blocks 14, 15, and 16 of the 

Downtown Specific Plan (between Washington Avenue and Olive 
Avenue). 

Proposed Project: SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT STUDY to consider elimination of the 
required frontage road in the Downtown Specific Plan. 

Environmental Review: Addendum to the 2003 Downtown Specific Plan Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) . 

Staff Contact: Gerri Caruso, (408) 730-7591, gcaruso@sunny\lale.ca.gov 

WHERE TO VIEW THIS D.OCUMENT: 
The Addendum, its supporting documentation and details relating to the project are on file and available 
for review and comment in the Office of the Secretary of the Planning Commission, City Hall, 456 West 
Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale. 

This Addendum may be protested in writing by any person prior to 5:00p.m. on Tuesday, October 8, 
2013. Protest shall be filed in the Department of Community Development, 456 W. Olive Avenue, 
Sunnyvale and shall include a written statement specifying anticipated environmental effects which may 
be significant. A protest of the Addendum will be considered by the adopting authority, whose action on 
the protest may be appealed. 

HEARING INFORMATION: 
A public hearing on the project is scheduled for: 

Monday, September 23, 2013 at 8:00p.m. and Tuesday, October 8, 2013 at 7:00p.m. in the Council 
Chambers, City Hall •. 456 West Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale. 

TOXIC SITE INFORMATION: 
(No) listed toxic sites are present at the projeCt location. 

Circulated On August 30. 2013 

File#: 704 813012013 
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Project Title Mathilda Avenue Frontage Road Removal Project 

Lead Agency Name and Address City of Sunnyvale 
P.O. Box 3707, Sunnyvale, CA 94088-3707 

Contact Person Gerri Caruso, Principal Planner 
-

Phone Number 408-730-7591 

Project Location West side of Mathilda Avenue between Washington 
Ave. and Olive Ave 

. 

AppliCant's Name . City of Sqnnyvale 

Project Address N/A 

Zoning N/A, Public Right-of-way 

General Plan N/A, Public Right-of-way 
.. 

Other Public Agencies whose approval is None 
required ·· . 

. 

Description of the Project: The project entails the proposed elimination of a planned frontage road, on the 
west side of Mathilda Avenue between Evelyn Avenue and Olive Avenue. The frontage road was anticipated 
as part of the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) in the City of Sunnyvale. 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Background 

The City of Sunnyvale adopted the DSP in 2003 as an update to the 1993 DSP. The DSP covers roughiYcc 
125 acres in an area bounded by Evelyn Avenue to the north, Bayview Avenue to the east, El Camino Re.<!L 
to the south, and Charles Street to the west. The 2003 DSP focused on five primary goals: ~ · 

1. Develop land uses in the General Plan adopted by the City Council in June 2003 in an attractive 
and cohesive physical form that clearly identifies Sunnyvale's _downtown. __ 

2. Establish the downtown as the cultural, retail, financial, and entertainment center of the community 
complemented by employment, housing, and transit opportunities. 

3. Promote a balanced street system that serves all users well regardless of their mode of travel. 
4. Protect and enhance existing neighborhoods. 
5. Improve the street character. 

The DSP calls for the creation of a 'boulevard" configuration for Mathilda Avenue with pedestrian and 
frontage improvements, and assumes the development of a one-way frontage 'road cin the west side of 
Mathilda Avenue between Washington Avenue and Olive Avenue. The frontage road is intended to provic;le 
access and circulation needs for properties along the west side of Mathilda Avenue while limiting driveway 
access points off the arterial corridor of Mathilda Avenue. 

Three blocks on the west side of Mathilda Avenue within the study area .are planned for redevelopment 
under the DSP. The three blocks are as follows: 

• Block 14, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, Olive Avenue, Charles Street and Iowa Avenue; 
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• Block 15, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, Iowa Avenue, Charles Street and McKinley Avenue; 
• Block 16, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, McKinley Avenue, Charles Street and Washington Avenue. 

The OSP calls for high-density residential development on these blocks, with up to 173 units planned for 
. Blocks 14 and 16 and 152 units for Block 15. Additionally, up to 10,000 square feet of ground-floor retail 
space is allowed, located on comers facing Mathilda (OSP, page 84).The OSP encourages below-grade or 
podium parking structures on these blocks, with entrances on the side streets (i.e. north and south-facing 
block faces) and limited access via Charles Street (page 85). land use assumptions for Year 2035 
conditions are summarized in Appendix A, Fehr & Peers, Mathilda Avenue Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Table 3. While the OSP traffic analysis completed in 2003 was based on 
forecasted 2020 land use assumptions, the..current 2013 traffic analysis employed updated land use 
assumptions for the year 2035 since the regional model from which the City's model derives regional traffic 
information has been updated to a 2035 future year. 

The OSP calls for a one-way frontage road on the west side of Mathilda Avenue, with an 8 foot wide parking 
lane, a 15 foot wide travel lane and a 7 foot wide landscaped median separating the frontage road from 
through travel lanes. The Specific Plan does not provide a detailed description ofhow the frontage road 
would operate. The frontage road dimensions described in the OSP require a dedication of 33 feet on the 
west side of Mathilda Avenue to construct the frontage road. On the east side of Mathilda Avenue, 27 fop! 
wide sidewalks would be constructed using a 10 foot dedication along with the fourth northbound travel lane 
and existing right-of-way. The existing center median would be narrowed to accommodate wider travel 
lanes. The conceptual design of the Specific Plan frontage road is summarized in Appendix A, Table 7 and 
in Figure 8. The OSP's frontage road concept would add parking spaces to the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue, where on-street parking is currently prohibited. Currentiy, parking is only present on the east side 
of Mathilda Avenue between El Camino Real and Olive Avenue. 

A proposed housing development application has been filed with the City by Summerhill Homes on a 1.61 
acre site on Block 14. The site has a .General Plan Designation of Very High Density Residential and a 
zoning designation of Downtown Specific Plan Block 14, ;3nd the project is currently undergoing revjew by 
the City for conformance with the DSP and is the subject of a. separate Initial Study evaluating the project's 
environmental impacts, tiered from the DSP EIR. The proposed housing project design assumes the 
Mathilda Avenue frontage road is not implemented, and therefore land area that would have been 
dedicated for right-of-way for the frontage road, discussed above, is instead utUized for improved pedestrian 
and bicycle amenities and by the private development project. 

Surrounding Uses and Setting 

Mathilda Avenue runs for approximately half a mile through downtown Sunnyvale, from El Camino Real to 
the Caltrain tracks overcrossing north of Washington Avenue. Sunnyvale's Civic Center complex lies to the 
west of Mathilda Avenue, between Olive Avenue and El Camino Real; north of Olive Avenue, Mathilda 
Avenue's west side is bordered by single,family homes, offices, banks and small commercial 
developments. The east side of Mathilda Avenue contains a mixture of low-density residential. development 
and small commercial enterprises south of Olive Avenue. North of Olive Avenue, Mathilda Avenue's east 
side is generally bordered by office buildings. East of Mathilda Avenue and north of IoWa Avenue, 
commercial developments include Macy's and Target department stores and the small businesses of the 
Murphy Station Heritage Landmark District. The Sunnyvale Caltrain Station is located on Evelyn Avenue 
less than a quarter-mile east of Mathilda Avenue. 

In the Downtown area, Mathilda Avenue has three southbound lanes, a landscaped center median that 
narrows to accommodate left tum pockets, and four northbound limes. Travel lanes vary in width between 
ten and fourteen feet, averaging a width of eleven feet. South of Olive Avenue, the fourth northbound lane 
is used as a parking lane. Table 1 of Appendix A provides a schematic cross-section of Mathilda Avenue in 
the study area. . . . 

Sidewalks are continuous within the study area and are generally about five and a half feet wide, although 
they widen to ten feet north of Booker Avenue, adjacent to new development on Mathilda Avenue's east 
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side. There are five bus stops on Mathilda Avenue within the downtown are;a; bus service is Infrequent, with 
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) buses arriving approximately twice per hour during the AM and PM 
peaks. Within the study area, Mathilda Avenue does not currenfly have bicycle facilities. 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

Traffic operations at five study intersections along Mathilda Avenue were evaluated during the morning 
peak-hour occurring between 7:00 am to g:oo am and evening peak-hour occurring between 4:00 pin to 
6:00pm. Additionally, traffic operations at two intersections on Charles Avenuewere ev;aluated. Vehicle, 
pedestrian and bicycle counts were conducted in November 2012 during the AM (7:00AM- 9:00AM) and 
PM (4:00PM-6:00PM) peak periods at the following five study intersections: 

1. Mathilda Avenue and Washington Avenue 
2. Mathilda Avenue and McKinley Avenue 
3. Mathilda Avenue and Iowa Avenue 
4. Mathilda Avenue and Olive Avenue 
5. Mathilda AVenue and El Camino Real 

Additional AM and PM peak period counts were conducted in February 2013 at the following two study 
intersections: 

6. Charles Street and Iowa Avenue 
7, Charles Street .and Olive Avenue. 

To measure existing traffic levels using driveways along Mathilda Avenue, driveway counts were also 
conducted in February 2013 at twelve driveways along. Mathilda Avenue between Washington Avenue and 
Olive Avenue. The locations of study intersections are shown in Figure 1 of Appendix A. 

Field observations were conducted during the AM peak ho.ur (8:00AM - 9:00AM) and PM peak hour (5:00 
PM-6:00PM) inDecember2012 to evaluate intersection operations and vehicle queuing and to confirm 
street geometry. Subsequent field observations were conducted in March 2013 to observe the influence of 
driveway operations on southbound vehicle traffic. 

Observations confirmed that traffic flow along Mathilda Avenue is heaviest in the northbound direction 
during the AM peak hour and in the southbound direction during the PM peak period. During the AM peak 
hour, northbound vehicles were observed to occasionally slow after departing the intersection of Mathilda 
Avenue and Washington Avenue, which indicates that delay from intersections north of the study corridor 
are influencing trsffic in the downtown area. All intersections operate at LOS D or better under Existing 
conditions, except the intersection of Mathilda Avenue/EI Camino Real, which operates at LOS E during the 
PM peak hour, with an average delay of 58.7 seconds. · 

Proposed Action 

The project involves an amendment to the DSP, specifically modifying the DSP to remove a planned 
frontage road on the west side of Mathilda Ave between Evelyn Ave and Olive Ave. A decision on the 
pending Summerhill Homes housing development application for a portion of Block 14 will be made 
separately and subsequently from the proposed DSP frontage road amendment. 

The frontage road is a DSP plan element, not a mitigation measure for planned growth, and elimination of a 
plan element has no direct environmental impacts in that the proposed action is to .!lQ! imp!ement an 
improvement. The potential for secondary effects (i.e. from future diverted traffic that would have utilized the 
frontage road) is discussed below to determine If there are any new impacts and/or a substantial increase in 
the severity of the impacts disclosed in the 2003 DSP EIR. The proposed change in the project would be . 
limited to elimination of a planned frontage road from the DSP and 
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1. would not expand the project (DSP) area, 
2. would not introduce a new land use, 
3. would not increase or intensify the amount of DSP development, 
4. would not result in a larger project (DSP) resident population, 
5. would not reconfigure the approved DSP land use plan, and 
6. would not disturb additional land area, 

beyond what was proposed and evaluated in the adopted 2003 DSP EIR. For these reasons, the revised 
project (i.e. implementation of the 2003 DSP without a frontage road on the west side of Mathilda Ave) 
would not result in new or substantially increased impacts in the following areas: 

• Aesthetics 
• Agricultural Resources 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 

• Energy 
• Geology and Soils 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use 
• Mineral Resources 

• Population and Housing 

• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Utilities and Service Systems 

On-site Development: None proposed/required (amendment of a plan) 

Construction Activities and Schedule: None proposed/required (amendment of a plan) 

Off-site Improvements: None proposed/required (amendment of a plan) 

Previous Environmental Review: 

In 2003, the City prepared and certified an EIR covering the DSP, As part of the traffic analysis, a total of 33 
intersections were analyzed for level of service duririg the AM and PM peak hours, along with seven 
neighborhood street segments and four freeway segments. Conditions assuming DSP implementation were 
forecast for 2020 using the City of Sunnyvale traffic model. Level of service impacts were shown for the 
intersection of Sunnyvale Avenue and El Camino Real, for which mitigation was incorporated into the DSP. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except 'NoJmpact' answerS that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. 
A 'No Jmpacf' answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault 
rupture zone). A 'No Impact' answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors 
as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on 

. a project-specific screening analysis). · 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 
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3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, 
or'less than significant. 'Potentially Significant Impact' is appropriate if there is substantial evidence 
that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact' entries when 
the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4. 'Negative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated' applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from 'Potentially Significant Impact". to a . 
'Less Significant Impact.' The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain 
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 17, 'Earlier 
Analysis,' may be crosscreferenced). · ' 

5. Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 1.5063 (c) (3) 
(d). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

6. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

7. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

8. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are 'Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated," 
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project 

9. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate. include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist below. 

0 Aesthetics 0 Hazards & Hazardou~ 0 Public Services 
Materials 

0 Agricultural Resources 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 0 Recreation 

0 Air Quality 0 Land Use/Planning 0 Transportation/Traffic 

0 Biological Resources . 0 Mineral Resources D Utilities/Service Systems 

0 Cultural Resources 0 Noise 0 Mandatory Findings of 

0 Geology/Soils D 
Significance 

Population/Housing 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (see checklist for further lrifonnation): 

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 0 Yes 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels. threaten to eliminate a plant or [g) No 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 
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Mandatory Findings of Significance? Does the project have impacts that are 0 Yes 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ('Cumulatively considerable' 
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in [81 No 
connection with the effects of the past projects, the effects ·Of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Mandatory Findings of Significance? Does the projecthave environmental effects 0 Yes 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? !81 No 

DETERMINATION: 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 0 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that' although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 0 .. 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 0 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a 'potential significant impact" or "potentially significant 0 
unless mitigated' impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately 
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. · 

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, [81 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuantto that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Checklist Preparer: Date: <:j? . ;2.''1 · I ~ 

Titie: City of Sunnyvale 

Signature: q~ U-- '-" 
The CEQA Guidelines §15162 state that when an EIR has been certified or negative declaration adopted 
for a project, no subsequent EIR (or negative declaration) shall be prepared for that project unless the lead 
agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole record, one or more of the 
following: 

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous 
EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 



AI IAt;HMfNT......:::1-_ 
Page 'B of , >" ----- __,..._.__..,.._ 

Initial Study/Addendum 
Mathilda Avenue Frontage Road Removal Project 

Page 7 of25 

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken 
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; or 

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known 
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or 
the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following: 
a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or 

negative declaration; 
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 

previous EIR; 
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible 

and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or altemative; or · · 

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the 
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but 
he project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

CEQA Guidelines §15164 slate that the lead agency or a responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to 
a previously adopted Negative Declaration (or EIR) if some changes or additions are necessary, but none 
of the conditions described in §15162 (as described above) calling for preparation of a subsequent 
Negative Declaration (or EIR) have occurred. 



> '.' 

~t: c"" c 
iii"'ti .:g ~ .S! ·--U 

Planning C!!:~ - ,. ., c e en- • c:n 
0 0'1 ·-0.9- CD-= 

A.tn ..Jfn::E 

1. Aesthetics -Substantially damage scenic D. 0 resources, including, but not limited to 
trees, historic buildings? 

2. Aesthetics -Substantially degrade the u u existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings ·including 
significant adverse visual changes to 
neighborhood character 

3. Aesthetics -Create a new source of u u substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

4. Population and Housing - Induce u u substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) 
or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other 
infrastructure )_in a way that is 
·inconsistent with the Sunnyvale General 
Plan? 

5. Population and Housing -Displace lJ D substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

6. Population and Housing -Displace D [J 
substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 
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c- ti ., c 
.s::"' [ .... ~ Source Other Than Project .s .. ·- Description and Plans .. c 
~~ 0 

z 

D [g) Sunnyvale G~;!neral Plan Map, 
Community Character and Land Use 
and Transportation Chapters of the 
Sunnyvale General 
Planwww.general(;!lan.inSunn)!l!ale.c 
om 

u ~ Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.synnyvaleQianning.com 
Sunnyvale General Plan Map. 
Community Character and Land Use 
Chapters of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan 
www.aeneralolan.inSunnwale.com 

u ~ Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.sunn)!l!ale(;!lanning.com 
General Plan Map, Community 
Character and Land Use and · 
Transportation Chapters of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
wwW.aeneralolan.inSunnwale.com 

u l25J Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.sunn)!l!aleJ2Ianning.com 
Larid Use and Transportation 
Chapter of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan, General Plan Map 

D [ZJ Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.sunn)Cialef:llanning.com 
Housing Chapter, Land Use and 
Transportation Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan and 
General Plan Map 
www.gene!:lliJ2Ian.inSunnmle.com 

LJ [ZJ Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.suon)!l!alm!lanning.com 
Housing Chapter of the Sunnyvale 
General Plan 
www.gener§l!l.!an.inSunnyvale.com 

.. 



7. Land Use Planning - Physically divide D u an est<~blished community? 

8. Land Use Planning conflict - With the D u Sunnyvale General Plan, Zoning 
Ordinance, San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) area or related 
specific plan adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effeCt? 

9. Transpqrtation and Traffic- Result in u u inadequate parking capacity? 

10. For a project located the Moffett Field D u AICUZ or an airport land use plan, or 
where such a plan has not been . 

· adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

11. For a project within the vicinity of a D [J 
private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

12. For a project within the vicinity of Moffett D D Federal Airfield, would the project result · 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

13. Agricultural Resources - Conflict with D u existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

14. Noise - Exposure of persons to or D [J 
generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the Noise Sub-
Element, Noise limits in the Sunnyvale 
Municipal Code, or applicable standards 
of the California Building Code? 

15. Noise -Exposure of persons to or u [J 
generation of excessive_groundborne 
vibration? 
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D ~. Sunnyvale Downtown Specific Plan 
2003 
www.synn!tYaleQianning.com 
Sunnyvale General Plan Map 
www.generaiQian.inSunn!tYale.eom 

D ~ Land Use and Transportation 
Chapter of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan 
www.generalglan.inSunn!tYale.com 
Title 19 (Zoning) of the Sunnyvale 
Municipal Code 
www.sunn!tYalelllanning.com 

L8J [J Downtown Specific Plan, 2003. 
www.sunn!tYale!Jianning.!<Qm 

u [g) Moffett Field Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) 
Map, 
Santa Clara County ALUC Moffett 
FieldCLUP, 
Sunnyvale Zoning.Map 
www.sunnl£valeQianning.com 
Sunnyvale General Plan Map 
www.generaiQian.inSunnl£vale.eom 

D [;8:1 There are no private airstrips in or in 
the vicinity ofSunnyvale 

D ~ Moffett Field Air Installations 
Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) 
Map, 
Santa Clara County ALUC Moffett 
FieldCLUP 

D ~ Sunnyvale Zoning. Map 
www.sunn!tYaleQianning.com 

~ D 2003 DowntoWn Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

u ~. Project Description 
Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generai!Jian.inSunn!tYale.com 
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_, 
16. Noise - A substantial pennanent or u periodic increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

17. Biological Resources -Have a u substantially. advarse impact on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natUral 
community Identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S Wildlife Service? 

18. Biological Resources -Have a u substantial adverse effect on federally 
protecfeli wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

· (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vema! pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrologies! interruption, 
or other means? 

.19. Biological Resources -Interfere u substantially with the movement of any 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with estabfished native 
resident migratory wildfrfe corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

20. Biological Resouryes -Conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting u 
biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

21. Biological Resouri::es -Conflict with the u provisions of an· adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural 
Conservation Community Plan, other 
approved local, regional, or .state habitat 
conservation plan? 

22. Historic and Cultural Resources- Cause 
a substantial_adverse change in the · 0 
significance of a historical resource or a 
substantial adverse change in an 
archeological resource? 

23. Historic and Cultural Resources - u Disturb any human remains, including 
those Interred outside of fonnal 
cemeteries? 

u 

u 

u 

0 

[J 

D 

0 

u 
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1:8] u 2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Pee/'8 

u I2:5J Project Description 
Sunnyvale :ZOning Map 
wvm.su[fnvval!!!!l;mni!Jg.com 

u k8J Project Description 
Sunnyvale Zoning Map 
www.§uonmleQI!!onlng.QQm 

u IX] Project Description · 
Sunnyvale Zoning Map 
WWW.§U!Jn~ale!!lagni!)g.com 

u ~ Sunnyvale Municipal Code 19.90 
Tree Preservation Ordinance 
htto:ff~unnwale.ca.gov£ 
Sunnyvale Inventory of Heritage 
Trees 

D [8] Project Description 
Sunnyvale Zoning Map 
www.sunnwaie!!lanning.com 

0 [8] Community Character Chapter ofthe 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.aene!ll!J2!l!n.ioSun!Jml!!,com 
Sunnyvale Inventory or Heritage 
Resources 
The Unned States Secretary of the 
Interior's 'Guidelines for 
Rehabilitation• 
Criteria of the National Register of 
Historic Places 

u ~ Project Description. 



24. Public Services ·Would the project 0 0 result In substantial adverse physical 
Impacts associated with the provision of 
new or expanded public schools, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmenlal impacts, in 
order to maintain acceplable 
performance objectives? 

25. Air Quality • Conflict with or obstruct 0 0 implementation of the BAAQMD air 
quality plan? How close is the use to a 
major road, hwy. offreeway? 

26. Air Quality - Would the project generate 0 0 greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

27. Air Quality -Would the project conflict 0 0 with any_ applicable plan, policy or 
regulation of any agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

28. Air Quality -Violate any air quality 0 D standard or contribute subslantially to 
an existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

29. Air Quality -Result in a cumulatively 0 0 considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
non-atlainment under an applicable 

· federal or slate .ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantilative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

30. Air Quality -Expose sensitive receptors u u to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
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0 ~ Project Description 
The following public school districts 
are located in the City of Sunnyvale: 
Fremont Union High School District, 
Sunnyvale Elemenlary School 

. District, Cupertino Union School 
District and Santa Clara Unified 
School District. 

~ 0 BAAQMD CEOA Guidelines 
Sunnyvale General Plan Map 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
WWW.generalelan.lnSyonml!!.cOM 
2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

E8J 0 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
AB 32, 2003 Downtown Specific Plan 
EIR, 2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage 
Road Transportation Evaluation, · 
Fehr&Peers 

E8J D BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
CA AB 32 Global Warming Solutions · 
Act, 
2003 DowntoWn Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

[8J D BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
Sunnyvale Air Quality Sub-Element, 
2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilc:la Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, .Fehr & 
Peem · 

[8J 0 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
u•~• ' . . ' in!Oo o 
20031 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaiuatioh, Fehr & 
Peers 

.. 

125] D BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
Environmenlal Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.gene!l!lelan.inSu!J!J:tl!!!le.com 
2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 



31. Seismic Safety -Rupture of a known D D earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map Issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based 'on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? . 

32. Seismic Safety· Inundation by seich~, u 0 tsunami, or mudflow? 

-
33. Seismic Safety-Strong seismic ground 0 D shaking? 

34. Seismic Safety..Seismic-related ground 0 0 failure, including fiquefaction? 
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D 0 Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.qeneralplan.lnSunnvvale.com 

u 0 Safety and Noise Chapter of the · 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generalclan.jnStmnwale.com 

. . 

0 0 Safety and Noise Chapter ofthe 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.qe!J!!!l!lo!an.loSyonvval§.com 

0 0 Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.geoe!l!lo!an.ioSunnvvai§.QQm 

. ' .. 
Further DISCUSSion if Less Than Significant' with or Without mtt1gabon . ' 

9. Parking capacity (Less than Significant Impact) ·The DSP's frontage road concept would have the benefit c:if adding 
parking spaces to the west side ·Of Mathilda Avenue, where on-street parking is CUitenfly prohibited. Currently, parking .is 
only present on the east side of Mathilda Avenue between El Camino Real and Olive Avenue. However, foregoing potential 
future parking benefits provided by the frontage road is not an impact to 'the existing environment. Compared to baseline 
environmental condnions, alternative cross seCtions for Mathilda Avenue (in lieu of a frontage road on the west side) that 
lack on-street parking will not result in inadequate parking capacity in that they will simply maintain the status quo, which 
includes no on-street parking on the west side of the street. This is not an environmentallmpa.ct under CEQA. Future 
development on Blocks 14-16 will be reyiewed by the City and conditioned to provide adequate off-street parking consistent 
with City requirements. · 

14, 16. Noise (Less Than Significant Impact)· As discussed in Appendix A, the removal of the plamied frontage road on 
the west side of Mathilda Avenue from the DSP will not result in a significant re-distribution in travel patterns, either under 
existing or future 2035 conditions with full implementation of the DSP, that would eause a substantial increase in traffic on 
the surrounding streets serving flhe downtown, and therefore there would be no substantial increase in noise levels beyond 
conditions disclosed in the 2.003 DSP EIR. 

25 - 30. Air QualitY and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Less Than Significant Impact): The frontage road would not 
increase trip generation associated with the DSP; the potential for distributing traffic from not implementing the frontage 
road that could lead to increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and/or decreased average speeds, and resulting increases 
in vehicle-generated air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) was analyzed. However, as discussed in 
Appendix A, re-directed traffic from not implementing the frontage road would not increase VMT associated with the OSP 
and therefore would not lead to any new air quality or GHG impacts nor a substantial increase in the severity of the 
impacts disclosed in the 2003 DSP EIR. 



be 
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Transportation =oc ~ 
~ce s-
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35. Exceeds the capacity of the existing D circulation system, based on an 
applicable measure of effectiveness (as 
designated in a general plan policy, 
ondinance, etc.), taking into account all 
modes of transportation including 
nonmotorized travel and all relevant 
components of th,e circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian walkways, bicycle paths, and 
mass transK? 

36. Conflict with an applicable congestion u management program, including, but 
not limited to level ot service standands 
and travel demand measurements, or 
other standands estabnshed by the 
county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 

37. Results in a change in air traffic u patterns, including either an increase in 
air traffic levels or a change in flight 
patterns or location that results in 
substantial safety risks to vehicles, 
bicycles, or pedestrians? . 

38. Substantially increase h~nds to a /u 
design feature (e.g., sl)arp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e~g. farm 
equipment)? 

/ 
39. Conflict with adopted policies; plans, or D programs i'egatding public' transit or 

nonmotorlzed transpor-tation? 
/ 

40. Affect the multi--modal performance of D the highway and/qr street and/or rail 
and/or off road nonmotorized trail 
transportation facilities, in terms of 
structural, operational, or perception-
based measures of effectiveness (e.g. 
quality of service for nonmotorized and 
transit modes)? 

41. Reduce, sever, or eliminate pedestrian D or bicycle circulation or access, or 
preclude future planned and approved 
bicycle or pedestrian circulation? 

c.., c cc l jl!EO ~fj - ~ I ·Ill 
,.!E s s:e :i 0 

..Jtn::E ..Jtl) z 
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u l8J D 

. 

. 

D D I:8J 

u llSJ u 

D [8J .. D 

0 IZl 0 

D [;8;] D 

Attachment C 
Page 14 of75 

Initial Study Checklist 
Mathilda Avenue Frontage Road 
Removal Project 
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Source Other than Project 
Description and Plans 

2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

/ 

2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers· 

Project Description 
2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 

2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013. Mathilda Ave Carnage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

2003.DoWr1town Specific Plan EIR, 
· 2013 MathHda Ave Carriage Road 
. Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 
2003 Downtown Specific Plan-EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
Transportation Evaluation; Fehr & 
Peers 

. 
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42. Cause a degradation of the· u u· I~ perfonnance or availability of all transit 
including buses, light or heavy rail for 
people or goods movement? 

. " • .. Further Discussion if Less Than Significant With or wtthout mitigation . 

l .s 
0 .z 

u 
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Source other Than Project 
Description and Plans 

2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage 
Transportation 1:\laluation, Fehr & 
Peers 

35. Existing Circulation System Capacity (Less Than Significant Impact) - The City's intent to modify the DSP to 
eliminate the planned frontage road on Mathilda Avenue could have secondary effects by diverting traffic compared to 
what was assumed in the 2003 DSP EIR traffic analysis. Appendix A provides an analysis of future DSP traffic conditions 
with and without the frontage road that is compared to existing conditions. The results of this an:!ilysis (not implementing 
the frontage road) indicate no new Impacts nor a substantial increase lri the severity of the impacts disclosed in the Table 
7.11 of the 2003 DSP EIR. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Automobile trip generation estimates for Year 2035 conditions were developed using l~nd u~e Intensities described in the 
2003 DSP and standard vehicle trip rates. In total, new land uses on Blocks 14, t5 and 16 are expected to generate 370 
new AM peak hour vehicle trips and 711 PM peak hour vehicle trips. Trip generation for Year 2035 conditions is 
summarized in Appendix A, Table 4. · 

Year 2035 No Frontage Road (Charles Access) 

Level of service analysis was conducted for Year 2035 No Frontage Road (Charles Access) conditions. Under this 
scenario, the Intersection of Mathilda Avenue and El Camino Real is forecasted to operate. at LOS E during the AM peak 
period, with an average Vehicle delay of 73.~ seconds, and ljt LOS 0 during the PM peak hour, with an average vehicle 
delay of51.2 seconds. The remaining study intersections would operate at LOS 0 or above during both AM and PM peak 
hours. See Appendix A, Table 9. The Intersection of Mathilda Avenue and El Camino Real is a Santa Clara County 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) intersectign, and LOS E is the minimum acceptable level of service for CMP 
intetsections. Therefore, assuming planned development consistent with the OSP, the study intersections would operate 
at ac6eptable levels, and the elimination of the pflilnned frontage road would not cause any secondary transportation. 
impacts. . · · 

36. Conflict with Congestion Manageflient Program (Less Than Significant Impact)- as note(! above, in 2035 
assuming development consistent With the OSP and no frontage road on !he west side of Mathilda Avenune, ihe study 
intersection of Mathilda Ave/EI Camino Real, which is !he onlY. CMP intersection lhatcoutd be affeCted by.lhe project, 
would operate at an acceptable/LOS E.· 

38. RoadwaY Hazards (Lei~· Than Slgnlt!Cant Impact) -Amending the OSP to not Include a frorltage road on the west 
side of Mathilda Avenue·WIII not introdlli::ll a hazardous design feature, such as a sharp curve or dangerous intersection, 
or an incompatible use that would inerease road hazards. Without the frontage road; the new development planned on 
Blocks 14, 15, and 16 will have access on Mathilda, cross streets, and/or Charles Street and each development project 
design will be reviewed and permitted by. !he City to ensure adequate sight distances, tum movements, etc. for vehicles 
entering and exiting Mathilda Avenue, to avoid increasing hazards. The frontage road was not an essential element to 
avoiding road hazards on Mathilda Avenue. In fact, the Fehr & Peers Mathilda Avenue Transportation Evaluation 

· (Appendix A, pg.34), found !he frontage road has the potential for conflicts at intersections as vehicles enter the through­
traffic stream from the frontage r6ad, and recommended further study of operations and traffic control if frye frontage road 
were to remain under consideration .. 

39. Conflict with Transit Policies or Programs -Amending the OSP to not construct a frontage road on the west side of 
Mathilda Avenue will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit or nonmotorized 
transportation in that the frontage road was not designed primarily as a transit-supportive feature, rather the frontage road 
design (as noted in Appendix A) was intended to separate 'local' from 1hrough' traffic, and would have reduced !he space 
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available to transit riders waiting at bus stops, .Developing aitemative future roadway cross sections will allow 
opportunities to maintain or enhance transit features along MathHda Avenue, such as bus duck-outs and bus shelters with 

· ample space for transit riders. · 

40. Multi-modal Performance Effectiveness (LeSs Than Significant Impact)- CEQA requires an evaluation of a 
project's impacts as measured against baseline (typically existing) environmental conditions, which was discussed in the 
preceding paragraphs under Question #35.Exlstlng Circulation System. However, discussion ofthe.comparalive 
impacts of procee9i~g to implement the planned frontage road would also be useful for the decision-making process. 
Based on the resOits presented in Appendix A (pages 27-29), the addition of a frontage road would not substantially affect 
vehicle capacity on Mathilda Avenue and would therefore have no substantial effect on vehicle level of service. However, 
the presence or absence of a frontage road may have other effects on vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Access 
and traffic circulation effects are discussed below. · 

Access and Traffic Circulation Effects of Frontage Road · 

While vehicle capacity would not be substantially affected, a trontage road may sligh~y reduce travel speeds for through­
moving vehicles by reducing the number of access points on the main thoroughfare. As a res!JI( It would slighfly increase 
the delay caused by vehicles entering the frontage road from the southbound right tum lane 6f Mathilda Avenue. · 
Forecasts of corridor travel speeds and times (see Appendix A) Indicate that intersection travel times. on the corridor could 
be slightly longer with a frontage road than without one. During the PM peak hour,. southbound travel times on Mathilda 
Avenue in Year 2035 are forecasted at 240 seconds under Frontage Road conditions, and 237 seconds under No 
Frontage Road (Charles Access) conditions. It is therefore unlikely that adding a tiontage road would substantially 
improve travel speeds and vehicle throughput in Year 2035. 

Block Access without Frontage Road 

Assuming that the frontage road is not developed, it is anticipated that vehicle access to .land uses within the study area · 
will be primarily via driveways on Mathilda Avenue and side streets, with the exception of Block 14. On Block 14, there 
would be no vehicle access via Mathilda Avenue, and the majority of vehicle trips wlll enter and exit through driveways on 
Charles Avenue. This is consistent with current development proposal by Summerhill Homes, which calls for mid-block 
driveways on Charles Street only. · 

· 41. Pedestria.n or Bicycle Circulation or Access (Less Than Significant Impact) - CEQA requires an eval~ation of a 
project's Impacts as measured against baseline (typically existing) environmental conditions. On that basis, deciding to 
not implement the frontage road will have no qirect effects on existing condi~ons . . . 
However, discussion of the comparative i.rripacts of proceeding to implement the planned frontage road would also be 
useful tor the decision-making proeess, the addition of a frontage road has the potential to improve conditions for some 
bicyclist!! and pedestrians traveling 90 the west side of Mathilda Avenue. New development anticipated in the DSP is 
likely to bring more pedestrians to the downtown area, which could Increase the potential for conflict belween vehicles and 
pedestrians. Because vehicles. traveling on the frontage road would typically move more slowly than vehicles traveling on 
the main roadway, adding a fr'Ontage road would tend to improve pedestrian comfort and reduce conflicts betWeen . · 
pedestrians and vehicles, .t:ower speeds and volume.s .Of vehicle traffic on the frontage road would also improve perceived 
safety tor bicyclists. As a result, the main benefits of adding a frontage road are separation of local and through :traffic, . 
improved conditions for bicyclists that choose to use the frontage road and pedestrian travel, and the addition of on-street 
parking to serve local businesses and new residential developments. However, foregoing potential future benefits is not 
an impact to the existing environment under CEQA. · 

42. Performance or Availability of Transit (Less Than Significant Impact)- the proposed DSP amendment to 
eliminate the planned frontage road from the westside of Mathilda Avenue would not affect the existing or future demand 
for transit (which is based on land use), or the availability of transit serving the downtoWn area. The alternative designs 
available for Mathilda Avenue in lieu of constructing a frontage road would have adequate right-of-way to allow for the 
efficient performance of existing and planned.transit, including bus stops/duckouts, shelters, etc. 



Building 

within a 1 00-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the f!lilure of a levee or dam? 

on a 
gaologlc unit or soil · Is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result · 
of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

on 
expansive soH, as defined by the current 
building code, creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 
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Source Other Than Project 
Description ·end Plans 

www.abag.ca.gov, 
California Building Code, Title 16 
(Building) of the Sunnyvale Municipal 
Code 

Storm Water Quality Best Sunnyvale 
Management Practices Guideline 
Manual 

and Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan, 
www.sunnyvaleplanning.com 
California Plumbing; Mechanical, and 
Electrical Codes and Title 16 
(Building) of the Sunnyvale Municipal 
Code 
hHo:lisunnyvale.ca.aov/ 

Plumbing, Mechanical, and 
Electrical Codes and nue 16 
(Building) of the Sunnyvale Municipal 
Code. 
hHo:Usunnvvale.ca.0ovl 
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49. Utilities and Service Systems: Exceed 
wastewater treatment requirements of u u 
the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

50. Utilities and Service Systems: Require D D or result in construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment'facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause · 
significant environmental effects? 

51. Utilities and Service Systems: Require u u or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

52. Utilities and Service Systems: Have u D sufficient water supplies available to 
. · serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new 
.or expanded entitlements needed? 

53. Utilities and Service Systems: Result in D 0 a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which services or 
may serve the project determined that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
projecfs projected demand in addition 
to the provider's existing commitments? 

54. Utilities and Service Systems: .Be u u served by a landfill with sufficient 
. permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

55. Hydrology and Water Quality - Violate u u any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
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c- t; ,.c 
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.. ... Source Other Than P..OJect 
.5 "'c Description and Plans ... al 0 !liii z 

u ~ Environmental Management Chapter 
ofthe SunnyVale General Plan 
www.genera!glan,lo§unn)ll!ale.com 

. 

D l[;g] Project Description 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan . 
www.generalgll!n.lnSuno)ll!ale.com 

u ~ Project Description 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale Gimerai. Plan 
www.generalglan.inStinnJll!l!le.com 

u I~ Project Description 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generallllan.i!JSunn)ll!ale.com 

0 ~ Project Description. 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.geoeraiiJian.inSunn)ll!ale.QQm 

u !~, Project Description 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generaii!Jan.inSunn)ll!ale.com 

u ~ Regional Water Quality Control Board 
{RWQCB)Region 2 Municipal 
Regional Permit 
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56. Hydrology and Water Quality - [J D Substantially degrade groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there 

. would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells wouid drop to 
a level which would not support existing 
land uses .or planned uses for which 
permils ha.ve been granted)? 

57. Hydrology and Water Quality - u u Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

58. Hydrology and Water Quality- Create or 0 0 contribute runoff which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems in a manner 
which could create flooding or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

59. Hydrology and Water Quality- u u Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattem of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river? · 

60. Utilities and Service Systems: Comply 0 0 with federal, state, and local statues and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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~~ i 
~ Source Other Than ProJect 

=~ .5 Description and Plans 
•"' 0 
..Iii; z 

0 ·~ Project Description 
Santa Ciara Valley Water District 
Groundwater Protection Ordinance 
www.vajlevwater.ors 

[J ~ Project Description 
Environmental Management Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.genera!l!lao.ioSunnwgle.com 

0 Q::5J RWQCB, Region 2 Munieipal 
Regional Permit, 
Stormwater Quality BMP Guidance 
Manual for New and Redevelopment 
Projects 
www,sunn¥l(aleQI!!!Jni!Jg.com 

u kS) Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(SCWID) Guidelines and Standards 
for Land Use Near Streams 
www. valievwater.org 
City of Sunnyvale Stormwater Quality 
Best Management Practices (BMP) 
Guidance Manual for New and 
Redevelopment Projects 
www.sunnvvaleDtann_iru~,e:om . 

0 !8] Environmental Management Chapter . 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generl!ll!ll!n.jnSunn¥l(l!!e.SOQ[!] 



61. Public Services Infrastructure? Would D the project result in substantial adverse 
physisal impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically al~red 
government facilities, need for new or 
physically altered government facilities, 
the constructi()n of which eould cause 
significant environmental impacts, in 
order to malniain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other -
performance objectives for any of the · 
public services? 

D 

-
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D I:8J Project Description 
Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Pl!!n 
www.generalplan.inSunnwale.com 

. ' • Further D1scuss1on 1f Less Than Significant with or without mitigation. None reqUired . 

bC c .c c cc: 1i 
l :J,l .l'!~o .... 

Public Safety - i 
.Cu ... Source Other Than Project C!E 1-q:: .5 J!!C: en .• m .. - Description and Plans :f9:E .. c: 
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c6.2, Public Services Police arutEire. . . __ -8-- ···& rH H · ~odllloise.Cbap1er...of..tbe 
protection - Would the project result in Sunnyvale General Plan 
substantial adversephysical impacts www.generalplan.ioSunn~ale.com 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered government facilities, I 

need for new or physically altered 
government facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or· other perfoimal')ce 
objectives for any of the public . 
services?· 

63. Public Services Police and Fire LJ [] ·[;8J D 2003 Downtown Specific Plan EIR, 
protection - Would the project result In 2013 Mathilda Ave Carriage Road 
inadequate emergency access? Transportation Evaluation, Fehr & 

Peer11 . ' • .. Further D1scuss1on 1f Less Than S1gnlficant with or Without mH~gation . 

63. Emergency Access (Less than Significant) -Amending the DSP to not implement a frOntage road would not 
directly modify baseline conditions and therefore would not result in inadequate emergency access. The alternatiVe street 
section designs available for Mathilda Avenue in lieu of constructing a frontage road would maintain adequate emergency 
access. 



~t: 

Public Safety - Hazardous Materials s B 1 c!E 
~ c E 'a., .. 

64. Hazards and Hazardous Materials • 0 Create a significant haiard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

65. Hazards and Hazardous Materials ~. u · Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the likely release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

66. Hazards and Hazardous Materials • ..... u .. .E.mit hl!Zl!r!iQYi~!Jlissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous . 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an exiting or 

' proposed school? 

67. Hazards and Hazardous Materials· Be u located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result would 
it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

68. Hazards and Hazardous Materials • LJ Impair implementation of, or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? ' 

;Is 4: -.. 'Iii 
"ril !w:e 
u 

u 

LJ 

u 

D 
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i'l: i ~B Source Other Tf\an Project !E .5 §§. Description and Plans 
0 

..<Ill) z 

u 16) Projeo::t Description · 

u ~· Project Description 

L) ~ ..... Project Description 
.Sunll)IV.ale.Zaning_Map. . 
www.sunn)(l(alelllaoolng.com 

u ~ Project Description 

D !ZJ Safety and Noise Chapter of the 
Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.generalplan.inSunn)(l(ale.eom 

. " ' .. 
Further Discussion ff Less Than S1gmficant with or Without mit1gat1on. None reqUired . 



be c .c c 

:i ~~~ !~~ Community Services c5 - .. 
.. c zRil os. 
12.11) ..,1111::1! 

69. Public Services Parks? Would the u u project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered . 
government facilities, need for new or 
physically altered government facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain. acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the 
public services? 

70. Recreation -Would the project increase u u the use of existing neighborhood or 
regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

71. Recreation -Does the project include u u recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansiOn of 
recreational facilities which might have 
an advljrse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Attachment C 
Page 22 of75 

Initial Study/Addendum 
Mathilda Avenue Frontage Road Removal Project 

Page 21 of25 

c~ u cfii .. !!=,g ... Source Other Than Project .E .. - Description and Plans .. c 
..9 0 
..Ill) z 

0 ~ Land Use and Transportation 
Chapter of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan, Community Cha.racter Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www·aeneralolan:inSunnvvale.com 

· .. .. -

0 ~ Land Use end Transportation 
. Chapter of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan, Community Character Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www,general!llan.inSunn~ale.com 

u ~ Land Use and Transportation 
Chapter of the Sunnyvale General 
Plan, Community Character Chapter 
of the Sunnyvale General Plan 
www.geo~ral!llan.ioSunn)OO!I~.com 

. " " .. 
Further D1scuss1on 1f L_ess Than S1gmficant w1th or w~hout mtt1gat1on. None reqUired. 



ENVIRONMENTAL SOURCES 

City of· Sunnyvale General Plan.: 
Sunnyvale General Plan Consolidated in {2011) 
www.generalplanJnSunnvvale.ilom • 

• Community Vision · · · 
• Land Use and Transportation 
• Community .Character 
• Housing 
• Safety and Noise 
• Environmental Management 
• Appendix A: Implementation Plans 

City of Sunnyvale Municipal Code: 
http:/lsunnyyale.ga.gov/ 

· • Tifle 8 Health and Sanitation 
• TiUe 9 Public Peace, Safety or Welfare 
• Tifle 10 Vehicles and Traffic 
• Title 12 Water and Sewers 
• Chapter 12.60 Storm Water Management 
• Tifle 13 Streets and Sic:fewalks 
• . Title 16 Buildings and Construction 

o Chapter 16.52Fire Code 
o Chapter 16.54 Building Standards for 

Buildings Exceeding Seventy -Five Feet in 
Height 

• Tifle 18 Subdivisions 
• Title 19 Zoning 

o Chapter 19 28 Downtown Specific Plan 
District 

o Chapter 19.29 Moffett Park Specific plan 
District 

o Chapter 19.39 Green Building 
Regulations 

o Chapter 19.42 Operating Standards 
o Chapter 19.54 Wireless . 

Telecommunication Facilities 
o Chapter 19.81 Streamside Development 

Review / 
o Chapter 19.96 Heritige Preservation 

• Tifle 20 Hazardous Ma~als 

Specific Plans: ,. 
• Downtown Specjti6 Plan 
• El Camino Rear' Precise Plan 
• Lockheed Site Master Use Penni! 
• Moffett Park Specific Plan 
• 101 & Lawrence Site Specific Plan 
• Sb\lthem Pacific Corridor plan 
• lakeside Specific Plan 
• Arques Campus Specific Plan 

Environmental Impact Reports: 
• Futures Study Environmental Impact Report 
• Lockheed Site Master Use Pennit Environmental 

Impact Report 
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• Tasman Corridor LRT Environmental Impact 
Study-{supplemental) · 

• Kaiser Permanente Medical Center 
Replacement Center Environmental. Impact 
Report (City of Santa Clare) 

• Downtown Development Program 
Environmental Impact Report 

• Caribbean-Moffett Park .Environmental lmpacl 
Report 

• Southern Pacific Corridor Plan Environmental 
Impact Report 

• East Sunnyvale ITR General Plan Amendment 
EIR 

• · Palo Alto Medical Foundation Medical Clinic 
Project EIR 

• Luminaire (Lawrence Station Road/Hwy 237 
residential) EIR 

• NASA Ames Development Plan Programmatic 
EIS 

• Mary Avenue Overpass EIR 
• Math.ilda Avenue Bri(:lge EIR 

Maps: 
• General Plan Map 
• ZoningMap 
• City of Sunnyvale Aerial Maps 
• Flood Insurance Rate Maps {FEMA) 
• Santa Clara County Assessor's Parcel 
• Utlflty Maps . 
• Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) 

Study Map 
• . . 201 o Noise Conditions Map 

Legislation I Acts I Bills I Resource Agency Codes 
· and Permits: 

• Subdivision Map Act 
• San Francisco Bay Region 
• Municipal Regional Stonnwater NP[)ES PennH 
• Santa Clara County Valley Water District 

Groundwater Protection Ordinance 
• Section 404 of Clean Water Act 
• CA Assembly Bi1132Gioba1Warrriing Solutions 

Act 

Lists /Inventories: . 
• Sunnyvale Cultural Resources Inventory List 
• Heritage Landmark Designation list 
• Santa Clare County Heritage Resource 

Inventory · 
• Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List 

{State of California) 
• List of Known Contaminants in Sunnyvale 
• USFWS I CA Dept F&G Endangered and 

Threatened Animals of California 
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http://www.dfg.ca.gov/bioaeodata/cnddb/pdfs!TE 
Animals.pdf · 

. • The Leaking Underground Petroleum Storage 
Tank List www.geolracker.waterboards.ca.gov . 

• The Federal EPA Superfund List 
v.fww.eoa.gov/region9/cleanyWcalifomia.html 

• The Hazardous W~;~ste and Substance Site List 
www.dtsc.ca·aov/SjteC!eanup/Cortese List.cfm 

Guidelines and Best Management Practices 
• Storm Water Quality Best Management· 

Practices Guidelines Manual 2007 
• Sunnyvale Citywide Design Guidelines 
• Sunnyvale Industrial Guidelines · 
• Sunnyvale Single-Family Design Techniques · 
• Sunnyvale Eichler Guidelines 
• Blueprint for a Clean Bay 
• Santa Clara Valley Water Dlstricl (SCVWD) 

Guidelines and Stendards for Land Use Near 
Streams 

• The Unijed States Secretary of the Interior .'s 
Guidelines for Rehabilitation 

• Criteria of the National RE@ster of Historic 
Places 

Transportation: 
• California Department of Transportation 

Highway Design Manual 
• California Department of Transportation Traffic 

Manual 
• California Department of Transportation 

Standard Plans & Standard Specifications 
• Highway Capacijy Manual 
• Institute of Transportation Engineers • Trip · 

Generation Manual & TripGeneration Handbook 
• Institute of Transportation Engineers;·Traffic 

Engineering Halidl;look 
• Institute of Transportation Engineers • Manual of 

Traffic Engine.ering Studies /' · 
• Institute of Transportation ~tngineers • 

Transportation Planning.Handbook 
• Institute of Transportation Engineers • Manual of 

Traffic Signal Design 
• Institute of Tranwortation Engineers -

Transportation and Land .Development 
• U.S. Dept. of Transportation Federal Highway 

Administration Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices for Street and Highways & CA 
Supplements 

• California Vehicle Code 
• Santa Clara County Congestion Management 

Program and Technical Guidelines 
• Santa Clara County Transportation Agency 

Short Range Transit Plan 
• Santa Clara County Transportation Plan 
• Traffic Volume Studies, Clly of Sunnyvale Public 

works Department of Traffic Engineering 
Division 
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• Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System 
• Sunnyvale Zoning Ordinance -Including Tkles 

10& 13 . 
• City of Sunnyvale General Plan -'Land Use and 

Transportation Chapter 
• City of Sunnyvale Bicycle Plan 
• · City of Sunnyvale Neighborhood Traffic Calming 

Program 
• Valley Transportation Authority Bicycl~ 

Technical Guidelines · 
• Valley Transportation Authority Community 

Design & Transportation ..:. Manual of Be5t 
Practices for Integrating Transportation and 
Land Use 

• Santa Clara County Sub-Regional Deficiency 
Plan 

• City of Sunnyvale Deficiency Plan 
• AASHTO: A Policy i:>n Geometric Design of 

Highways and Streets 
• Santa Clara.County ALUC Moffett Field 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

PubUc Work&:· 
• Standard Specifications and Details of the 

Department of Public Works 
• Storm Drain Master Plari 
• Sanitary Sewer Master Plan 
• Water Master Plan 
• Solid Waste Management Pian of Santa Clara 

County 
• Geotechnical Investigation Reports 
• · Engineering Division Project Files 
• Subdivision and Parcel Map Files 

. Miscellaneous Agency Plans: 
• ABAG Projections 2010 
• Bay Area Clean Air Plan 
• BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 

Building Silfety: 
• C&lifomia Building Code, 
• California Energy Code 
• California Plumbing Code, 
• California Mechanicel Code, 
• Callfomla i:lectrical Code ·. 
• Califilmia Fire Code . . 
• TiUe 16.52 Sunnyvale Municipal Code 
• TiUe 16.53 Sunnyvale Municipal Code 
• TiUe 16.54 Sunnyvale Municipal Code 
• TiUe 19 California Code of Regulations 
• National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 

standards 
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OTHER: 
Project Specific Information 
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• Mathilda Avenue Carriage Road Transportation Evaluation dated 7/26/13, see Appendix A. 

LEAD AGENCY AND CONSULTANTS 

Lead Agency: 

City of Suimy-Vale 
Gerri Caruso, Principal Planner 
Jack Wltthaus, Transportation and Traffic Manager 

Consultants: 

David J. Powers and Associates, Inc. 
Environmental Consultants and Planners 
Akoni Danielsen, Principal Project Manager 
Matthew Gilliland, Assistant Project Manager 

Fehr & Peers, Inc. 
Transportation Consultants 

/ 
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Mathilda Avenue Carriage Road Transportation Evaluation dated 7/26/13 
By Fehr & Peers 

/ 
/ 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

FEHR1'PEERS 

MEMORANDUM 

July 26, 2013 

Jack Witthaus, City of Sunnyvale 

Matt Haynes, Sarah Peters and Alisar Aoun, Fehr & Peers 

Mathilda Avenue Can-loge Road Trtlniporlatian EvaluatiDn 

INTRODUCTION 
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This memorandum presents a transportation assessment of the proposed •carriage" road on the west side of 
Mathiida Avenue between Evelyn Avenue and Olive Avenue. The study evaluates operations with and without 
the proposed carriage road, assuming new land uses are developed along the corridor consistent with the 
Downtown Specific Plan and Year 2035 General Plan development assumptions. 

The City of Sunnyvale's Downtown Specific Plan (2003) assumes the development of a one-way carriage road 
on the west side of Mathilda Avenue between Evelyn Avenue and Olive Avenue. The carriage road is intended 
to provide access and ·circulation needs for properties along the west side of Mathilda Avenue while limiting · 
driveway access points off the arterial corridor of Mathilda Avenue. 

This study evaluates three access alternatives for the west side of Mathilda Avenue. Conditions in Year 2035 
were evaluated with the proposed frontage road and for two scenarios without the proposed carriage road. 
The study scenarios are outlined below: 

1. Existing (2012/2013) Conditions - Conditions based on data collected in December 2012 and 

February 2013. 

2. Year 2035 Without Carriage Road Conclitl(!.tiS (Mathilda Avenue Access) - No carriage road 
would be constructed. Primary access to the two blocks on the west side· of Mathilda. Avenue 
between Iowa Avenue and Washington Avenue would be via driveways on Mathilda Avenue. To 
maintain consistency with current development plans, primary access for the block between Olive 

Avenue and Iowa A11enue would be via Charles Avenue, with some access provided on Mathilda 
Avenue. Project trips are added to base voh1mes forecasted .using the City of Sunnyvale's existing 
General Plan for Year 2035 Conditions. 

160 W Santa Clara Street I Suite 6751 San Jose, CA 951131 (408) 278-1700 I Fax (408) 278-1717 
www.fehrandpeers.com 
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3. Year 2035 Without Carriage Road Conditions (Charles Street Access between Iowa Avenue and 
Olive Avenue) 
No carriage road would be constructed; primary access to the blocks between Iowa Avenue and 
Washington Avenue wou.ld be via driveways on Mathilda Avenue. For the block between Iowa 
Avenue and Olive Avenue (Block 14 in the Downtown Specific Plan), .Primary access would be via 
Charles Avenue, with no driveways via Mathilda Avenue. Project trips. are added to base volumes 
forecasted using the City of Sunnyvale's existing General Plan. 

4. Year 2035 With Carnage Road Conditions 
The carriage road as described iri the Downtown Specific Plan {2003) would be constructed parallel to 
. the southbound Janes of Mathilda Avenue. Primary access to the blocks on the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue, between Olive Avenue and Washington Avenue,. would be via driveways on the carriage 
road. Project trips are added to base volumes forecasted using the City of Sunnyvale's existing 
General Plan. 

Traffic operations at five study intersections along Mathilda Avenue were evaluated during the morning 
peak-hour occurring between 7:00 am to 9:00 am ani! evening peak-hour OCC\lrrilig between 4:00 pm to 6:00· 
pm. Additionally, traffic operations at two intersections on Charles Avenue were evaluated for the Charles 
Street Access scenario described above. 

EXISTING CONDillONS 

Data Collection 
Vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle counts were conducted in November 2012 during the AM {7:00 AM • 9:00 
AM) and PM {4:00 PM - 6:00 PM) peak periods at the following five study intersections: 

1. Mathilda Avenue and Washington Avenue 
2. Mathilda Avenue and McKinley Avenue 
3. Mathilda Avenue and Iowa Avenue 
4. Mathilda Avenue and Olive Avenue 
5. Mathilda Avenue and El Camino Real 

Additional AM and PM peak period counts were ,conducted in February 2013 at the following two study 

intersections: 

6. Charles Street and Iowa Avenue 
7. Charles Street and Olive Avenue. 

To measure existing traffic levels using driveways. along Mathilda Avenue, dtivew•y counts were also 
conducted in February 2013 at twelve driveways along Mathilda Avenue between Washington Avenue and 
Olive Avenue. Figure 1 shows the locations of study intersections. 
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Field observations were conducted duril)g the AM peak hour (8:00 AM - 9:00 AM) and PM peak hour (5:00 
PM - 6:00 PM) in December 2012 to evaluate intersection operations and vehicle queuing and to confirm 
street geometry. Subsequent field observations were conducted in March 2013 to observe the influence of 
driveway operations on southbound vehicle traffic. 

Observations confirmed that traffic flow along Mathilda Avenue is heaviest in the northbound direction 
during the AM peak' hour and in the southbound direction during the PM peak period. During the AM peak 
hour, northbound vehicles were observed to occasionally slow after departing the intersection of Mathilda 
Avenue and Washington Avenue, which indicates that delay from interSections north of the study corridor are 
influencing traffic in the downtown area. 
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During field observations, the fourth northbound lane on Mathilda Avenue, which is used as a parking lane 
. ' 

south of Olive Avenue, was largely unused, including during the AM peak hour when northbound traffic is. 
heaviest. All three southbound travel lanes were heavily used during the PM peak hour. 

Vehicles entering driveways on the west side of Mathilda Avenue were observed to· :cause some delay for 
southbound through vehicles. Depending on the density of southbound traffic, queues of up to four vehicles 
were observed to form behind vehicles entering driveways on the west side of Mathilda. Vehicles exiting 
driveways were not observed to cause delays, as drivers typically waited until platoons of southbound 
vehicles had clear!ld the driveway exit. No substantial queuing was observed at the intetsections of Charles 
Avenue/Iowa Avenue arid .Charles Avenue/Olive Avenue. 

During field observations in December, construction activity was observed east of Mathilda Avenue along 
McKinley Avenue. As a result, the second southbound left turn lane at Mathilda Avenue and Washington 
Avenue and the second eastbound left turn lane at Mathilda Avenue and McKinley Avenue were temporarily · 
closed pending alterations to the median on Mathilda Avenue. These lanes were removed from the model to 
analyze Existing Conditions, but they were included for the Year 2035 analysis scenarios. 

Street Geometry and Land Use 

Mathilda Avenue runs for approximately half a mile through downtown Sunnyvale, from El Camirio Real to 
the Caltrain tracks overcrossing north of Washington Avenue. Sunnyvale's Civic Center complex'lies to the 
west of Mathilda Avenue, between Olive Avenue and El Camino Real; north of Olive Avenue, M~thilda 
Avenue's west side is bordered by single-family homes and smaU commercial developments. The east side of 

Mathilda Avenue contains a mixture .of low-density residential development and small commercial 
enterprises south of Olive Avenue. North of Olive Avenue, Mathilda Avenue's east side is generally bordered 
by office buildings. East of Mathilda Avenue and north Qf Iowa Avenue, commercial developments include. 
Macy's and Target department stores and the small businesses of the Murphy Avenue Historic District The 
Sunnyvale Caltrain Station is located on Evelyn Avenue less than a quarter-mile east of Mathilda Avenue.· 

L • • • 

~- . •. ' 

In the downtown area, Mathilda Avenue has three s.outhbdund lanes, a landscaped .center median that 
narrows to accommodate left tum pockets, and four northbound lanes. Traver la;,es vary in width between 
ten and fourteen feet, averaging a width of eleverHeet. South.of Olive Avenue, the fourth northl:>ound lane is 
used as a parking lane. Table 1 provides a schematic cross-section of Mathilda Avenue in the study area. 

Sidewalks are continuous within the study area and are generally about five and a half feet Wide, although · 
they widen to ten feet north of Booker Avenue, adjacent to new development on Mathilda Avenue's east 
side. There are five bus stops on Mathilda Avenue within the downtown area; bus service is infrequent, with 

Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) buses arriving approximately twice per hour during the AM and PM 
peaks. Figure 2 shows existing transit routes within the study area. 

Within the. study area, Mathilda Avenue does not currently hiwe bicycle facilities. Figure 3 shows existing 
bicycle facilities near the study area. 
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Trip Generation 
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Three blockS on the west side of Mathilda Avenue within the study area were evaluated under Year 2035 
conditions. As defined in the City of Sunnyvale's [)owntown Specific Plan ,(2003), the three blocks are as 
follows: 

• Block 14, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, Olive Avenue, Charles Street and Iowa Avenue;· 
• Block 15, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, Iowa Avenue, ·charles Street and McKlnley Avenue; 
•. Block 16, bounded by Mathilda Avenue, McKinley Avenue, Charles Street and Washington Avenue. 

The Downtown Specific Plan calls for high-density residential development on these blocks, with up to 173 
units planned for Blocks 14 and 16 and 152 units for Block 15. Additionally, up to 10,000 square feet of 
ground-floor retail space is allowed, l.ocated on corners facing Mathilda (Downtown Specific Plan, ·page 84). 
The. Downtown Specific Plan .. encourages belowograde or podium parkl~g structures on these blocks, with 
entrances on the side streets O.e. north and south-facing block faces) and limited access via Charles Street 
(page 85). Land use assumptions for Year 2035 conditions are summarized in Table 3. 

Automobile trip generation estimates for Year 2035 conditions were developed using land use intensities 
described in the Downtown Specific Plan and vehicle trip rates from the 9th Edition of Trip Generation (2012), 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Trip rates for apartments. CITE Rate #220) were 
used to estimate trip generation from the residential development; trip rates for shopping centers (ITE Rate 
#820) were used to estimate trip generation from comer retail. In total, new land uses on Blocks 14, 15 and 
16 are expected to generate 370 new AM peak hour vehicle trips and 711 PM peak hour vehicle trips. Trip 

· generation for Year2035 conditions is summarized in Table 4. 
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The discrepancy between expected and observed driveway turning movements indicates that driveway. 
counts on Mathilda Avenue do not represent the total trip generation from existing land uses. This suggests 
other driveway entrances not on Mathilda account for most of the trips to and from these parcels. Since most 

. parcels on these three blocks have frontages on at least one street in addition to Mathilda Avenue, and 
because the Downtown Specific Plcm discourages access on Mathilda Avenue, it is likely that only a fraction of 
trips generated by future development will be distributed onto Mathilda Avenue. 

We assume that more trips would be routed onto Mathilda Avenue under the Carriage Road scenario than 
under the No Carriage Road scenario, because a carnage road would provide a buffer betWeen faster moving 
traffic in the through travel lanes and slower traffic entering and exiting driveways. We also estimate that trip 
distribution percentages would be the sa111e during AM and PM peak hours. 

We assume that the majority of trips in all scenarios would enter and exit the study area via Mathilda Avenue 
rather than accessing the area via local streets to the west. However, it is likely that some trips traveling to 
and from areas west of Mathilda or via the Central Expressway would travel via Mary Avenue or Pastoria 
Avenue, which are parallel to Mathilda Avenue. Therefore, twenty-five percent of all trips were assumed to 
enter and .exit the network via side streets and Charles Street without traveling on Mathilda. This is consistent 
with observed driveway counts on Mathilda Avenue, which are considerably lower than projected trip 

generation for these blocks. 

Subject to the above constraints, up to half of the vehicles using side-street driveways were assumed to enter 
and exit the studJi. area without traveling on Mathilda Avenue. Of trips not using Mathilda Avenue, the 
remainder was assumed to have origins and destinations on Charles Street driveways. 

Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) 
The Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) scenario assumes that the proposed carriage road will not 
be constructed. Primary access to the two blocks on the west side of Mathilda Avenue between Iowa Avenue 
and Washington Avenue would be via driveways on Mathilda Avenue; however, driveways would be provided 
on Olive Avenue, Iowa ·Avenue, McKinley Avenue and Washington Avenue to provide access to land uses 
adjacent to these streets. Some access would also be provided on Charles Street 

On the block between Olive Avenue and Iowa Avenue (Block 14 in the Downtown Specific Plan), where 
current development plans call for mid-block driveways on Charles Street only, primary access would be via 
Charles Street. Some access would also be provided on Mathilda Avenue, Iowa Avenue and Olive Avenue. 

Vehicle access to retail uses would likely be via side-street driveways on Olive Ave,nue, Iowa Avenue, McKinley 
Avenue and Washington Avenue; access to residential uses. would be via mid-block driveways on Mathilda 
Avenue or Charles Street As described in the Downtown Specific Plan, future development within the study 
area will require consolidation of driveways on each block. 

Under this scenario, the majority of trips would enter and exit via Mathilda Avenue or one of the side streets. 

This is consistent with the Downtown Specific Plan, which calls for limited access on Charles Street. Compared 
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. to the No Carriage Road (Charles Access) scenario, this scenario would have slightly lower vehicle traffic on 
the primarily residential side streets . 

. Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Charles Access)· 
The Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Charles Access).scenario assumes that the carriage road proposed in the 
Downtown specific Plan will not be developed, and that vehicle access to land uses within the study area will 
be primarily via driveways on Mathilda Avenue and side streets, with the exception of Block 14. On Block 14, 
there would be no vehicle access via Mathilda Avenue, and the majority of vehicle trips. will enter and exit 
through driveways on Charles Avenue. This is consistent with current 'development proposals, which call for 
mid-block driveways on Charles Street only. This scenario differs from Downtown Specific Pion guidelines by 

providing greater levels of vehicle access via Charles Street than via Mathilda Avenue. . . 

Compared to the No Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) scenario, this scenario would provide more access to 
Block 14 via Charles Street. less via Iowa Avenue and Olive Avenue, and none via Mathilda Avenue. For the 
blocks between Washington Avenue and Iowa Avenue (Blocks 15 and 16 in the Downtown Specific Plan), 
access is the same for both No Carriage Road scenarios. 

·'ielii2ii35cariia9;Road _____ -- ------- · ------ - ----- - ------ -- -- - ···· ---- ·-
The Year 2035 Carriage Road (Charles Access) scenario assumes that the carriage road proposed in the 
Downtown Specific Plan will be developed. Vehicle access to land uses within the study area would be 
primarily via driveways on Mathilda Avenue, with some access via side streets. and Charles Street. Vehicle 
access to retail uses wouid- be vi_a driveways on Mathilda Avenue and on side streets (Olive Avenue, Iowa 
Avenue, McKinley Avenue and Washington Avenue). Most residential trips would enter and exit via Mathilda 

Avenue. 

Compared to the other scenarios, this option would reduce vehicle traffic on side streets by facilitating 
additional driveway access via the Mathilda Avenue frontage road. 

To calculate intersection Level of Service (LOS) and travel times along the Mathilda Avenue corridor, trips to 
and from each block face were assigned to the street network. Trip distribution results for the three future 

·year scenarios are summarized in Table 6 and shown in Figure 7. 
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The Downtown Specific Plan recommends the development of a carriage road on the west· side of Mathilda 
Avenue. The goal of the carriage road is to provide access and circulation improvements for properties along 

. the west side of Mathilda Avenue while limiting driveways and access points off the arterial .corridor of 

Mathilda Avenue. 
. . . 

The Downtown Specific Pia~ calls for a one-way carriage road to west side o(Mathllda Avenue, with an 8 foot 
·wide parking lane, a 15 foot wide travel lane and a 7 foot wide landscaped median separating the carriage 
road from through travel lanes. The Specific Plan does not provide a detailed description of how the carnage 
road would operate. 

The carriage road climensions described in the Downtown Specific Plan require a dedication of 33 feet on the 
west side of Mathilda Avenue to construct the carriage road. On the· east side of Mathilda Avenue, 27 foot 
wide sidewalks would be constructed using a 10 foot dedication along with the fourth northbound travel lane 
and existing right-of-way. The existing center median would be narrowed to accommodate wider travel lanes. 
Tl:ie conceptual design of the Specific Plan carriage road is summarized in Table 7_ and in Figure B. 

Wider sidewalks reduce the need for. building setbacks from the public ;ight-of-way. As a result the 
Downtown Specific Plan does not require minimum setbacks for developments that dedicate public right-of­
way. Parcels developed since 2003 along the east side of Mathilda.Avenue have included narrower sidewalks 
(between 10' and 15' wide including setbacks) than are called for in the Specific Plan. 

The Downtown Specific Plan's carriage road concept would add parking spaces to the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue, where on-street parking is currently prohibited. Currently, parking is only present on the east side of 
Mathilda Avenue between El Camino Real and Olive Avenue. 
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The operations of roadway facilities are described with the term level of service. Level of Service (LOS) is a 
qualitative description of traffic from the driver's perspective based on such factors as speed, travel time, 
delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels are defined from LOS A, the least congested operating conditions, 

to LOS F, the most congested operating conditions. LOS E represents •at-capacity" operations. When traffic 
volumes exceed the capacity, stop-and-go condition~ result. and operations are designated as LOS F. 

Signalized intersections are analyzed using the method described in Chapter 16 of the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) (Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board), This method evaluates 
signalized intersection.operations on the average control vehicular delay •. 

Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay. 

The average control delay for signalized intersection is calculat.ed using the Synchro 7.0 analysis software and 
is correlated to a LOS designation as shown in Table 8. 
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Level of service analysis was conducted using the Synchro traffic operations modeling software package. A 
weekday peak hour Synchro model was developed for the length of Mathilda Avenue from El Camino Real to 
Washington Avenue and for the block betWeen Iowa Avenue and Olive Avenue on the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue. Synchro .traffic simulation software is based on procedures outlined in the Transportation Research 
Board's 2000 Highway Capacity Manual .(HCM). The Synchro models were coded With existing peak hour 
volumes, posted speed limit vehicle mix. and .current traffic signal timings. Traffi~·signal:related h1forrnatlon 
such as phasing and initial timings (minimum green, maximum green, gap; etc.) for the five study 
intersections was .input based on Synchro files provided by the City of. Sunnyvale and adjusted to replicate 
field conditions. Additional detail such as turn pocket lengths and intersection spacing was coded based on 
field· measurements. 

The Synchro model was converted to SimTraffic to verify that the model accurately reflects conditions 
observed in the field. SimTraffic captures the random nature of driver behavior and models the interaction 
between vehicles in a study network. Traffic simulation better accounts 'for. delays under congested 
conditions including pedestrian crossings, queue blocking, and queue interactions between adjacent 
intersections when compared to traditional analysis methods. SimTraffic models reflecting existing field 
conditions require calibration to ensure that traffic volumes, queue lengths, and other operational 
observations· are satisfactorily replicated. 

SimTraffic is a stochastic model· where different seed numbers generate different driver behaviors (i.e., 
accepting available gaps for turns, changing lanes, etc.) and system results. The Guidelines for Applying 

Traffic Microsimulation Modeling Software recommends multiple runs .to account for this stochastic nature of 
the model and to achieve confidence in the simulated results. 

Existing 
To model Existing conditions, turning volumes from driveways counted in February 2013. were added to 
intersection turning volumes counted in December 2013. Intersection volumes were then balanced upwards. 
While this method is likely to slightly overestimate total volumes traveling on Mathilda Avenue, we preferred 
to present a conservative analysis of operations at study intersections rather than potentially undercount 
vehicles entering and exiting driveways within the study area. Turning volumes from interSection counts on 
Charles Avenue were likewise addec;l to Mathilda Avenue intersections in orderto present a conservative 
analysis. This resulted in an average delay at the Mathilda Avenue/Olive Avenue intersection of 25.4 seconds, 
which is slightly higher than what was calculated in our previous study. 

All intersections operate at LOS D or better under Existing conditions; except the intersection of Mathilda 
Avenue/EI Camino Real, which operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour, with an average delay of 58.7 

seconds. 

Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) 
Level of service analysis was conducted for No Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) conditions, with signal cycle 
lengths and offsets optimized. Under this scenario, the intersection of Mathilda Avenue and El Camino Real is 
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forecasted to operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour, with an average vehicle ·delay of 76.3 second.s, and 
at LOS D during the PM peak hour, with an average vehicle delay of 54.8 seconds. The remaining study 
intersections would operate at LOS D or above during both AM and .PM peak hours. 

Year 2035 No Carriage Road {Charles Access) 
Level of service analysis was conducted for Year 2035 No Carriage Road (Charles Access) conditions, with 
signal cycle lengths and offsets optimized. Under this scenario, the intersection of Mathilda Avenue and El 
Camino Real is forecasted to operate at LOS E during the AM peak period, with an averagll vehicle delay of 
73.8 seconds, and at LOS D during the PM peak hour, with an average vehicle delay of 51.2 seconds. The 
remaining study intersections would operate at LOS D or above during both AM and PM peak hours. 

Year 2035 Carriage Road 
Level of service analysis was conducted for Year 2035 Carriage Road conditions, with signal cycle lengths and 
offsets optimized. All intersections are forecasted to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of 
Mathilda Avenue/EI Camino Real, which is forecasted to operate at LOS E during the AM peak period, with an 
average vehicle delay of 73.9 seconds, and at LOS D during the PM peak hour, with an average vehicle delay 

of 50.6 seconds. 

Trips into driveways on Mathilda Avenue were modeled as through trips at the upstream intersection, 
assuming they would enter the carriage road mid-block instead of turning in directly from a side street 
Average vehicle delay is generally consistent across all three scenarios. However, compared to the other two 
Year 2035 scenarios the Charles Access scenario shows slightly higher level of service at the Mathilda 
Avenue/Olive Avenue intersection and slightly lower level of service at the Mathilda Avenue/Iowa Avenue 

intersection. The Charles Access scenario assumes that there will be no access to Block 14 via Mathilda 
Avenue. This eliminates the need for vehicles to make U-tums from the northbound or southbound left tum 
lanes at Mathi/da/0/ive in order to access driveways on the west side of Mathilda, thereby reducing delay at 
this intersection. At the Mathilda/lowa intersection, however, more vehicles make ea.stbound left tums under 
the Charles Access scenario than under either of the other two study scenarios, which slightly increases 

average delay. 

Depending on the ultimate layout of the frontage road intersections, reported delay may differ from what 
would actually occur under field conditions. Further analysis, using a more detailed traffic operations. 
simulation software (such as VISS!M) and development of more detailed alternatives for carriage road 
operations and traffic control, would be needed to accurately assess level of service and plan carriage road 

operations. 

Average delay and level of service during the AM and PM peak hours for. all scenarios are reported in Table 
9. Turning movement volumes for the three future scenarios are shown in Figures 9, 10 and 11. 
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. Based on the results presented above, the addition of a carriage mad would not substantially 

affect vehicle capacity on Mathilda Avenue and would therefore have no ·substantial effect on 
vehicle level of service. However, the presence or absence of a carriage. road· rl)ay have other 

effects on vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Access and traffic circulation effects are 

discussed below. 

While vehicle capacity would not be substantially affected, a carriage road may slightly reduce 

travel speeds for through-moving vehicles by reducing the number of access points on the main 
thoroughfare. As a result, it would slightly increase the delay caused by vehicles entering the 

carriage road from the southbound right turn lane of Mathilda Avenue. Forecasts of corridor 
travel speeds and times indicate that intersection travel times on the corridor could be slightly 

longer with a carriage road than without one. During the PM peak hour, southbound travel times 

on Mathilda Avenue in Year 2035 are forecasted at 240 seconds under Carriage Ro"ad conditions, 
237 seconds under No Carriage Road (Charles Access) conditions and 230 seconds under No 

Carriage Road (Mathilda Access) conditions. It is therefore unlikely that adding a carriage road 
would substantially improve travel speeds and vehicle throughput in Year 2035. 

One of the frequently-cited benefits of a street with frontage or carriage roads (also referred to as 

a multi-way boulevard) is that they separate local traffic from through traffic. With a carriage 

road, vehicles would enter and exit the. main roadway at intersections, reducing the number of 

mid-block conflicts between through traffic and vehicles entering and exiting driveways. 
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adding a carriage road would tend to improve pedestrian comfort and reduce conflicts between 
pedestrians and vehicles. lower speeds and volumes of vehicle traffic on the carnage road would 
alsa improve perceived safety for bicyclists. 

As a resuit, !he main benefits of adding a carriage road are separation of local and through traffic, 
improved c6nditio~s for bicycle and pedestrian travel, and the addition of on-street-parking to 
serve local businesses and new residential developments. 

Year 2035 Scenario Comparison 
The addition of a ca'rliage road would generally lead to a·slight reduction in intersection delay. 
The carriage road is forecasted to reduce average vehicle delay at study intersections by up to 2.3 
seconds under Year 2035 conditions, although It is anticipated to increase delay at the Mathilda 
Avenue/EI Camino Real intersection by up to ·3 seconds when compared to No Carnage Road 
scenarios. The carriage road would also add on-street parking, which could meet short-term 
parking and delivery needs for retail customers and residents. 

Constructing a carriage road would provide a buffer from southbound through traffic for 
pedestrians and bicyclists on the west side of Mathilda Avenue. However, the addition of a 
carriage road would create a longer crossing distance fer pedestrians on Mathilda ·(though 
increased pedestrian crossing distance is partially addressed by the fact that pedestrians can cross 
the street in multiple sections, and carriage road crossings are sometimes only stop-controlled -
which reduces the effective crossing distance). It would also reduce the space available to transit 
riders waiting at b.us stops. Pedestrian and transit Issues could be mitigated by adding curb bulbs 
to the carriage road median strip at bus stops and crosswalks. Targeted pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements that could be implemented along with the addition of a carriage road are O!Jtlined 
in the section on Alternative Cross Sections Designs, under Option 3. 

In order to properly understand the benefits and drawbacks of the .three access alternatives, 
measures of effectiveness were deveioped for vehicle operations, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
modes, and parking. Operations on Mathilda Avenue under the three future year scenarios were 
then compared to each other using these measures. Table 12 presents a comparative chart of the 
results. 
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Redevelopment on the west side of Mathilda Avenue provides the opportunity to address the 
transportation needs of all travel modes ccinsiste~t with the goals of the existing General Plan, the 
Administrative Draft L-and Use and Transportation Element/Climate Action Plan (lUTf/CAP) and 
the Downtown Specific Pion. Currimtly, M~thilda Avenue through downtoWil Sunnyvale lacks 
dedicated bicycle facilities. In addition, pedestrian access is limited by narrow sidewalks, large 
curb radii and long crossing distances at intersections. While the frontage road concept outlined .. 
in the Downtown Speci{icPtan improves pedestrian facilities by providing wider sidewalks on both 
sides of . the street ·and slightly reducing crossing distances, it does not identify specific 
improvements for bicycle travel. Mathilda Avenue is an important nortkouth bicycle connection 
in Sunnyvale as it is one of a limited number of streets that crosses the Caltrain railroad tracks. 

We developed several cross section designs for Mathilda Avenue that improve pedestrian and 
bicycle conditions and maintain or improve existing conditions for transit riders. The following 
criteria were used in developing the cross sections: 

• Provide a north-south bicycle connection on Mathilda Avenue; 
• Reduce pedestrian crossing distance across· Mathilda avenue (both for pedestrian 

accessibility to and from downtown but also to reduce the amount of signal green time 
devoted to cross streets when a pedestrians are crossing the··street); 

• Where possible, maintain local access to existing and proposed land uses along the 
corridor; 

• Maintain or improve bus stop layouts and access on the corridor; 
• Reduce required right of way dedication (if possible). 

The three cross section designs require either no dedications or a smaller right-of-way dedication 
than the Specific Plan frontage road concept Options 1 and 2 would be compatible with the two 
'No Carriage Road" scenarios; Option 3 would be feasible with the construction of the carriage 
road on Mathilda Avenue. · 

Parcels developed since 2003 along the east side of Mathilda Avenue have included narrower. 
sidewalks (between 10 and 15 feet wide including setbacks) than are called for in the Downtown 

Specific Plan. A fourth northbound lane on Mathilda, which operates as parking lane south of 
Olive Avenue and a travel lane north of Olive Avenue, is currently underutilized as a travel lane. In 
our proposed designs we recommend repurposing it for bicycle travel, as a reduction in the 
number.of northbound lanes does not substantially affect traffic conditions along the corridor. 

The landscaped center median would need to be modified to accommodate most of these 
modifications. In addition to landscaping, the existing median includes streetlights, signage and 
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other utilities. As a result, implementing any of these options may require relocating some utilities 
and removing trees from the median. 

There may be opportunities to implement these alternatives at lower cqst .if double left-tum lanes 

.in the southbound direction were ·reduced or eliminated, 1 or if dedications to accommodate 
bicycle fatHities and wider ·sidewalks were required from new development along Mathilda 

Avenue. 

Option 1: Restriping with Minimal Median Reduction 
This option would add 8 foot wide buffered bicycle lanes (Class n bicycle facility} to Mathilda 

Avenue by eliminating the underutilized fourth northbound travel lane, realigning the· center 
median and reducing the center median width. Providing the desired s.idewalk widths of 14 to 20 

feet described in the Downtown Specific Plan would require additional dedications from adjacent 
property owners. Figure 12 shows the street configuration proposed for Option 1. 

Buffered bicycle lanes would consist of a 5 foot bicycle lane (adjacent to sidewalk} and a 3 foot 
diagonally striped buffer (adjacent to travel lane}. At bus stops and intersections, the striped 

buffer would be replaced with a dashed line to show. Class n bicycle facilities typically share space 

with buses at transit stops, so this configuration would be relatively easy for both bicyclists and 
transit vehicle operators to negotiate. 

Some design variations may be possible with Option 1 as well, including: 

• Narrowing travel lanes to 10.5 feet would allow for a 30 foot wide median,. reducing the 
need to relocate utilities from the median area. 

• 7 foot buffered bike lanes (with a 5 foot lane and 2 foot buffer) would likewise allow for 
slightly wider pla[lted median. 

• Dedications on west side could allow for wider sidewalks. 

1 Under existing conditions, peak-hour southbound left tum volumes are under 300 vehicles at all ·study 
intersections except for the intersection of Mathilda Avenue and El camino, making this a feasible treatment 
for most of the study corridor. 
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Design variations possible under Option 2 include: 

• Dedications of 2 feet (west side) and 6 to 12 feet (east side) would allow desired sidewalk 
widths of 10 feet (west side) and 14 to 20 feet (east side). 

• A raised cycle. track could be used instead of vertical barriers. If a raised cycle track were 
considered, sidewalks with a continuous furniture/planting zone (minimum 8' wide) are 
recommended to reduce the risk of cyclists intruding .into pedestrian walkways and vice 
versa. 

• Eliminating southbound double left turn lanes would reduce the need to realign the 
center median, potentially providing cost savings to the project. 
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This option provides a narrower carriage road than described in the Downtown Specific Plan, a 
shared (Class Dl) bicycle facility in the frontage road and a buffered bicycle lane in the existing 
fourth northbound travel lane, and widens sidewalks on both sides of Mathilda Avenue. 

The west side carriage road proposed in Option 3 would provide an 8 foot parking lane, a 10 foot' 
shared-use travel lane With center shared lane markings ("sharrows") and a 3 foot' landscaped 
median separating the carriage road from through travel lanes. A 10 foot shared-use travel lane is 
similar to the configurations of recently-constructed boulevards, suciJ as Octavia Boulevard in San 
Francisco. It would require dedications of 15 feet from development on the west side of Mathilda 
Avenue. A dedication of 8' from development on the east side of Mathilda Avenue would allow 
for wider sidewolks consistent with the goals of the Downtown Specific Plan. Figure 14 shows the 
street configuration proposed for Option 3. 

In addition to wider sidewalks, this option presents several advantages for pedestrians. The 
frontage road would separate pedestrians on the west side of Mathilda Avenue from fast-moving 
through traffic. It would also ·allow for the implementation of curb extensions, which we 
recommend at intersections to provide a shorter pedestrian crossing distante on Mathilda 
Avenue. Reduced pedestrian crossing distance would also reduce delay for northbound and 
southbound vehicles by reducing the amount of signal •green time" needed to facilitate 
pedestrian crossings. 

Because a 3 foot wide median does not provide an adequate accessible boarding area for transit 
riders, we recommend special treatments at transit stops under this alternative. Parking should be 
removed and the frontage road. median widened to accommodate transit riders boarding and 
exiting buses. 

Design variations possible under Option 3 include: 

• Larger dedications from developers would allow for wider sidewalks. 
• Double carriage road: An additional 13 foot dedication on the east side of Mathilda 

Avenue would allow for a true boulevard-style road configuration similar to that along 
the west side of the street. This would have the advantage of further reducing pedestrian 
crossing distances and adding street parking. 

• Eliminating southbound double left tum lanes would reduce the need to realign the 
center median, providing cost savings to the project. 
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Measures of effectiveness were developed for transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes, parking ana 

cost and constructability. The Downtown Specific Plan frontage road concept and the three 

options outlined above were then compared to existing conditions on Mathilda Avenue using 

these measures. Figure 15 presents a comparative chart of the results. 

Options 1-3 provide clear benefits for bicyclists by providing dedicated bicycle facilities, which are 

not included in the Downtown Specific Plan frontage road concept Option 2 and Option 3, as well 

as the Specific Plan frontage road concept. provide improvements to pedestrian access and safety 

as well as enhancing the streetscape. Both Option 3 and the Specific Plan carriage road concept 

would add on-street parking (approximately 30 to 80 spaces given current driveway locations), 

while Options 1 and 2 would remove approximately 15 parking spaces from the east side of 

Mathilda Avenue between Olive Avenue and El Camino Real. 

Both carriage road options would have greater and longer-term construction impacts than 

Options 1 and 2, and would entail approximately the same costs. Additional evaluation of 

potential project costs is described below. 
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While precise estimates of relative costs foi each of the thre.e options outlined above are beyond 
the scope of this study, 'planning-level cost estimates, which are shown in Table 13, provide a 
general understanding of the relative costs of each option. Information about land prices and the 
full relocation costs of utilities along the Mathilda Avenue corridor were not available at the time 
of this study. These estimates should therefore be taken as providing an order of magnitude 

·estimate for construction costs and are not intended as a substitute for more detafled 
. constructiOn cost estimates. 

These planning-level estimates are based on recent project cost information provided by the City 
of Sunnyvale and additional project cost information gathered by Fehr & Peers. Based on this 
information, the lowest-cost option is Option 1, which provides Class· n bicycle facilities but no 
other improvements and totals approximately $600,000 to $900,000. However, Option 1 does not 
provide a substantial benefit to bicycle and pedestrian circulation in the area. Option 2, which 
provides a physically-separated bicycle facility and widened sidewalks, would cost approximately 
$1.5 to $1.9 million. Option 3, which adds a carriage road; parking, bicycle facilities and sidewalks, 
would cost approximately $2.3 to $2.7 million. 

The center median would have to be realigned to accommodate all of the options outlined above, 
except for those variations in which bicycle facilities and sidewalks are constructed using 
dedications from development on the west side of Mathilda Avenue or roadway width previously 
allocated. to double left turn lanes. In addition to landscaping, the existing median includes 
streetlights, signage and other utilities. The cost of implementing any of these options would 
include relocating these utilities. 






