S TAT E C L E A R I N G H O U S E # 2 0 0 8 1 0 2 0 2 3

|

M AY 2 0 1 3

F I NA L E NV I RO NM ENTAL IM PAC T REPORT
F O R T H E S TANFO RD IN RED WO O D CIT Y
P RE C ISE PLA N
City of Redwood City

P R E PA R E D B Y:
THE CITY OF REDWOOD CITY

W I T H A S S I S TA N C E F R O M :

U R B A N A N D E N V I R O N M E N TA L P L A N N E R S

10672

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
Contents
Page i

CONTENTS

Page

1.

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 1-1
1.1
1.2
1.3

2.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR .................................................... 2-1
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

3.

Relationship Between the Draft EIR and Final EIR ................................................ 1-1
Project Description Summary ................................................................................ 1-1
Adequacy of Final EIR ........................................................................................... 1-4

List of Draft EIR Commenters ................................................................................ 2-2
Responses to February 9, 2012 Historic Resources Advisory Committee (HRAC)
Meeting Comments on the Draft EIR .................................................................. 2-5
Responses to February 21, 2012 Planning Commission Meeting and Public
Hearing Comments on the Draft EIR................................................................. 2-19
Responses to Written Comments Received During the Draft EIR Public
Review Period................................................................................................... 2-55
Responses to Written Comments Received After the Draft EIR Public
Review Period ................................................................................................ 2-141

DRAFT EIR REVISIONS................................................................................................. 3-1

APPENDICES (available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”)
A:

Supplemental Traffic Information (accompanies responses to comments L11.04 and
L11.05)

B:

Supplemental Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Information
(accompanies response to comment L8.03)

C:

Supplemental Cultural and Historic Resources Information (accompanies responses to
comments HR 1 and HR 2)

D:

Supplemental Human Health Risk Assessment Information (accompanies responses to
comments L3.08, L8.06, and L8.07)

T:\10672\FEIR\f-contents (10672).doc

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

T:\10672\FEIR\f-contents (10672).doc

Final EIR
Contents
Page ii

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
1. Introduction
Page 1-1

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DRAFT EIR AND FINAL EIR
The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed Stanford in Redwood City
Precise Plan has been prepared by the City of Redwood City (City), the Lead Agency, in
keeping with State environmental documentation requirements set forth in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City has prepared the Final EIR pursuant to the CEQA
Guidelines, including sections 15086 (Consultation Concerning Draft EIR), 15088 (Evaluation of
and Responses to Comments), and 15132 (Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report). In
conformance with these guidelines, the Final EIR consists of the following two volumes:
(1) the Draft EIR, which was circulated for a 45-day State agency and public review and
comment period on January 26, 2012; and
(2) this Final EIR document, which includes a list of all commenters on the Draft EIR during
and immediately after the Draft EIR public review period; the approved minutes of the February
9, 2012 and April 12, 2012 Historic Resources Advisory Committee (HRAC) public meetings
(including an associated email), which include HRAC comments on the Draft EIR; the approved
minutes of the February 21, 2012 Planning Commission meeting and public hearing on the Draft
EIR; verbatim versions of all written communications (letters and emails) received during and
immediately after the Draft EIR review period; the responses of the EIR authors to all
environmental points raised during the public meetings and hearing and in the written
communications; and associated revisions to the Draft EIR. None of the revisions to the Draft
EIR represents a substantial increase in the severity of an identified significant impact or the
identification of a new significant impact, mitigation, or alternative considerably different from
those already considered in preparing the Draft EIR.
Both volumes of the Final EIR are available for public review at the City of Redwood City
Community Development Department, City Hall, 1017 Middlefield Road, first floor, Redwood
City, CA (telephone 650-780-7236) and at City libraries. Both volumes are also posted on-line
on the City’s official website (www.redwoodcity.org).
The responses to comments included in this document are correlated to the meeting/hearing
minutes and letters/emails by code numbers, which are posted in the right hand margin of the
minutes, letters, and emails.
Certification of this Final EIR by the City Council of Redwood City must occur prior to approval
of the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
This project description summary should not be relied upon for a thorough understanding of the
details of the project, its individual impacts, and related mitigation needs. Please refer to Draft
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EIR chapter 3 for a complete description of the project, Draft EIR chapters 4 through 15 for a
complete description of identified environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures,
and Draft EIR chapter 18 for an evaluation of alternatives to the project.
The Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan is comprised of goals, policies, development
standards, and urban design guidelines intended to guide the transition of the currently low-rise,
parking lot-oriented complex to a campus workplace that is denser, greener, and more attractive
architecturally. As part of the Precise Plan, the applicant would fund a Neighborhood Streets
Enhancement Program to address residents' concerns that increased vehicle traffic could
diminish residents' enjoyment of their streets, sidewalks, and neighborhoods. The Precise
Plan's sustainability elements include a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
and extension of recycled water infrastructure to serve the new development. Flexible building
forms would allow for long-term tenanting and re-tenanting by office, research and development
(R&D), medical clinic, and other potential uses.
The Precise Plan is a zoning document with goals, policies, development standards, and urban
design guidelines rather than a development blueprint. For example, the conceptual site plan
referred to throughout the Draft EIR (see especially chapter 3, Project Description) is but one
possible example of a site plan that is consistent with the contents of the Precise Plan
document; other site plans could be realized on the Precise Plan development site. The project
analyzed in the Draft EIR, therefore, is the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan document
and its potential implementation, not any particular site plan that may result.
The Precise Plan would establish the City's development goals and requirements with the
understanding that the nature of workplace facilities can change over time. The Plan's policy
envelope for development intensity, building heights and orientation, architectural design,
circulation, parking, and other components is intended to be flexible enough to allow for
changing conditions, but definitive enough to ensure that the City's vision for the Precise Plan
area is achieved.
The project proposal includes demolition of approximately 537,000 square feet of existing office
and research and development (R&D) space, and construction of approximately 1,518,000
square feet of new space (a 1.0 floor area ratio [FAR] averaged over the development site) in
approximately 13 new office/R&D/medical clinic buildings, plus approximately four parking
structures and on-site surface parking containing a total of approximately 4,500 parking spaces.
The proposed Plan also includes infrastructure improvements, including an on-site storm water
retention system, a recycled water pipeline extension, dual piping for use of recycled water, a
pedestrian greenway that would run through the center of the campus, and a new publicly
accessible open space adjacent to Spinas Park.
Stanford University has identified a number of uses that may be relocated to the development
site, including:


Stanford University School of Medicine uses, including research management,
communications, and institutional planning;



Stanford University Business Affairs Department administrative uses, including financial,
technological, business, and human resource activities;
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Stanford University library system components, including offices for the Stanford University
Press, HighWire Press, and Library Technical Services group; and



Offices for other Stanford University administrative activities such as the University's
development department (capital campaign and other fundraising coordination); Office of
Land, Buildings, and Real Estate; executive and continuing education facilities; and various
new academic "start-up" endeavors.

The Precise Plan allows the following mix of uses on the approximately 1,518,000-square-foot
development site:


Up to 1,518,000 square feet of office floor area (75 to 100 percent of total new development
at full buildout);



Up to 228,000 square feet of medical clinic floor area (zero to 15 percent of total new
development at full buildout); and



Up to 152,000 square feet of R&D floor area (zero to 10 percent of total new development at
full buildout).

Any mix of uses within these percentages is addressed by this EIR. The Precise Plan retains
the flexibility to allow some variation in these floor area percentages. If substantial differences
in these percentages are proposed as the Plan is implemented, additional CEQA review may be
required.
The specific City approvals required to implement the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
include:
(1)

adoption of the Precise Plan;

(2) rezoning of the Precise Plan area from IR (Industrial-Restricted) to P (Planned Community
District) to reflect and implement the land uses and development standards specified by the
Precise Plan;
(3) approval of one or more Planned Community (PC) permits, incorporating the final Precise
Plan in accordance with the City's PC zone process;
(4) approval of associated tentative and final subdivision maps (for new on-site street
extensions); and
(5) amendment of the City’s Recycled Water Services Area map to reflect the projectproposed extension of the recycled water transmission infrastructure to the Precise Plan area.
The City and Stanford University may, but are not required to, enter into a development
agreement in connection with the Precise Plan.
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As the Lead Agency, the City also intends this EIR to serve as the CEQA-required
environmental documentation for consideration of this project by other Responsible Agencies 1
and Trustee Agencies 2 (e.g., San Mateo County Office of Environmental Health, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Fair Oaks Sewer Maintenance District) which may have limited
discretionary authority over future site-specific development proposals facilitated by this project.
1.3 ADEQUACY OF FINAL EIR
Under CEQA, the responses to comments on a Draft EIR must include good faith, wellreasoned responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR that raise significant
environmental issues related to the project under review. If a comment does not relate to the
Draft EIR or does not raise a significant environmental issue related to the project, there is no
need for a response under CEQA.
In responding to comments, CEQA does not require the EIR authors to conduct every test or
perform all research or study suggested by commenters. Rather, the EIR authors need only
respond to significant environmental issues and need not provide all of the information
requested by the reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR
(CEQA Guidelines sections 15088, 15132, and 15204).

1

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Responsible Agency" includes all public agencies, other than the
Lead Agency, which have discretionary approval power over the project for which the Lead Agency has
prepared a CEQA document.
2

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Trustee Agency" means a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by the project which are held in trust by the people of California.
T:\10672\FEIR\F-1 (10672).doc
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

After completion of the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency (the City) is required under CEQA
Guidelines sections 15086 (Consultation Concerning Draft EIR) and 15088 (Evaluation of and
Response to Comments) to consult with and obtain comments from other public agencies
having jurisdiction by law with respect to the project, and to provide the general public with an
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines section 15088, the Lead
Agency is also required to respond in writing to substantive environmental points raised in this
Draft EIR review and consultation process.
Comments on the Draft EIR were submitted in the form of a motion passed at the February 9,
2012 HRAC meeting; public testimony and Planning Commission comment at the February 21,
2012 Planning Commission meeting and public hearing; and in letters and emails received by
the City during and immediately after the Draft EIR public review period. Eighteen (18) letters
and emails pertaining to the Draft EIR were received during the Draft EIR public review period.
CEQA Guidelines section 15132 (Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report), subsection
(b), requires that the Final EIR include the full set of "comments and recommendations received
on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary"; section 15132, subsection (c), requires that the
Final EIR include "a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft
EIR"; and section 15132, subsection (d), requires that the Final EIR include "the responses of
the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation
process." In keeping with these guidelines, this Responses to Comments chapter includes the
following sections:


a list of Draft EIR commenters (section 2.1) which lists each HRAC member, Planning
Commissioner, and individual who testified during the HRAC and Planning Commission
meetings and public hearing, and each individual and organization that submitted written
comments (letters or emails) to the City during or immediately after the Draft EIR public
review period;



a responses to February 9, 2012 HRAC meeting comments section (section 2.2), which
includes the minutes of the HRAC meeting (including an associated email), followed by a
summary of, and the response of the EIR authors to, each comment pertaining to Draft EIR
content or adequacy;



a responses to February 21, 2012 Planning Commission meeting and public hearing
comments section (section 2.3), which includes the minutes of the meeting and public
hearing, followed by a summary of, and the response of the EIR authors to, each comment
pertaining to Draft EIR content or adequacy;



a responses to written comments received during the Draft EIR public review period
section (section 2.4), which includes copies of all letters and emails received during the
Draft EIR public review period, followed by a summary of, and the response of the EIR
authors to, each comment pertaining to Draft EIR content or adequacy; and
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a responses to written comments received after the Draft EIR public review period
section (section 2.5), which includes copies of the one email and one letter received after
the close of the Draft EIR public review period. As a courtesy to the commenters, and in the
spirit of full disclosure, responses to comments pertaining to the content and adequacy of
the Draft EIR are provided.

2.1 LIST OF DRAFT EIR COMMENTERS
The HRAC members, Planning Commissioners, agencies, organizations, and individuals who
commented on the Draft EIR at the HRAC and Planning Commission meetings, and in letter or
email form during and immediately after the Draft EIR public review period, are listed below
alphabetically. Each meeting commenter and each letter or email received is also identified in
parenthesis by a code number--e.g., Planning Commission meeting comments PC 1, PC 2;
letters L 1, L 2, L 3, etc. The code numbers are chronological in the general order that the
comments were received. If a commenter prepared more than one comment letter or email,
those letters/emails are grouped together to help convey the full scope of that individual’s
collective comments.
2.1.1 HRAC Members (February 9, 2012 meeting)
Kaia Eakin (HR 1)
James Gernand, Vice Chair (HR 1)
Ken Rolandelli, Chair (HR 2)
2.1.2 Planning Commission Members (February 21, 2012 meeting)
Kevin Bondonno (PC 20, PC 32)
Janet Borgens, Chair (PC 5, PC 6, PC 7, PC 35, PC 36, PC 37, PC 38, PC 39, PC 41)
Rachel Holt (PC 4, PC 21, PC 22, PC 23)
Nancy Radcliffe (PC 1, PC 2, PC 33)
Ernie Schmidt, Vice Chair (PC 3, PC 24, PC 25, PC 26, PC 27, PC 28, PC 29, PC 30, PC 31,
PC 40, PC 42)
Randy Tabing (PC 34)
2.1.3 Responsible and Interested Agencies
Lisa Carboni for Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief, Local Development--Intergovernmental
Review, California Department of Transportation (L 11)
Mark Chow, Principal Civil Engineer, County of San Mateo (L 15)
Besz De La Vega, Deputy Clerk on behalf of Mark Church, Chief Elections Officer &
Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder, County of San Mateo (L 5)
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (L
18)
James C. Porter, PE, Director of Public Works, County of San Mateo (L 2)
Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (section 2.5)
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2.1.4 Individuals and Organizations
Ian Bulla (section 2.5)
Janet Davis (L 4)
Karen Davis, Redwood City resident (L 10)
Gita Dev, FAIA, Member, Sustainable Land Use Committee, Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
(L 17)
Roxanne Dragan (L 13, L 14)
Steve Elliott, Stanford University (PC 18)
Catherine Greer (L 8)
Joe Hanson, Redwood City resident (PC 19)
Lorianna Kastrop, Redwood Village resident (PC 11, PC 12)
Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident (PC 13, PC 14, PC 15, PC 16, PC 17)
John Langbein, Redwood City resident (L 12)
Adina Levin, Menlo Park resident (L 16)
Bonnie Miller, Co-Chair of the Friendly Acres Neighborhood Association (PC 8, PC 9)
Clem Molony, Environmental & Safety Manager, Lyngso Garden Materials, Inc. (L 1)
Michael Morris, Redwood City resident (L 9)
Lauren Perritt, Friendly Acres resident (L 7)
Lisa Riedle, Friendly Acres Neighborhood Association member (PC 10)
Mark Sanders (HR 2)
Steve Schmidt, Menlo Park resident (L 6)
Terry R. Thom, Redwood City resident (L 3)
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2.2 RESPONSES TO FEBRUARY 9, 2012 HISTORIC RESOURCES
ADVISORY COMMITTEE (HRAC) MEETING
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
The following section includes the minutes of the February 9, 2012 HRAC meeting pertaining to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, followed by a written response to each comment pertaining to
the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comments and responses are correlated by code
numbers added to the right margin of the minutes. As an update to the HRAC’s February 9,
2012 comments, the minutes of the April 12, 2012 HRAC meeting also are included.
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HR

HR

HR 1

HR

HR

HR

HR 2

HR

HR

Historic Resources Advisory Committee
Redwood City Hall
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City

HR

MINUTES
APPROVED
April 12, 2012
Redwood City Hall
City Council Chambers
6:00 PM
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: K. Eakin, Vice-Chairman Gernand, N. Jabba, and
Chairman Rolandelli
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: None (one vacant position)
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: Staff Liaison C. Jany, City Attorney P. Thompson, Assistant
City Attorney V. Ramirez, Assistant Planner C. Rogers
GUESTS PRESENT: Sarah Ellen Owsowitz esq., Best ,Best & Kriger

A tape recording of the entire meeting is available for listening at Planning Services
upon request (24 hour request notice is requested).
1. Roll call and approval of the minutes of the regular HRAC meeting of March 8,
2012
M/S (Eakin/Gernand) to approve the regular HRAC minutes of March 8, 2012 as
corrected
Motion Passed 3-0 (Jabba Abstain)
2. Historic Resource Training (60-90 minutes)
City Attorney, Ms. Pamela Thompson introduced the item as training for the Committee
on the process and procedures of reviewing potential historical properties.
Assistant City Attorney, Ms. Veronica Ramirez and Ms. Sarah Ellen Owsowitz esq. of
Best, Best & Kriger gave a presentation on the item.
3. Discussion of membership eligibility criteria for HRAC
The Committee discussed with the City Attorney the number of members on the
committee, and if the member had to be a Redwood City resident.
M/S: (Eakin/Jabba) That the Committee re-insert the line in the By-laws to say, “ The
Committee shall have no less than four (4) Committee members at appointment and
duration of their terms, be residents of Redwood City.”
LEGAL22641265.1

HR
Motion Passed 4-0
4. HRAC update regarding contact with Ampex architect and clarification of HRAC
recommendation to Planning Commission regarding Stanford DEIR
Jabba recused herself from this item.
Vice Chair Gernand stated that there has been no change at this time with contacting
the Ampex architect’s family (J.C. Warnecke), and since reasonable time has passed,
for the committee to proceed with their recommendation to the Planning Commission.
M/S: (Gernand/Eakin) HRAC recommends to the Planning Commission that the DPR
rating for the three separate resources related to the Ampex campus be revised, so as to
have an assignment of status code 5; being that the HRAC believes they are historic
resources of aesthetic, educational, cultural, and architectural significance to the citizens
of the City under Redwood City Municipal Code section 40.3, because of the reason
cited in the minutes of the February 9, 2012 HRAC meeting.
Motion Passed 3-0
M/S: (Gernand/Eakin) As a resolution of the statement in the Feb 9, 2012, minutes in
contacting Mr. Warnecke’s family; the committee has made attempts to contact the
family and have not received any response, concluding the effort and resulting in no
further action required
Motion Passed 3-0
M/S: (Eakin/Gernand) Move that the report of Laura Jones and Julie Cain titled “Cultural
Resources Survey and Evaluation for the Stanford in RWC Project”; dated January 12,
2009, as well as the primary record on the Ampex sign report dated February 23, 2009,
and the continuation sheet May 18, 2009 be included in the EIR and be considered by
the Planning Commission.
Motion Passed 3-0
M/S: (Eakin/Gernand) To concur with the conclusion of the draft EIR Stanford in
Redwood City precise plan regarding the three improvements: Ampex sign, Warnecke
fountain and plaza, and the 425 Broadway building on the project site. Move to concur
with conclusion in the EIR section 14.1.
Motion Passed 3-0
5. National Preservation Month 2012
Chair Rolandelli stated The Historic Downtown Walking Tour will be May 6, 2012, at
10:30AM, and the Historic Union Cemetery tour will be May 12, 2012. Chair Rolandelli
stated that he needs HRAC members to assist in volunteering for the Historic Downtown
school tours. Mr. Jany stated that he will do outreach to City staff for support after next
week.

LEGAL22641265.1

HR
6. Oral communications:
• Upcoming State Office of Historic Preservation sponsored CLG Forum (PreCalifornia Preservation Foundation Conference in Oakland).
Mr. Jany stated that Vice-Chair Gernand and committee member Jabba are
confirmed for the pre-conference forum in Oakland.
• Ms. Jabba stated that she will not be attending the next HRAC meeting in May.
• Mr. Gernand stated that he will not be attending the HRAC meeting in June.
• Chair Rolandelli stated that the deadline for the Mayor’s “Pride and Beautification
Committee” nominations are due May 25, 2012 and requested the item be placed
on the next meeting agenda.
• Mr. Gernand stated that he will present information on historic windows which
includes information from an article in the Alliance Review at the next HRAC
meeting
7. Adjournment: M/S: (Jabba/Eakin) to adjourn the HRAC meeting
Motion Passed 4-0
Historic Resources Advisory Committee agenda materials, released less than 72 hours prior
to the meeting, (24 hours prior to the meeting for Special Meetings) are available to the public
at the Planning Services Department, Redwood City Hall, 1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood
City , CA 94063

LEGAL22641265.1

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-17

HR Approved Minutes, Historic Resources Advisory Committee (HRAC) Meeting (including
associated email); February 9, 2012 (7 pages)
HR 1

Historic Resources--The HRAC recommended to the Planning Commission on a 3-0
vote that the three separate resources related to the former Ampex campus (425
Broadway, the Warnecke plaza and fountain, and the Ampex sign) be identified as
eligible for local listing. The HRAC also recommended that certain previously
prepared historical research referenced in the Draft EIR be included in the Final EIR.
Response: The Planning Commission and City Council will consider the HRAC
recommendation in their decision-making regarding the proposed Precise Plan. The
Planning Commission’s recommendation regarding the potential historic significance
of the resources will be forwarded to the City Council, who has the final decisionmaking authority on this issue. Draft EIR Impact and Mitigation 14-1 (Project and
Cumulative Impacts on Historic Resources) incorporates the HRAC’s advisory
capacity on these historic resource issues. In addition, Draft EIR Alternative 18.3
(Reduced Development/425 Broadway Preservation Scenario) evaluates an
alternative to the proposed Precise Plan that would preserve on site, at a minimum,
425 Broadway and the Warnecke plaza and fountains.
In response to the recommendations by the HRAC, the Laura Jones and Julie Cain
report entitled Cultural Resources Survey and Evaluation for the Stanford in
Redwood City Project dated January 12, 2009, as well as the Primary Record on the
Ampex sign dated February 29, 2009, and the Continuation Sheet dated May 18,
2009, have been included in appendix C of this Final EIR (available on the City’s
website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”).

HR 2

Historic Resources--HRAC Chair Rolandelli and Mark Sanders exchanged email with
Charles Jany, Staff Liaison for the HRAC, which provides additional oral history
regarding the former Ampex campus. The HRAC requested that this email (3/16/09
et al.) be included in the Final EIR as additional information for Planning Commission
and City Council consideration.
Response: This additional information will be considered by the Planning
Commission and City Council in its decision-making regarding the proposed Precise
Plan. See response to comment HR 1. It is noted that part of the oral history
concludes, “[The Ampex] sign is still in its original location and has never been
modified.” This conclusion is not substantiated by the State of California Resources
Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation DPR 523 forms, prepared by L. Jones
and J. Cain, which conclude that the sign was altered after 1985 to: (1) replace the
lettering and convert the lights from incandescent to fluorescent, and (2) repaint the
post frame from white to black. Photographs attached to the DPR 523 Continuation
Sheet show that the sign has been altered (see appendix C of this Final EIR,
available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”) .
Stanford has informed the City that it is unaware of any condition of sale requiring its
predecessor to retain the Ampex sign. Any condition requiring subsequent
purchasers, such as Stanford, to retain the sign in perpetuity would have to be found
in a recorded document. The title report for the project site, which Stanford
submitted as part of its application for the Stanford in Redwood City project, does not
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identify any recorded document requiring retention of the Ampex sign. In addition,
Stanford has informed the City that its current lease of building space to Ampex
states: “Tenant shall have the right, at Tenant’s sole cost and expense, … to retain
its billboard sign located near the freeway, provided that Landlord shall have the right
to terminate Tenant’s rights to the billboard sign located near the freeway upon sixty
(60) days written notice to Tenant.” This indicates that Ampex understands and
agreed that Stanford could remove the sign upon 60 days written notice.
As an update to the HRAC comments above, the HRAC unanimously passed four
motions at its April 12, 2012 meeting, as follows:


The HRAC recommended to the Planning Commission that the California
Department of Parks and Recreation rating for the three separate resources
related to the Ampex campus (425 Broadway, the Warnecke plaza and fountain,
and the Ampex sign) be upgraded to Status Code 5, meaning that the HRAC
believes they are historic resources of aesthetic, educational, cultural, and
architectural significance to the citizens of Redwood City under Municipal Code
section 40.3 (Definitions) of the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance.



The HRAC decided that, after not receiving any previous response, no further
attempt to contact the architect’s family would be made.



The HRAC recommended that previously prepared cultural and historic
resources reports pertaining to the project site be included in the EIR and
considered by the Planning Commission. [The reports are included in appendix
C of this Final EIR, available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org
under “Hot Topics”.]



The HRAC concurred with the Draft EIR conclusions in section 14.1 (Cultural
and Historic Resources, Setting) regarding 425 Broadway, the Warnecke plaza
and fountain, and the Ampex sign.
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2.3 RESPONSES TO FEBRUARY 21, 2012 PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
The following section includes the minutes of the February 21, 2012 planning commission
meeting and public hearing pertaining to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, followed by a written
response to each comment pertaining to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or a
substantive environmental point. Almost all of the comments were responded to at the meeting,
and no additional response is necessary. In some cases, additional information has been
provided to supplement the initial response.
The comments and responses are correlated by code numbers added to the right margin of the
minutes.
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PC Approved Minutes, Planning Commission Meeting and Public Hearing; February 21, 2012
(23 pages)
PC 1

Traffic and Air Quality--Commissioner Radcliffe--Do the traffic and air quality impacts
identified in the EIR take into account the trend to be more bike friendly, mass transit
friendly, and shuttle friendly?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 2

Traffic--Commissioner Radcliffe--Is the influence of the potential streetcar accounted
for in the EIR?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 3

Traffic--Vice Chair Schmidt--How do the traffic credits work in the EIR analysis?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The table referred to in the response is Draft EIR Table 7.10
(Project Trip Generation).

PC 4

Traffic--Commissioner Holt--For those intersections studied in the EIR that are under
Caltrans control, why wouldn’t Caltrans approve mitigation?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. Portions of the transcript response are clarified as follows. The
Draft EIR intersection mitigations that require Caltrans approval are Mitigations 7-1,
7-2, 7-5 (same as 7-1), 7-6 (same as 7-2), 7-12, 7-13, and 7-14. The applicant is
required to fully fund Mitigations 7-1, 7-2, 7-5, and 7-6. Mitigations 7-12, 7-13, and 714 are either currently on, or are planned for addition to, the City’s Traffic Impact Fee
(TIF) Projects List. Accordingly, the applicant’s payment of the updated TIF (or fair
share if not on the TIF) would satisfy its mitigation obligations for these three
intersections. These mitigations are detailed in Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation,
Circulation, and Parking) and on revised page 7-57 in section 3 (Draft EIR Revisions)
of this Final EIR.

PC 5

Traffic--Chair Borgens--Has Caltrans been included in the intersection mitigation
discussion?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 6

Traffic--Chair Borgens--How does applying a payment or a fee work as a mitigation?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The payment of fees constitutes adequate mitigation under
CEQA if the agency collecting the fees (here, the City) has a reasonable plan to use
the fees to accomplish the mitigation. Redwood City has a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF)
program in which the City collects fees from developers and uses the resulting fund
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to implement transportation improvements the City has specified. In the case of the
Stanford in Redwood City project, the Draft EIR shows that the following traffic
mitigation measures would be implemented either through the established TIF
program or through the collection of fair share payments from developers:








Veterans/Woodside (Mitigation 7-12),
Woodside/Bay (Mitigation 7-13),
Woodside/Middlefield (Mitigation 7-14),
Douglas/Bay (Mitigation 7-15),
Douglas/Middlefield (Mitigation 7-16),
2nd Avenue/Broadway (Mitigation 7-17), and
Marsh/Scott (Mitigation 7-18).

The applicant would fully fund and construct the other intersection improvements
identified in the EIR, as follows:






PC 7

Woodside/Broadway (Mitigations 7-1 and 7-5),
Woodside/Bay (Mitigations 7-2 and 7-6),
Charter/Broadway (Mitigations 7-3 and 7-7),
Douglas/Broadway (Mitigations 7-4 and 7-9),
Charter/Bay (Mitigation 7-8 [a or b]), and
5th Avenue/Bay (Mitigation 7-10 [a or b]).

Parking--Chair Borgens--Is the project’s on-street parking assigned to Stanford or is
that public parking?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 8

Historic Resources--Bonnie Miller, Co-Chair of the Friendly Acres Neighborhood
Association--Ms. Miller has heard that the Ampex sign was required to remain in
perpetuity as a condition of sale of the property and will research that issue.
Response: Please see the response to comment HR 2 above.

PC 9

Historic Resources--Bonnie Miller, Co-Chair of the Friendly Acres Neighborhood
Association--There is an Ampex time capsule behind the fountain.
Response: Neither City staff nor the EIR consultants are aware of documented
evidence of the existence or location of a time capsule.
Stanford has
confirmed that a marker for an underground time capsule exists on the project site
and identifies the location of the Ampex time capsule. Stanford has offered to
Ampex that it can retrieve the time capsule, and Ampex has indicated that it plans to
do so prior to construction activities that might disturb the time capsule.

PC 10

Traffic--Lisa Riedle, Friendly Acres Neighborhood Association Member--Ms. Riedle
expressed concern regarding the significant unavoidable intersection impacts
identified in the EIR. She also noted the intersection of Rolison and Marsh, including
potholes resulting from heavy traffic.
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Response: Technically, there is no intersection at Rolison and Marsh; the
commenter may be referring to the “elbow” where Rolison meets Marsh, or to where
the frontage road meets Marsh. Traffic to and from the project on Rolison was
assigned to the signalized intersection of Marsh Road/Scott Drive. This is
intersection #22 in Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking). A
significant project impact with mitigation is identified in Draft EIR chapter 7 for the
Marsh Road/Scott Drive intersection (Impact/Mitigation 7-18).
The comment regarding potholes pertains to a perceived existing maintenance issue,
not to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR.
PC 11

Traffic--Lorianna Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--Ms. Kastrop described her
negative driving experiences in the project vicinity and suggested that Broadway not
be narrowed to one lane in each direction.
Response: By approving the Precise Plan, the City is not approving a roadway
configuration for Broadway. Any changes in the roadway configuration for Broadway
would be considered as a separate action, independent from approval of the Precise
Plan. In instances where the Precise Plan outlines alternatives that may be
implemented by the City, such as implementation of a road diet for Broadway or
other Precise Plan area street, the City retains discretion to select the alternative that
best achieves the goals and objectives of the Precise Plan. To the extent that the
selection of the alternative is subject to additional environmental review pursuant to
the EIR or Precise Plan, the applicant shall be obligated to fund the costs of such
additional environmental review.

PC 12

Project Description--Lorianna Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--The Planning
Commission should consider if there are too many on-site food services in the
project, which would discourage employees from patronizing local restaurants.
Response: The comment pertains to the Precise Plan, not to the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the Precise Plan’s level of detail and
intentional flexibility, the Plan does not specify the amount or type of any on-site food
services. This level of detail would be considered as individual applications are
submitted under the Precise Plan and the long-range mix of land uses is continually
evaluated and monitored.

PC 13

Traffic--Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--Mr. Kastrop described his negative
driving experiences near the Costco store. How many people will the project add to
the neighborhood?
Response: In several chapters, the Draft EIR states a range of approximately 4,500
to 6,000 total employees on the development site at Precise Plan buildout, for a net
increase of approximately 3,900 to 5,400 employees over existing conditions (e.g.,
see chapter 6--Population, Housing, and Employment). It is noted that trip
generation estimates and traffic analyses are not directly related to the number of
employees on a site. Such data is most closely related to the types and amounts of
land uses on a site. As one example, retail stores generate more trips due to
customers than employees, and medical clinics generate more trips due to patients
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than employees. See the traffic analysis methodology described in Draft EIR section
7.1 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--Methodology).
PC 14

Parking--Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--The project does not seem to
provide enough parking.
Response: Draft EIR subsection 7.4.7(e) (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking-Other Transportation Issues--Parking) provides a comprehensive, quantitative
analysis of projected parking conditions in the Precise Plan area. The analysis
concludes that the project on-site parking supply would be adequate.

PC 15

Parking--Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--The parking garage section
illustrations show 5-story structures, but the Precise Plan calls for 6-story garages.
Response: The comment pertains to the content of the Precise Plan, not the content
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The heights of the parking structures in the Precise
Plan section illustrations (pages 54 through 59) are correct, but the sections
inadvertently do not show vehicles parked on the top-most level. The illustrations in
the Precise Plan document will be revised; the revision does not affect any other
Precise Plan content.

PC 16

Drainage--Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--Existing drainage conditions
need to be improved by the project.
Response: The proposed Precise Plan would not degrade drainage conditions in the
Plan area or in the vicinity. Please see Draft EIR section 10.3 (Storm Drainage and
Water Quality), especially Impact/Mitigation 10-3, which mandates no increase in offsite flooding compared to existing conditions. In reference to existing drainage
conditions in the project vicinity, under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), it is illegal for EIR mitigation to require a project to mitigate impacts that are
not caused by the project. Please see comment and response PC 6 in the Planning
Commission transcript for an explanation of this “nexus/rough proportionality” CEQA
requirement, which is codified in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(4).

PC 17

Wind--Mike Kastrop, Redwood Village resident--The project will create swirling wind
on some of the neighbors and a huge amount of wind on the freeway as well.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is supplemented with the following
response.
The EIR consultant researched the City and County of San Francisco environmental
policies on wind. As one example, the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard
Phase II Development Plan EIR (November 2009, Planning Department Case No.
2007.0946E) includes a section on wind. The Candlestick Point EIR notes, “The
impact of wind funneling can often be reduced by the presence of tall, bushy trees
along streets susceptible to wind to force the wind to stay above street level.” (page
III.G-3) In addition, the EIR notes, “Buildings that have an unusual shape, rounded
faces, or utilize setbacks have a less noticeable wind effect. A general rule is that
the more complex the building is geometrically, the less noticeable the probable wind
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impact at ground level.” (page III.G-5) As well, “It is generally understood…from
many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects in San Francisco that most, if
not all, buildings under 100 feet do not result in adverse wind effects at street level,
barring unusual circumstances.” (page III.G-6) Therefore, the Candlestick Point EIR
requires any building over 100 feet in height to undergo wind testing to check if the
building would cause a 26 mile-per-hour-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of
the year (San Francisco’s wind impact threshold). (page III.G-7)
Potential mitigations identified in the Candlestick Park EIR for buildings over 100 feet
in height--if wind testing results in exceedance of the City’s adopted wind threshold-include a minimum 15-foot setback from street edges, placement of awnings on
building frontages, street and frontage plantings, articulation of building facades, or
the use of a variety of architectural materials. (page III.G-8) Even if the City of
Redwood City had adopted wind policies similar to San Francisco’s, the Stanford in
Redwood City Precise Plan already incorporates the components described above,
even for buildings of less than 100 feet in height.
PC 18

General--Steve Elliott, Stanford University--Mr. Elliott described components of the
Precise Plan.
Response: The comments are consistent with information in the Draft EIR. No
additional response is necessary.

PC 19

Traffic--Joe Hanson, Redwood City resident--The project-proposed street extensions
will create horrendous traffic problems.
Response: Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking) provides a
comprehensive transportation analysis of the Precise Plan, including the proposed
extensions of Barron, Warrington, and Hurlingame Avenues through the Precise Plan
area. Hurlingame would be designed as either a roadway extension or a pedestrian
paseo. Precise Plan implementation would result in traffic impacts as described in
Draft EIR chapter 7. With or without the proposed roadway extensions, the proposed
project would add traffic volumes to streets in the project vicinity, and mitigations
would be required to reduce significant traffic impacts.
As noted in Draft EIR subsection 7.4.4 (Neighborhood Traffic), “All of the residential
streets in the vicinity are operating, and would continue to operate, within their
physical capacities with buildout under the Precise Plan.” Although no significant
impact on residential streets has been identified, “Stanford University has proposed a
Neighborhood Streets Enhancement Program (NSEP), described in subsection 3.4.7
of [the] EIR, to help address the livability of residential streets in the Friendly Acres,
Redwood Village, and North Fair Oaks neighborhoods.”
The street extensions are consistent with City General Plan policies requiring small
block patterns, public streets, extensions of the urban fabric, and other related urban
design and planning components. See Draft EIR chapter 16 (Project Consistency
With Local and Regional Plans).

PC 20

Project Description--Commissioner Bondonno--The commissioner expressed
concerns regarding the meaning of specific terms used in the Precise Plan (e.g.,
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“new development,” “net new development”). He also requested additional
information regarding the potential location of the proposed publicly accessible open
space.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
transcript. The transcript information is supplemented with the following response.
The Draft EIR distinguishes between “total square footage,” which is additive, and
“net new square footage,” which first subtracts the existing approximately 537,000
square feet of building space currently on the project development site. In the Draft
EIR, this distinction is necessary because under CEQA the baseline for evaluating
environmental impacts must be the existing environment (“what is on the ground
now”), and the project development site currently includes approximately 537,000
square feet of building space as a baseline. The terms are used consistently
throughout the Draft EIR.
PC 21

Open Space--Commissioner Holt--Will the Planning Commission be involved in
deciding where the publicly accessible open space will be located?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
transcript. The Draft EIR is consistent with the response from City staff. As one
example, the Draft EIR Introduction (section 1.1) explains, “The Precise Plan is a
zoning document with goals, policies, development standards, and urban design
guidelines rather than a development blueprint. For example, the conceptual site
plan referred to throughout the EIR…is but one possible example of a site plan that
is consistent with the contents of the Precise Plan document; other site plans could
be realized on the Precise Plan development site. The project being analyzed in this
EIR, therefore, is the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan document and its
potential implementation, not any particular site plan that may result.”

PC 22

Historic Resources--Commissioner Holt--Will the Planning Commission receive the
HRAC’s comments on the Draft EIR and the staff’s responses to those comments?
Response: Please see comments and responses HR 1 and HR 2 of this Final EIR.
The HRAC did not have any comments specific to the content or adequacy of the
Draft EIR, but it did recommend that the three separate resources related to the
former Ampex campus (425 Broadway, the Warnecke plaza and fountain, and the
Ampex sign) be identified as eligible for local listing as historic resources. In
response to the recommendation by the HRAC, the Laura Jones and Julie Cain
report entitled Cultural Resources Survey and Evaluation for the Stanford in
Redwood City Project dated January 12, 2009, as well as the Primary Record on the
Ampex sign dated February 29, 2009, and the Continuation Sheet dated May 18,
2009, have been included in appendix C of this Final EIR (available on the City’s
website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”).

PC 23

Historic Resources--Commissioner Holt--Referring to an earlier comment, the
Commissioner noted that, if one exists, the on-site time capsule should be located
and displayed.
Response: Please see the response to comment PC 9 above.
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Traffic--Vice Chair Schmidt--Please define the term “Near Term” traffic as used in the
EIR.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking),
especially beginning at subsection 7.1.3 (Roadway System Analysis Scenarios),
provides a comprehensive explanation.

PC 25

Traffic--Vice Chair Schmidt--Please define the term “protected phasing” as used in
the EIR.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The term “protected phasing” is used in Draft EIR chapter 7
(Transportation, Circulation, and Parking), almost exclusively in the mitigations (i.e.,
the numbered mitigation boxes).

PC 26

Traffic--Vice Chair Schmidt--The commissioner requested clarification on the
meaning of “LOS F” (traffic Level of Service F).
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. Also see Tables 7.1 (Signalized Intersection Level of Service
[LOS] Definitions) and 7.2 (Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions) on
Draft EIR page 7-6.

PC 27

Traffic--Vice Chair Schmidt--The mitigation required for the intersection of Scott and
Marsh would require approval from the City of Menlo Park. How would that be
accomplished?
Response: In the response at the Planning Commission meeting, the EIR consultant
inadvertently misidentified the intersection referred to in the North Fair Oaks
Community Plan EIR. The Menlo Park intersection discussed in that EIR is Marsh
and Florence. The Menlo Park intersection alluded to in the comment, and
discussed in the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan Draft EIR, is Marsh and
Scott. Please see Draft EIR Impact and Mitigation 7-18 (Cumulative With Project
Impact on Marsh Road/Scott Drive Intersection). The recommended mitigation is a
restriping of existing pavement, not the construction of new roadway.
The mitigation process would be a collaborative effort between Menlo Park staff and
Redwood City staff. If and when the City of Menlo Park restripes the intersection, the
Precise Plan developer would contribute approximately 16 percent of the funds to
implement that improvement. Based on the Draft EIR sensitivity analysis (see
subsection 7.4.6), this mitigation would need to be completed before Precise Plan
total development exceeds 893,810 square feet in order for the restriping to mitigate
the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact at the Marsh Road/Scott Drive
intersection.

PC 28

Air Quality--Vice Chair Schmidt--Can the model year of “late-model engines” for
construction equipment be specified (see EIR Mitigation 8-1)?
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Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is supplemented with the following
response. Draft EIR Mitigation 8-1--items 6, 7, 17, 18, and 20 through 23--describe
the specifications and performance standards that construction engines must meet.
Prior to construction periods, the project developer would provide documentation to
the City showing that engines used in construction equipment meet the specifications
and performance standards described in the Draft EIR. The applicant would also
provide such information to BAAQMD and consult with BAAQMD staff if requested.
PC 29

Air Quality--Vice Chair Schmidt--Can “tiered planting of trees between the child care
center and the freeway” be required instead of considered (see EIR Mitigation 8-3)?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 30

Noise--Vice Chair Schmidt--Can sound studio insulation be used for the child care
center?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The noise reduction performance standards are identified
throughout Draft EIR chapter 13 (Noise).

PC 31

Employment--Vice Chair Schmidt--How many people will the Precise Plan bring into
the area?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is clarified with the following response.
In several chapters, the Draft EIR states a range of approximately 4,500 to 6,000
total employees on the development site at Precise Plan buildout, for a net increase
of approximately 3,900 to 5,400 employees over existing conditions (e.g., see
chapter 6--Population, Housing, and Employment). The approximate employee
number of 5,000 identified at the Planning Commission meeting was taken from Draft
EIR Table 18.1 (the actual number listed is 5,250) and is the midpoint between the
range of 4,500 to 6,000.

PC 32

Project Description--Commissioner Bondonno--The commissioner requested a
clarification regarding “Maximum Building Dimension” and building orientation.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is supplemented by the following
response. As defined in the Precise Plan (page 5-9, chapter 5--Aesthetics), a
feature building is any building over 75 feet in height in the Precise Plan area. The
Precise Plan allows one building in each of Blocks B, C, and E to be over 75 feet in
height, for a potential total of three feature buildings in the Precise Plan area. Any
rectangular feature building must be oriented parallel to Broadway and US 101; a
rectangular feature building would not be permitted to be oriented toward the
proposed campus greenway (down a side street) or to be oriented at an oblique
angle to Broadway or US 101. Draft EIR Figure 5.2 (visual simulation) illustrates an
example of this Precise Plan standard.
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Employment--Commissioner Radcliffe--The commissioner requested clarification on
how the number of project employees was forecast.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. Also, see the response to comment PC 31 above and the more
detailed explanation of potential employment under the Precise Plan in response to
Chair Borgen’s comment in PC 41 below.

PC 34

Traffic--Commissioner Tabing--What plans has the City put in place to mitigate
impacts that require Caltrans approval?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript.

PC 35

Wind--Chair Borgens--Referring to an earlier comment, the commissioner requested
information regarding wind tunnel effects.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is clarified by the response to
comment PC 17 above.

PC 36

Water--Chair Borgens--The commissioner requested a clarification regarding water
availability as described in the Precise Plan.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The comment pertains to Precise Plan content. The information
in Draft EIR section 10.1 (Water) remains accurate.

PC 37

Visual Simulations--Chair Borgens--Can the visual simulations depict the road diet
along Broadway?
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is supplemented by the following
response. The Draft EIR visual simulations depict conceptual design components
proposed by Stanford University, including new buildings and landscaping. In order
to focus on potential building height and massing (including the visual effect of
landscaping on those variables), potential street configurations under the Precise
Plan are not simulated. Precise Plan chapter II (Development Standards & Urban
Design Guidelines) contains illustrations of potential street configurations. Please
also see the response to comment P 11 above.

PC 38

Noise--Chair Borgens--The commissioner requested clarification regarding noise
mitigation for the parking garage nearest the Friendly Acres residential
neighborhood.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The issue of potential noise from the parking structure ventilation
system is discussed in Draft EIR chapter 13 (Noise), Impact/Mitigation 13-4. In
addition, the Precise Plan area and its activities will continue to be subject to Chapter
24 (Noise Regulations) of the Redwood City Municipal Code and the Noise chapter
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of the Redwood City General Plan (see Draft EIR section 13.2, Regulatory Setting)
as these codes/policies are amended from time to time. The impact of noise from
the parking structure would be less-than-significant with mitigation. Also see the
upcoming response to comment L 3.06.
PC 39

Vibration--Chair Borgens--The commissioner requested clarification regarding
construction vibration.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The issue of construction vibration is discussed in Draft EIR
chapter 13 (Noise), Impact/Mitigation 13-3. The impact of construction vibration
levels would be less-than-significant with mitigation.

PC 40

Electric Vehicles--Commissioner Schmidt--Will there be infrastructure in the parking
garages for electric vehicles?
Response: The comment pertains to the Precise Plan, not to the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City can consider a requirement for electric vehicle
parking as a condition of project approval.
The technology used for electric vehicle charging has changed over time, and likely
will continue to change. These changes affect both the type and the quantity of
charging stations needed to accommodate electric vehicle use. Stanford reports that
it has more than 20,000 parking spaces on the Stanford University campus, and has
installed six new J1722 electric vehicle charging units (240 volts) at three locations
(replacing the older electric vehicle charging units) to accommodate the new
generation of electric vehicles. Stanford also plans to install a limited number of
additional units as part of a pilot effort to provide additional electric vehicle charging
options. However, Stanford does not anticipate installing electric charging stations
for every worker who commutes using an electric vehicle. With the average
commuter living 17 miles from campus, it is feasible to make a round trip without
charging on campus.
Stanford also is investigating the future possibility of providing Level 3 charging (480
volts), which could charge vehicles in 25 to 30 minutes. These units are not readily
available yet, nor are most electric vehicles equipped to handle this fast-charging
approach. However, once these units become common, they may provide capacity
to charge a greater number of vehicles with a single charging station than can be
accomplished today.
Stanford intends to continue to assess the needs of workers at the Redwood City
campus, evaluate the results of its pilot program, and respond to technological
developments, as it implements the Stanford in Redwood City project.

PC 41

Employment--Chair Borgens--The commissioner requested clarification on the
forecasted number of project employees.
Response: Please see the response in the accompanying Planning Commission
meeting transcript. The transcript information is clarified by the following response.
The 5,250 total employee number was used in the Draft EIR only for the greenhouse
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gas (GHG) emissions per capita/service population ratio (emissions per employee)
(see Draft EIR chapter 9, Climate Change). It is noted that trip generation estimates
(which account for the vast majority of GHG emissions) are not directly related to the
number of employees on a site. Such data is most closely related to the types and
amounts of land uses on a site. As one example, retail stores generate more trips
due to customers than employees, and medical clinics generate more trips due to
patients than employees. See the traffic analysis methodology described in Draft
EIR section 7.1 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--Methodology). Likewise,
GHG emissions calculations for electricity, natural gas, and water usage, and
wastewater generation, are based on similar criteria, not on the number of
employees (see Draft EIR Table 9.2, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Scenarios, 2020
and 2030). Therefore, GHG emissions are calculated using the same worst-case
project scenario identified throughout the Draft EIR.
The midpoint for the total number of projected employees was considered the most
reasonable number for the GHG ratio (emissions per service population). In its
recommended methodology for assessing GHG emissions, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) instructs that the project-related GHG emissions
should be divided by the number of employees at the project site. As explained in
the prior paragraph, the project-related GHG emissions for this project were
calculated using building square footage and uses, rather than based on employee
counts. The metrics used for such analyses tend to be conservative, and are
unlikely to represent the low end of the employment range identified in the EIR. This
means that if one were to divide a conservative emissions calculation (based upon
relatively high employee trip counts, water use, and energy demand) by the low end
of the potential range of employees on the site, the resulting ratio could substantially
overstate greenhouse gases per employee. If one were to divide the emissions
calculation by the high end of the potential range of employees on site, the resulting
ratio could understate greenhouse gases per employee. The EIR authors and City
staff decided that the best approach would be to divide the emissions calculation by
the midpoint of the potential range of employees on site. Using this approach, based
upon the range of employment identified in the EIR, the resulting ratio is more likely
to overstate than understate the ratio of greenhouse gases per employee.
Therefore, it is a reasonable but still conservative methodology.
PC 42

Project Description--Vice Chair Schmidt--Referring to an earlier comment, the
commissioner noted that hopefully the project employees would be able to patronize
Downtown restaurants and shops.
Response: The comment pertains to a potential outcome of the Precise Plan.
Related to facilitating employee visits to Downtown Redwood City, Precise Plan
implementation would include shuttle service from the Precise Plan area to
Downtown Redwood City, as well as new bike amenities (bike storage, showers) and
improvements to on-street bicycle facilities. Also, the City’s adopted Downtown
Precise Plan will provide housing within walking distance of the Precise Plan area.

T:\10672\FEIR\F-2 (10672).doc

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-55

2.4 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
The following section includes copies of all letters and emails received during the Draft EIR
public review period, each followed by a written response to each comment on the content or
adequacy of the Draft EIR or on a substantive environmental point. The comments and
responses are correlated by code numbers added to the right margin of each letter and email.

T:\10672\FEIR\F-2 (10672).doc

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

T:\10672\FEIR\F-2 (10672).doc

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-56

L1

L1.01

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-58

L 1 Clem Molony, Environmental & Safety Manager, Lyngso Garden Materials, Inc.; February
15, 2012 (1 page)
L 1.01

General Support for Draft EIR--The commenter concludes that traffic is the key
environmental issue and recognizes that traffic mitigations are available if approved
by State agencies. The commenter recommends approval of the Draft EIR.
Response: The comment is acknowledged; no additional response is necessary.
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L 2 James C. Porter, PE, Director of Public Works, County of San Mateo; February 21, 2012 (2
pages)
L 2.01

Parking--Has there been an analysis performed on how removal of parking near
Charter and Broadway will impact businesses in this area, and what related
mitigations are proposed?
Response: At the intersection of Charter Street and Broadway, the Draft EIR states
that mitigation (Mitigation 7-3) of project impacts would require the addition of a
traffic signal and the addition of left-turn pockets to all legs of the intersection. It is
also possible to mitigate the project impact by simply installing a signal and leaving
the striping the same as existing, i.e., no left-turn pockets. Left turns would be made
on a green signal from the through lanes. There is insufficient street width to add the
turn pockets without removing on-street parking. The Draft EIR states that about 50
total on-street parking spaces would need to be removed. Although a quantitative
parking survey was not completed, observations verify that some of the curb parking
spaces are used. Most of the surrounding businesses have off-street parking, but
some do not. At the time of implementation of the traffic signal, the detailed
intersection design would be determined.
At the intersection of Charter Street and Bay Road, the Draft EIR states that the
mitigation (Mitigation 7-8) is the addition of a traffic signal and the addition of left-turn
pockets on Bay Road. The left-turn pockets would be added by reducing the number
of through lanes on Bay Road from two lanes in each direction to one lane in each
direction. Removal of on-street parking would not be required.

L 2.02

Traffic--What is the City’s timeline and strategy for installing traffic signals identified
to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts at the Douglas/Bay and Douglas/Middlefield
intersections?
Response: The City plans to add the Douglas/Bay (Mitigation 7-15) and
Douglas/Middlefield (Mitigation 7-16) intersections to its list of Traffic Impact Fee
(TIF) program improvements so that the improvements will be completed under the
TIF program when they are needed. If for any reason the City does not add one or
both of these intersections to its TIF program, the City will collect fair share payments
from the applicant and other developers to fund the needed improvements. Under
either the TIF or the fair share approach, the intersection improvements would be
scheduled so as to avoid unacceptable traffic operations at the intersection.

L 2.03

Traffic--Please indicate the solution for maintaining an acceptable Level of Service
(LOS) under cumulative conditions for the Hurlingame/Middlefield intersection.
Response: The LOS F designation at the intersection of Hurlingame Avenue and
Middlefield Road refers to traffic on Hurlingame Avenue turning either right or left on
Middlefield Road. Traffic on Middlefield Road does not have a Stop sign and faces
no delay. During the AM peak hour, there are roughly 100 vehicles using
Hurlingame Avenue to access Middlefield Road. During the PM peak hour, the count
is about 60. The project would add no vehicles during the AM peak hour and
potentially about 60 vehicles during the PM peak hour. These vehicles would
potentially face long delays (LOS F) in trying to access Middlefield Road. However,
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these vehicles, both existing traffic and project traffic, have options to avoid the
delay. They could use Douglas Avenue, which has a traffic signal, instead of
Hurlingame Avenue to access Middlefield Road. Also, the traffic signal warrant
would not be met at the Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road intersection. Traffic
signals should not be installed at unwarranted locations because they would
unnecessarily delay traffic on the main street. Because the vehicles have options,
because the number of vehicles experiencing LOS F would be relatively small, and
because a traffic signal warrant would not be met, the project impact to the
Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road intersection is considered less-than-significant.
L 2.04

Traffic--What is the City’s timeline and strategy for installing traffic signals identified
to mitigate traffic impacts under Near Term Plus Project conditions at the
Charter/Bay intersection?
Response: The City plans to add the Charter/Bay (Mitigation 7-8) intersection to its
list of Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program improvements so that the improvements will
be completed under the TIF program when they are needed. If for any reason the
City does not add this intersection to its TIF program, the City will collect fair share
payments from the applicant and other developers to fund the needed
improvements. Under either the TIF or the fair share approach, the intersection
improvements would be scheduled so as to avoid unacceptable traffic operations at
the intersection.

L 2.05

Traffic--Has the City performed a capacity analysis for identified potential
roundabouts to ensure that an acceptable LOS will be achieved?
Response: For two of the study intersections that would meet signal warrants and
that would have project impacts, the Draft EIR suggests consideration of
roundabouts in lieu of traffic signals. The two intersections in question are Charter
Street/Bay Road and 5th Avenue/Bay Road. Under cumulative conditions with the
project, both intersections with a roundabout would operate at LOS A or B during the
morning and evening peak hours. Calculation sheets are included in appendix A of
this Final EIR. At the time of implementation of the intersection improvements, either
signals or roundabouts, Redwood City would work with County staff on the design
details.

L 2.06

Traffic--The County would like to review the construction traffic plan once available.
Response: The Draft EIR (subsection 7.4.7[f]) states that the applicant should
submit a construction traffic control plan prior to start of construction to identify truck
routes and to specify how street closures or partial closures will be handled.
Redwood City will share the construction traffic control plan with County staff for its
review prior to the start of construction.
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L 3 Terry R. Thom, Redwood City resident; February 23, 2012 (4 pages)
L 3.01

Land Use--The commenter expresses concerns regarding the various uses proposed
for the Precise Plan buildings (e.g., non-academic, R&D, laboratory facilities, medical
offices) and how these proposed uses appear to have changed over time.
Response: The comment pertains to the commenter’s experience at community
meetings, not to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Precise Plan. The
description of proposed Precise Plan land uses is consistent between the Draft EIR
and the Precise Plan document. For example, please see Draft EIR section 2.1
(Proposed Project) and Precise Plan chapter IV (Implementation), “Development
Impacts, Monitoring & Phasing.”

L 3.02

Traffic and Public Services--The commenter has concerns about traffic generated by
the project and the ability of Fire Department vehicles to leave the fire station
driveway [presumably Fire Station #11 at Broadway and 2nd Avenue).
Response: Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking) includes a
comprehensive and detailed analysis of existing and projected traffic conditions in
the Precise Plan vicinity, prepared by professional transportation engineers and
approved by Redwood City staff. Draft EIR chapter 11 (Public Services),
subsections 11.1.4 (under “Police Emergency Response and Evacuation Impacts”)
and 11.2.4 (under “Fire and EMS Emergency Access and Response Impact”),
concludes, based on information provided by the Redwood City Police Department
and Redwood City Fire Department, that Precise Plan implementation would not
result in a significant impact on emergency response or emergency evacuation.

L 3.03

Traffic--Does Stanford really expect to shuttle 5,000 to 6,000 employees? Other
shuttle concerns are also expressed, including not using 2nd Avenue as a shuttle
route.
Response: Neither the Precise Plan nor the Draft EIR reports that Stanford
University expects to shuttle 5,000 to 6,000 employees. The overall Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) program included as an integral part of the Precise
Plan identifies shuttle service as one component of over 20 that comprise the
program. With the TDM program, project vehicle trips would be expected to be
reduced by approximately 18 percent during peak travel hours (AM and PM rush
hours). See Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking),
especially Table 7.9 (TDM Program Summary).
The actual shuttle routes have not been decided. The commenter states that 2nd
Avenue should not be used as part of the route but does not explain why.

L 3.04

Traffic--The commenter expresses concerns regarding existing traffic conditions in
the project vicinity.
Response: Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking) includes a
comprehensive and detailed analysis of existing and projected traffic conditions in
the Precise Plan vicinity, prepared by professional transportation engineers and
approved by Redwood City staff.
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Traffic and Public Services--The commenter expresses concerns about the Costco
expansion and the ability of fire and police vehicles to access his neighborhood.
Response: Please see the response to comment L 3.02 above.

L 3.06

Noise--The commenter has concerns about potential parking garage noise and the
noise currently produced by “vacuum trucks” that clean the site’s existing parking
lots.
Response: The issue of potential noise from the parking structure ventilation system
is discussed in Draft EIR chapter 13 (Noise), Impact/Mitigation 13-4. In addition, the
Precise Plan area and its activities will continue to be subject to Chapter 24 (Noise
Regulations) of the Redwood City Municipal Code and the Noise chapter of the
Redwood City General Plan (see Draft EIR section 13.2, Regulatory Setting) as
these codes/policies are amended from time to time. The noise impact resulting
from project construction would be significant and unavoidable, based on the
potential long-term construction schedule (see Impact/Mitigation 13-2). Noise and
vibration impacts resulting from project operation would be less-than-significant with
mitigation (see Impacts/Mitigations 13-1, 13-3, and 13-4). Also see the response to
comment PC 38 above.
CEQA does not require the City to restrict the location of the parking garages
because the parking garages would not result in a significant and unavoidable
impact. The only permanent noise source associated with parking garages would be
the ventilation systems, which would not operate continuously. Rather, Stanford
would install carbon monoxide detectors in the parking garages to enable ventilation
systems to be triggered when needed. In addition, the ventilation systems would be
subject to Mitigation 13-4, which would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level. The proposed office, research and development, and medical offices would
not be expected to generate substantial nighttime vehicular activity, including noise
from vehicle movement and car alarms. Given existing levels of street noise on 2nd
Avenue near Bay Road (ranging from 59 to 66 dBA Leq during the day), daytime
vehicular activity would not result in a substantial increase in noise levels at sensitive
receptors. Noise associated with trucks sweeping the lots would not be greater than
existing noise levels associated with the surface parking lot cleaning activities that
the commenter refers to in the comment letter.
Further, even though trucks used to sweep parking lots are an existing condition, it
appears that Stanford has been responsive to neighborhood complaints regarding
the time of day that such activities occur. Stanford reports that in its effort to keep
the existing Midpoint campus clean and free of litter, it retains a parking lot sweeping
service to clean the parking areas every week. The cleaning was scheduled for
Sunday evenings because the fewest cars are parked on the campus at those times.
However, Stanford received a call stating that the sweeping was taking place very
late Sunday night and into Monday morning, and was disturbing neighbors along 2nd
Avenue. Once alerted, Stanford worked with the sweeping service to adjust its
schedule so that parking lot cleaning occurs early in the day rather than at night.
(Personal communication, L. Wicks, Stanford Office of Government & Community
Relations, April 2012) Stanford will continue working with neighborhood residents
and businesses to minimize noise impacts.
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Noise--The commenter expresses concerns regarding noise from generator testing.
Response: The noise resulting from generator testing is intermittent and temporary.
Existing and future generators in the Precise Plan area are subject to the testing and
operating permit requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). The existing generators at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center are
subject to California Health and Safety Code standards under which a health facility
is to test each of its diesel backup generators 12 times per year, with testing intervals
of not less than 20 days and not more than 40 days. The tests are to be conducted
for at least 30 continuous minutes, except for one test per year that is 2 hours in
duration. The generators on the Stanford in Redwood City campus are not
anticipated to be tested more frequently, or for a longer duration than the existing
generators at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center. Stanford will continue
working with neighborhood residents and businesses to minimize noise impacts.

L 3.08

Air Quality--What will be the impact on the health of children and the residents who
live along the route that leads to the project?
Response: Please see Draft EIR chapter 8 (Air Quality) for a detailed and
comprehensive analysis, prepared by professional air quality scientists, of potential
project air emissions and health effects. The analysis shows that project
implementation would not result in significant carbon monoxide emissions impacts
(see Draft EIR pages 8-20 and 8-21). With respect to cancer risks, chronic and
acute noncancer hazard indices, and concentrations of particulate matter less than
2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5) from project-related traffic, the analysis
shows no significant health risk to off-site populations (see Draft EIR page 8-24).
The Draft EIR’s analysis of these risks is based on the ENVIRON Human Health
Risk Assessment (HHRA), which was prepared by experts and then peer reviewed
by the City’s experts. This assessment analyzed the additional traffic the project
would bring to Highway 101, Bay Road, and Broadway, the most heavily traveled
roadways in the project vicinity. It combined the emissions from this traffic with
emissions from the project’s on-site emissions sources. The result was that the
estimated excess lifetime cancer risks, noncancer health indices, and PM2.5
exposure concentrations for off-development populations resulting from operation of
the project were below all BAAQMD-recommended significance thresholds. See
Human Health Risk Assessment, January 2011, page 21 (appendix D of this Final
EIR, available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”;
please note that the cover is inadvertently dated January 2010, when it should be
January 2011).
The health risk assessment (HHRA) evaluated the impacts on nearby residents of
increases in roadway traffic due to operation of the project. These results are
summarized in HHRA Tables 3.2 through 3.4. Table 3.2 in the HHRA shows the
estimated PM2.5 concentrations due to project-related operational traffic increases on
major roadways. Table 3.3 in the HHRA presents the estimated excess lifetime
cancer risk, noncancer chronic hazard index, and acute hazard index for a residential
land use scenario estimated at 100 feet from the roadways. Table 3.4 in the HHRA
shows the project lifetime cancer risk for the project contribution to traffic on
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Broadway and Bay Road at increasing distances from the roadway, between 10 and
1,000 feet. As summarized in these tables, all levels are below significance
thresholds.
L 3.09

Property Tax--How long will the “neighborhood fund” [presumedly the projectproposed Precise Plan Neighborhood Streets Enhancement Program--NSEP] be
funded?
Response: The comment pertains to a Precise Plan component summarized in Draft
EIR chapter 3 (Project Description), subsection 3.4.7 (Precise Plan Neighborhood
Streets Enhancement Program [NSEP]). Precise Plan chapter IV (Implementation,
“Neighborhood Streets Enhancement Program [NSEP]”) describes the funding of this
program. The NSEP is not a payment in lieu of property taxes. Rather, the NSEP
creates a funding mechanism to deliver improvements to the surrounding
neighborhoods that will offset certain impacts of the project on such neighborhoods.
These project-related neighborhood impacts are less-than-significant for purposes of
CEQA, but for the NSEP program, such impacts would have quality of life
implications for such neighborhoods.
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L 4 Janet Davis; February 27, 2012 (2 pages)
L 4.01

Traffic--Would a bridge/connection to East Bayshore Road relieve congestion on
Woodside Road?
Response: Early in the Precise Plan process, the City did explore concepts and
conceptual designs for new roadway and freeway connections. However, based on
safety concerns and engineering limitations, primarily related to the configuration of
US 101 and the distance between the Woodside Road and Marsh Road freeway
interchanges, no feasible solution could be designed. For the example mentioned by
the commenter, an overpass to East Bayshore Road would require an incline too
steep to meet safety and engineering requirements.

L 4.02

Traffic--The commenter expresses concerns about construction traffic.
Response: Construction traffic considerations are described in Draft EIR chapter 7
(Transportation, Circulation, and Parking), subsection 7.4.7(f) (Construction Traffic).
Further details would be included in the construction traffic control plan coordinated
with City staff prior to the start of construction phases, once specific site planning,
building designs, and phasing are formulated.

L 4.03

Traffic--Has any thought been given to a West Bayshore feeder street or some kind
of exit onto the freeway itself?
Response: Please see the response to comment L 4.01 above.

T:\10672\FEIR\F-2 (10672).doc

L5

L5.01

L5

L5

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-77

L 5 Besz De La Vega, Deputy Clerk on behalf of Mark Church, Chief Elections Officer &
Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder, County of San Mateo; March 1, 2012 (3 pages)
L 5.01

General--Confirmation that the Draft EIR Notice of Completion and Availability was
posted for 30 days pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.3.
Response: The confirmation is acknowledged; no additional response is necessary.
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L 6 Steve Schmidt, Menlo Park resident; March 2, 2012 (1 page)
L 6.01

Bike Access--The commenter provides suggestions for improving bike access at the
Bay/Florence/Marsh intersection.
Response: The comment pertains to a suggested improvement to an existing
condition, not to the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Draft EIR subsection
7.4.7(c) (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--Bicycle Facilities) discusses
existing and proposed bicycle facilities in the Precise Plan vicinity. Draft EIR Table
7.9 (TDM Program Summary) lists the bicycle-related elements of the Stanford
University Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program included as an
integral part of the Precise Plan. More specific details of the proposed bicyclerelated elements are included in Precise Plan chapter IV (Implementation--BicycleRelated Elements). The Precise Plan proposed bicycle linkages are consistent with
the San Mateo County and Redwood City bicycle plans.
The Precise Plan notes, “The specific bicycle linkages will be selected by the City in
consultation with the applicant”. The City may consider the commenter’s suggested
bike access improvements as part of Precise Plan implementation. The
commenter’s suggestion does not change the impact or mitigation findings of the
Draft EIR.
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L 7 Lauren Perritt, Friendly Acres resident; March 5, 2012 (1 page)
L 7.01

Traffic, Construction, and Building Heights--The commenter expresses concerns
regarding existing and future traffic conditions in the project vicinity, as well as
potential construction impacts and proposed building heights.
Response: The Precise Plan’s range of potential land uses is consistent with the
Redwood City General Plan land use designations for the Precise Plan area (see
Draft EIR chapter 4, Land Use and Planning). Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation,
Circulation, and Parking) includes a comprehensive and detailed analysis of existing
and projected traffic conditions in the Precise Plan vicinity, prepared by professional
transportation engineers and approved by Redwood City staff. Also, potential
construction impacts are described in Draft EIR chapter 7 (see subsection 7.4.7[f]-Construction Traffic), chapter 8 (Air Quality, especially Impact/Mitigation 8-1), and
chapter 13 (Noise, especially Impact/Mitigation 13-2). Potential visual impacts of the
proposed building heights are evaluated in Draft EIR chapter 5 (Aesthetics).
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L 8 Catherine Greer; March 5 and March 2, 2012 (4 pages)
L 8.01

Air Quality--Some reports noted on Draft EIR page 8-26 are not included in the Draft
EIR.
Response: The requested information was provided to the commenter. The
information is contained in the report entitled Human Health Risk Assessment,
Construction, Operational and Traffic Emissions, Stanford in Redwood City,
Redwood City, California (ENVIRON International Corporation, January 2011,
Project Number 03-25047A) (HHRA). Section 1.3 (Adequacy of Final EIR) of this
Final EIR discusses requests for additional information. The ENVIRON research and
report were peer reviewed by Illingworth & Rodkin, EIR air quality, climate change,
and acoustical consultants. The ENVIRON report is appendix D of this Final EIR,
available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”; please
note that the cover is inadvertently dated January 2010, when it should be January
2011.

L 8.02

Air Quality--The commenter requests the “screening assessment” for traffic-related
air quality impacts on the proposed child care center, which is noted on Draft EIR
page 8-26.
Response: The supplied ENVIRON report includes the requested information in
section 3.1 (Screening Assessments--Freeway/Major Roadway) and Table 6.3 (OnSite Operational/Traffic Emissions: Estimated Excess Lifetime Cancer Risks,
Noncancer Hazards Indices, and PM2.5).

L 8.03

Air Quality--The commenter requests the “screening modeling” evaluation of the
existing Tyco Thermal Controls facility for PM2.5 emissions.
Response: The supplied ENVIRON report includes the requested information in
section 3.2 (Screening Assessments--Existing Off-Site Stationary Sources) and
Table 6.3 (On-Site Operational/Traffic Emissions: Estimated Excess Lifetime Cancer
Risks, Noncancer Hazards Indices, and PM2.5).
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (Andrea Gordon,
agordon@baaqmd.gov, 415-749-4940) verified the screening modeling used for the
Draft EIR. BAAQMD also provided the associated, supplemental information in
appendix B of this Final EIR (available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org
under “Hot Topics”).

L 8.04

Air Quality--The two ENVIRON documents sent do not appear to be the documents
requested above.
Response: Initially, the commenter was inadvertently provided with an earlier draft of
the ENVIRON report. The most current version of the report (referenced above) was
then promptly sent. See the responses to comments L 8.01, L 8.02, and L 8.03
above.

L 8.05

Air Quality--The commenter requests “additional information” noted in the Human
Health Risk Assessment report initially provided.
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Response: Please see the response to comment L 8.04. In the earlier draft of the
ENVIRON report that the commenter received, the “additional information…within
the next few weeks” was a placeholder as BAAQMD researched the Tyco Thermal
Controls data calculated by ENVIRON, to verify its accuracy. As noted in the
response to comment L 8.04, BAAQMD verified the data, which is included in the
final, January 2011 ENVIRON report.
L 8.06

Air Quality--Please confirm the source of the Tyco Thermal Controls facility annual
concentration range identified in the Draft EIR.
Response: Please see the response to comment L 8.03. The comment asks about
risks to Summit Preparatory Charter High School from the existing Tyco facility,
rather than from the proposed project. Therefore, the comment is outside the scope
of this EIR. It may be noted, however, that the HHRA (appendix D of this Final EIR,
pages 8 and 9, available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot
Topics”) describes the Tyco data as follows: “The data required to conduct refined
modeling of the PM2.5 concentrations from the Tyco facility was not available.
Consequently, ENVIRON conducted a conservative screening analysis of the Tyco
facility emissions….Note that this analysis likely overestimates PM2.5
concentrations….[D]ue to lack of adequate data, the true risk due to PM2.5 from the
Tyco facility is unknown and could be considerably lower than estimated.”

L 8.07

Air Quality--The Draft EIR does not identify any substantial impacts that may result
on the students of Summit Preparatory Charter High School, which is located less
than 1,000 feet from the Precise Plan area.
Response: The health risk assessment prepared by ENVIRON assessed impacts
from project construction and operation on nearby sensitive receptors. That
assessment identified the greatest impact that would occur as a result of construction
and operation of the proposed project. Tables 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 of the ENVIRON
report present the highest predicted impacts from the proposed project in terms of
construction, traffic, and stationary sources. These impacts were predicted for the
maximum-exposed child, adult, and worker. Draft EIR section 8.3 (Air
Quality/Impacts and Mitigation Measures) describes the impact findings from
construction and operation of the proposed project with respect to nearby sensitive
receptors. Those impacts, both from single sources and cumulative sources, were
found to be less-than-significant. Summit Preparatory Charter High School is
discussed in the ENVIRON report and is located approximately 900 feet east of the
project boundary. As noted on page 5 of the ENVIRON report, off-development
workers and residents in close proximity to the project are expected to incur a higher
exposure to the emission sources considered in the assessment relative to potential
students at the school. Therefore, excess lifetime cancer risks and noncancer
hazards estimated for the off-development residents and workers were considered
protective of the sensitive populations located farther away, including students at
Summit Preparatory Charter High School.

L 8.08

Air Quality--Adding pollution from the proposed project would seem to increase the
students’ likelihood of short-term and long-term health effects.
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Response: Please see the response to comment 8.07 above. The Draft EIR
evaluated cumulative impacts in terms of Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Community Risk Impact thresholds in accordance with BAAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Guideline recommendations. The impact from the proposed project with
respect to single-source and cumulative source impacts from emissions of PM2.5 and
toxic air contaminants were found to be less-than-significant.
L 8.09

Air Quality--Regarding project impacts on sensitive receptors, concentrated traffic
and air pollution does not stop when motor vehicles reach 1,000 feet from the project
site.
Response: The cumulative air quality analysis prepared for the proposed project
followed the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, which include an evaluation of
all cumulative sources of traffic and stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the project
site. The project itself would not create a significant community risk or health hazard
(see Draft EIR section 8.3). The impact analysis also evaluates the cumulative effect
of existing and projected conditions on the Precise Plan area. To extend this
analysis to all uses along the length of Broadway is beyond the scope of this EIR and
inconsistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

L 8.10

Air Quality--It is the commenter’s understanding that air quality modeling is
“averaged” over a 365-day year, which may substantially underestimate “actual
impacts” on Summit students resulting from traffic on Broadway and Woodside
Road.
Response: The assessment conducted by ENVIRON evaluated traffic impacts using
BAAQMD screening tables for San Mateo County and project predicted traffic
levels. 1 Specifically, ENVIRON based Broadway and Bay Road PM2.5 cancer risk
and noncancer Hazard Indexes on the BAAQMD surface street lifetime cancer risk
and noncancer Hazard Index screening tables published by BAAQMD. 2 The Draft
EIR’s traffic analysis provided the Near Term No Project Conditions and Near Term
Project Conditions traffic volumes for segments of the major roads that are expected
to be impacted by the project. ENVIRON evaluated two segments of each road: the
segment passing through the residential neighborhood adjacent to the project, and
the non-residential segment with the greatest project-related average daily traffic.
ENVIRON linearly interpolated the values between the two closest BAAQMD table
traffic volumes to calculate each scenario’s concentration or risk. ENVIRON then
calculated the project impacts by subtracting the Near Term No Project Conditions
from the Near Term Project Conditions.
It should be noted that the BAAQMD Roadway Screening Analysis Tables provide
conservative estimates of PM2.5, cancer risk, and noncancer Hazard Indexes. In
other words, the tables over-estimate the impact to ensure that project impacts are
not underestimated. If a project would result in a significant impact when using these

1

BAAQMD Roadway Screening Analysis Tables are available at
http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEQA-GUIDELINES/Tools-andMethodology.aspx
2

ENVIRON identified roadways within 1,000 feet of the project site and having sufficient traffic volumes
to cause an impact. These roads included US 101 and two surface streets: Broadway and Bay Road.
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data, the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend that refined modeling
be conducted. Since the proposed project was not causing a significant impact due
to its emissions when using these data, a refined analysis was not necessary.
L 8.11

Air Quality and Traffic--Please verify if the vehicle total and truck total is based on
estimated truck percentage or actual truck percentage from a verified traffic count.
Response: Please see the response to comment 8.10 above. The traffic counts
were based on predicted traffic volumes in the Draft EIR and screening volumes
used by BAAQMD to develop their Roadway Screening Analysis Tables for San
Mateo County.

L 8.12

Air Quality--The data from the current air monitoring station at 897 Barron Avenue
may not accurately reflect existing conditions in the project vicinity.
Response: The BAAQMD Roadway Screening Analysis Tables used in the
ENVIRON study, which is the basis of the Draft EIR health risk findings, were based
on the District’s conservative modeling of the traffic emissions for specified distances
and do not include data measured at the BAAQMD air monitoring station.

L 8.13

Air Quality--The commenter is uncertain if air emissions calculations for existing
conditions considered “potential contamination” from a variety of locations listed by
the commenter.
Response: The ENVIRON analysis, which is the basis of the Draft EIR health risk
findings, included all roadway and stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the Precise
Plan area.

L 8.14

Air Quality and Traffic--“The intent of this project is well matched for the needs of
Redwood City but the traffic and potential health effects must be accurately
measured and mitigated, where needed.”
Response: Comment noted; no additional response is necessary.
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L 9 Michael Morris, Redwood City resident; March 7, 2012 (1 page)
L 9.01

General--The commenter describes various concerns with the project (e.g., traffic,
noise, air quality) and concludes that the project should be located on vacant land
owned by Stanford University near its main campus.
Response: The Precise Plan’s range of potential land uses is consistent with the
Redwood City General Plan land use designations for the Precise Plan area (see
Draft EIR chapter 4, Land Use and Planning). Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation,
Circulation, and Parking) includes a comprehensive and detailed analysis of existing
and projected traffic conditions in the Precise Plan vicinity, prepared by professional
transportation engineers and approved by Redwood City staff. Likewise, Draft EIR
chapters 8 (Air Quality) and 13 (Noise) contain professionally prepared, quantitative,
and comprehensive air quality and noise analyses. Draft EIR section 18.6
(Alternative 18.6: Alternative Project Location) in chapter 18 (Alternatives to the
Proposed Project) evaluates the possibility of locating the proposed project
elsewhere.
For various reasons (e.g., lack of other available sites of adequate size and
character, similar or greater environmental effects at other locations), the possibility
of locating the proposed project on an alternative site that would avoid or
substantially lessen potentially significant environmental impacts identified in the
EIR, while attaining most of the project objectives, is considered remote (see Draft
EIR section 18.6).
With regard to the specific location suggested by the commenter, vacant areas
adjacent to the Stanford campus and hospitals include undeveloped land in the
Santa Clara County foothills, recreation fields along Sand Hill Road, and the Stanford
Arboretum. Unlike the project development site, those locations do not have general
plan designations allowing the types or intensity of uses that have been proposed,
nor are such land use changes likely to be approved. Stanford lands in the Santa
Clara County foothills are outside of the “Academic Growth Boundary” adopted by
Santa Clara County and are designated by the Stanford Community Plan as “Open
Space and Field Research” and “Special Conservation Areas.” Very limited
development is allowed in these areas, and the uses contemplated in the Stanford in
Redwood City Precise Plan are not allowed. The recreation fields located along
Sand Hill Road are subject to restrictions in a Development Agreement between the
City of Palo Alto and Stanford University, which do not allow commercial facilities to
be constructed in this location. Finally, the Stanford Arboretum is designated by the
Stanford Community Plan as “Campus Open Space,” which does not allow
construction of the types of facilities contemplated in the Stanford in Redwood City
Precise Plan. Further, constructing the project on undeveloped land could result in
greater impacts to biological resources, creek habitat and water quality, potential
archaeological resources, and aesthetic resources than the proposed project. For
these reasons, the alternative location suggested by the commenter is not
considered to be a potentially feasible alternative capable of substantially reducing
the impacts of the proposed project.
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L 10 Karen Davis, Redwood City resident; March 8, 2012 (2 pages)
L 10.01

Bike Access--The commenter concurs with the bike-related comments dated March
12, 2012 by John Langbein on the Draft EIR.
Response: See the response to comment L 6.01 above. (Although the commenter
refers to Mr. Langbein’s March 12, 2012 letter, the commenter’s own email was
received by the City earlier, on March 8.)

L 10.02

Land Use--The commenter wants to be assured that the proposed zoning to allow
the Precise Plan would not later lead to a zoning change in Redwood City’s
“baylands” [location not specified].
Response: The project development site’s proposed uses are already consistent
with the Redwood City General Plan land use designations of Commercial--Office
Professional/Technology and Hospital. By State law, General Plan designations take
precedence over zoning designations. The rezoning would align the proposed
zoning designation (P Planned Community District) with the existing General Plan
designations. Any proposed, future rezoning of “baylands” sites would require a
Rezoning process separate from the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
process.

L 10.03

Flooding--The commenter fears that the project’s expansion into a flood-prone area
could lead the City to approve the proposed Saltworks development as a way of
supposedly solving flooding.
Response: The proposed Stanford in Redwood City project is responsible for
mitigating any potential flooding impacts caused by its development. Please see
Draft EIR chapter 10 (Utilities), section 10.3 (Storm Drainage and Water Quality),
especially subsection 10.3.4 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures).
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L 11 Lisa Carboni for Gary Arnold, District Branch Chief, Local Development-Intergovernmental Review, California Department of Transportation; March 8, 2012
(accompanied by a March 19 email between Gary Black, AICP, Principal, Hexagon
Transportation Consultants, Inc. and Sandra Finegan, the contact identified in the March 8
letter) (3 pages)
L 11.01

Traffic Forecasting--Please provide a discussion of how the 18 percent peak hour trip
reduction rate was derived for project-generated traffic.
Response: Stanford University submitted a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program that describes the measures that the University proposes to
implement. The TDM program is listed in Table 7.9 in the Draft EIR. Hexagon (EIR
transportation consultant) conducted a review of the program to determine the likely
trip reduction that would occur. Using the URBEMIS software, which accounts for
trip reductions due to the project location and TDM program, Hexagon calculated a
22.5 percent trip reduction. The Hexagon evaluation is included in appendix A of this
Final EIR, which is available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under
“Hot Topics”. In consultation with City staff and Stanford representatives, it was
decided that using an 18 percent reduction would represent a more accurate and
conservative approach. Stanford implements a TDM program at its existing campus
in Palo Alto, and the existing program achieves better than an 18 percent peak-hour
trip reduction, which provides additional support for the conclusion that the level
assumed in the EIR can be achieved in Redwood City.

L 11.02

Roadway System--Please include the US 101/Marsh Road intersection, northbound
Marsh Road to southbound US 101 on-ramp, in the transportation analysis.
Response: According to Figure 7.8 in the Draft EIR, there is a demand volume of
almost 4,000 vehicles approaching the US 101/Marsh interchange on northbound
Marsh Road during the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions with the project.
The closest intersection along Marsh Road that feeds northbound traffic into the
interchange is the Marsh Road/Scott Drive/Rolison Road intersection. About 3,050
vehicles would be approaching the interchange from Marsh Road, with 900 turning
from Scott Drive and Rolison Road. The PM peak-hour Level of Service (LOS) at the
Marsh Road/Scott Drive intersection calculates to LOS F. A significant project
impact and mitigation are identified in the Draft EIR for the Marsh Road/Scott Drive
intersection (Impact/Mitigation 7-18).
According to Table 7.18 in the Draft EIR, there will be 1,454 PM peak-hour vehicles
using the southbound US 101 on-ramp from northbound Marsh Road under
cumulative conditions with the project. There is one lane from Marsh Road that
feeds into the southbound on-ramp, and two lanes on Marsh Road that continue
northbound. Thus, of the 4,000 vehicles on Marsh Road, about 1,450 would use the
on-ramp and 2,550 would continue straight in two lanes (1,275 per lane). This
represents adequate lane balance on Marsh Road. The number of vehicles
projected to use the US 101 southbound on-ramp is within the capacity of the ramp.
The number of vehicles continuing straight on northbound Marsh Road during the
PM peak hour (2,550 vehicles) would result in LOS F at the intersection of the
southbound US 101 ramp to Marsh Road, as shown in Table 7.16 in the Draft EIR.
However, the project traffic contribution to the cumulative impact at this intersection
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(2.2 seconds of delay) would be less-than-significant, so no project mitigation is
required.
L 11.03

Roadway System--Please include the El Camino Real/Jefferson Avenue intersection
in the transportation analysis.
Response: A project trip assignment was run, and the project would add 28 peakhour trips to the El Camino Real/Jefferson Avenue intersection. This is an
insufficient number of trips to potentially cause an impact, so no further analysis was
conducted.

L 11.04

Roadway System--Please include the Veterans Boulevard at Brewster Avenue/Main
Street/Maple Street intersections in the transportation analysis.
Response: A project trip assignment was run, and the project would add over 100
peak-hour trips to each of these intersections. Therefore, an analysis of these
intersections was completed for each study scenario. Appendix A (Table 1) of this
Final EIR (available on the City’s website at www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot
Topics”) shows that each intersection would operate at Level of Service D or better
for each study scenario. Therefore, the project impact would be less-than-significant,
and no mitigation is required.

L 11.05

Roadway System--Please include the Broadway at Winslow Street/Main Street/
Maple Street intersections in the transportation analysis.
Response: These intersections are located in Downtown Redwood City. The project
trip assignment shows that the project would add about 145 total peak-hour trips
within Downtown Redwood City. However, these trips would be split among several
different intersections. The impact on any one of the intersections Downtown would
be less-than-significant, and no mitigation is required.

L 11.06

Level of Service (LOS)--Please provide a discussion, geometric plan, and LOS
analysis for the project’s Hurlingame Avenue extension to Bay Road.
Response: One of the site plan options for the project would extend Hurlingame
Avenue through the project development site to intersect with Broadway. The
Broadway/Hurlingame Avenue intersection would be about 500 feet east of the
Broadway/Douglas Avenue intersection. Without the Hurlingame Avenue extension,
the project could access Broadway at four locations; with the extension there would
be five access points. The total project traffic that would exit the site to make a turn
onto Broadway is estimated to be about 500 vehicles during the PM peak hour. With
five exit points, that is an average of 100 vehicles at each intersection. With four exit
points, the volume is about 125 per intersection. The Hurlingame Avenue extension
would carry about 100 vehicles during the PM peak hour, which would help to spread
the traffic out that is accessing Broadway from the project site. Very little non-project
traffic is forecast to use Hurlingame Avenue between Bay Road and Broadway, if it
were extended to Broadway.
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Level of Service (LOS)--For the LOS analysis, the commenter recommends
separating the US 101 southbound off-ramp and Woodside Road southbound
movements.
Response: The software used to calculate intersection levels of service (LOS)
cannot accommodate 5-legged intersections, which is the case for the southbound
US 101/Broadway/Woodside Road intersection. The traffic analysis therefore
combines the southbound 101 off-ramp traffic with the southbound Woodside Road
traffic. In reality these movements operate on separate phases. However, by
combining the movements, the traffic analysis still results in an accurate depiction of
the LOS at the intersection.

L 11.08

Traffic Signal Phasing--The commenter recommends that Broadway be converted
from split-phase signal operation to protected left-turn phasing at the Broadway/
southbound US 101/Woodside Road intersection.
Response: Draft EIR Mitigation 7-1 (Woodside/Broadway) calls for restriping the
eastbound and westbound legs on Broadway at this intersection and the conversion
of the signal from split-phase to protected left-turn phasing. This mitigation would
satisfy the Caltrans request in the comment.

L 11.09

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)--In the project TDM program, please
include a shuttle bus from the main Stanford University campus to the Precise Plan
area.
Response: The employees who may be relocated from the Stanford Palo Alto
campus and medical center to the Stanford in Redwood City campus are anticipated
to be those who do not require a location on the main academic campus because
they will most likely not frequently visit other main campus offices or buildings.
Accordingly, it is unlikely that the project will generate sufficient traffic between the
main campus and Redwood City such that a fixed-schedule shuttle bus would be
used with enough frequency to be effective. To encourage employees to ride such a
shuttle, Stanford would have to run it on frequent headways, which would result in
numerous empty shuttle trips between the campus and Redwood City. This would
not reduce traffic or air pollutants. Instead, Stanford intends to utilize a carsharing
program or an alternative on-demand service at the Redwood City campus that can
be used by employees as needed when traveling to the main campus. This would
enable the employees to take transit or ride bicycles to work, and it would reduce
vehicle trips to the minimum needed to travel between campuses during the middle
of the day. In addition, employees at the Stanford in Redwood City campus would
be able to take shuttles to the downtown Redwood City Caltrain station and then ride
Caltrain to Palo Alto, where Marguerite shuttles are available to transport them to
campus buildings. To the extent assumptions about travel between the Palo Alto
campus and the Stanford in Redwood City campus prove to be incorrect,
adjustments to the TDM program, such as a shuttle component between the two
campuses, would be made to increase use of transit alternatives, thereby reducing
vehicle trips.
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L 12 John Langbein, Redwood City resident; March 10, 2012 (1 page)
L 12.01

Bike Access--The commenter would like to see a “more aggressive” policy in the
Precise Plan to build more bike lanes within the 3-mile radius of the Plan area,
including the involvement of the County, Atherton, San Carlos, and Menlo Park.
Response: Please see the response to comment L 6.01 above.

L 12.02

Parking--The Precise Plan needs to be “more aggressive” about encouraging less
single-occupancy-vehicle commuting.
Response: The Draft EIR parking analysis, including methodology and rationale, is
included in chapter 7 (Transportation, Circulation, and Parking), subsection 7.4.7(e)
(Parking). Of note is that the project’s parking adequacy is based on surveys of
nearby large-scale developments. Also, the 10 percent parking vacancy cushion
considered appropriate for the Precise Plan area accounts for the project’s mix of
new and regular users. The parking vacancy cushion is considered necessary to
accommodate clinic patients, visitors, and the public (e.g., users of the new publicly
accessible open space)--not only the regular employees in the Precise Plan area.
The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program included as an integral
part of the Precise Plan is described in Draft EIR subsection 7.4.2(a) (Trip
Generation), especially in Table 7.9 (TDM Program Summary).
The Precise Plan establishes goals for trip reduction, and requires ongoing
monitoring and reporting. This will enable the applicant to adjust the program as
needed to best reduce use of single-occupant vehicles. It will be important to allow
ongoing flexibility to manage the TDM program.
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L 13 Roxanne Dragan; March 11, 2012 (2 pages)
L 13.01

Traffic--Does Redwood City have a “vehicular trip cap limit”? Other comments
pertain to the commenter’s experiences in traffic.
Response: The comments related to perceived existing traffic conditions in
Redwood City, including at Costco, do not pertain to the content or adequacy of the
Draft EIR, whose comprehensive transportation, circulation, and parking analysis is
included in chapter 7. The Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan does not include
a vehicular trip cap, for the reasons discussed in the response to comment 16.01
below. With regard to “street diets,” please see the response to comment PC 11
above.

L 13.02

Noise--The commenter is concerned about generator and construction noise.
Response: Please see the responses to comments L 3.06 and L 3.07 above.
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L 14 Roxanne Dragan; February 19, 2012 (5 pages)
L 14.01

Project Description--At no time has Stanford stated which buildings are in which
phase.
Response: Precise Plan chapter II, section III (Development Phasing) describes
potential phasing of project development. The Draft EIR does not analyze the overall
project in phases because: (1) the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requires evaluation of a project as a whole (not in piecemeal fashion) in order to not
underestimate potential environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15378);
and (2) a definitive project phasing schedule has not been formulated.

L 14.02

Noise--The commenter would like to see the locations of project parking structure 1
and building 5 switched due to potential noise impacts from the parking structure
near residences.
Response: As discussed in many places in both the Precise Plan and the Draft EIR
(e.g., EIR chapter 3--Project Description), the project site plan at this time is
conceptual and is but one example of how the Precise Plan standards and guidelines
could be applied to formulate a development site plan. The Draft EIR concludes that
the noise impacts resulting from the location of a parking structure at Bay and Barron
would be less-than-significant. Please also see the response to comment L 3.06
above.

L 14.03

Public Safety--Regarding parking structure 1 and building 5, a parking structure
within 500 yards of a park and open space where children will be playing can be an
invitation to danger.
Response: The comment is conclusory without supporting evidence. After reviewing
the proposed project, the Redwood City Police Department concluded that: (1) the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact on police services,
and (2) applicant-proposed, on-site, proactive internal security measures (e.g., alarm
systems, security cameras) and trained personnel (e.g., private security) would help
address potential security concerns. Please see Draft EIR section 11.1 (Police
Service).

L 14.04

Air Quality--Locating parking structure 1 closer to Spinas Park and residential
neighborhoods adds to potential health issues.
Response: Please see Draft EIR chapter 8 (Air Quality) for a comprehensive and
quantitative analysis of potential air emissions effects of the proposed project. The
potential location of a parking structure at Bay and Barron would not cause a
significant air quality impact. Emissions associated with the parking structure include
construction emissions and emissions from vehicle traffic along the streets
approaching the parking structure. The impacts from these sources along with other
project-related traffic and operational emissions were evaluated in the health risk
assessment (appendix D of this Final EIR, available on the City’s website at
www.redwoodcity.org under “Hot Topics”). The estimated excess lifetime cancer
risks, noncancer hazards, and PM2.5 concentrations for on-site operational and traffic
emissions would all be below significance thresholds. In addition, the evaluation of
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resident and worker risks in the health risk assessment is considered protective of
park users due to the longer duration of exposure of the nearby residents and on-site
workers.
L 14.05

Noise--The commenter would like the “Noise Disturbance Coordinator” [identified in
Draft EIR Mitigation 13-2] position to be extended for at least two years after
construction is completed.
Response: The mitigation is recommended as an extra level of protection from noise
specifically during project-related demolition and construction activity. During project
operation, the City will maintain its existing procedures for implementing Chapter 24
(Noise Regulation) of the Redwood City Municipal Code, as amended from time to
time. See Draft EIR subsection 13.2.1(b)--Redwood City Municipal Code.

L 14.06

Traffic--The commenter describes past and present experiences with traffic. Also,
the commenter notes that the proposed project shuttle service should require input
from the community during the planning stage, and doubts if project employees will
take a shuttle to Downtown for lunch.
Response: The operation of a shuttle would reduce, not increase, the overall
number of vehicles on the roadway network generally because a shuttle can
accommodate more passengers than a standard passenger car. The details of the
shuttle service (including creation of a new service or participation in an existing
service) have not yet been decided. However, future specific developments
proposed under the Precise Plan would be subject to the City decision-making
process, including public hearings.

L 14.07

Traffic--The commenter is concerned that the recommended intersection mitigations
will make traffic worse, as will the recommended road diet on Broadway.
Response: The Precise Plan identifies Broadway as a Pedestrian and Transit
Corridor. The location of proposed parking structures along Bay Road is coordinated
with this designation for Broadway. The intent is to have drivers use other,
nonresidential streets that have more capacity to accommodate vehicles. The Draft
EIR transportation, circulation, and parking analysis (chapter 7) is consistent with
these City intentions. With respect to a Broadway “road diet,” please see the
response to comment PC 11 above.
The commenter’s other observations (e.g., left turns from the post office) concern
existing traffic conditions and do not affect the Draft EIR findings.

L 14.08

Traffic and Noise--The commenter is concerned that, if the proposed publicly
accessible open space includes baseball or soccer fields in the future, more traffic
and noise will result.
Response: As noted in Draft EIR chapter 11 (Public Services), section 11.3 (Parks
and Recreation), the EIR assumes that the new publicly accessible open area would
be passive open space. Any additional proposals for the space would be subject to
the City decision-making process and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
review process, including public hearings.

T:\10672\FEIR\F-2 (10672).doc

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

L 14.09

Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-113

Employment--The commenter wants to see at least 10 to 15 percent of project jobs
go to Redwood City residents.
Response: Although the City can consider the comment in its decision-making on
whether to approve the Precise Plan, this is not an environmental issue subject to
CEQA.

L 14.10

Historic Resources--The commenter would like to see the “Warnecke” fountains
preserved.
Response: Please see Draft EIR chapter 14 (Cultural and Historic Resources) for a
discussion of the Warnecke fountains. Draft EIR chapter 18, section 18.3
(Alternative 18.3: Reduced Development/425 Broadway Preservation Scenario)
evaluates preservation of the fountains. Also see the response to comment HR 1
above.

L 14.11

Project Description--The commenter is concerned that animal research will occur as
part of the project’s “R&D” uses.
Response: The City’s General Plan and zoning regulations do not currently govern
the type of research that can be conducted in buildings in which research and
development is a permitted use. While the comment expresses a generalized
concern about vandalism or picketing, there is no evidence that such events would
occur at the Stanford in Redwood City campus. Stanford has maintained a safe,
clean environment on its main campus in Palo Alto.
Article 2 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance includes the following definitions for research
and development uses:
Research and Development. A use primarily engaged in the study, testing,
engineering, design, analysis, or experimental development of products,
processes, or services related to current or new technologies. Research and
development may include manufacturing, fabricating, processing, assembling or
storage of products or materials, or similar related activities, where such activities
are accessory to research, development or evaluation. Related administrative
uses such as finance, marketing, sales, accounting, purchasing, or corporate
offices; provisions of services to others on- or off-site; and related educational
uses may also be included provided they remain accessory to the primary uses
of "research and development," and are consistent with any limitations on
accessory uses for the applicable zone district. Typical "research and
development" uses may include, but are not limited to, computer software and
hardware firms, electronic research firms, biotechnical firms, and pharmaceutical
research laboratories.
Research and Development, Laboratory Type. A research and development use
for which the research and development components require substantial
laboratory space and/or other equipment for testing or development, which may
also include associated adjacent or nearby workstations for recording or
preparing written documentation of research. Typical laboratory research and
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development uses may include, but are not limited to, biotechnical firms and
pharmaceutical research laboratories.
Research and Development, Office Type. A research and development use for
which the research and development components primarily occur in an office
setting, with minimal laboratory area or research equipment, other than
computers and other related electronic equipment. Typical office type research
and development uses may include, but are not limited to, computer software
and computer simulation firms.
L 14.12

Project Description--The commenter has questions presumedly about the Precise
Plan Neighborhood Streets Enhancement Program (NSEP).
Response: Many of the opinions expressed by the commenter are related to
perceived existing conditions in Redwood City that do not pertain to the content of
either the Precise Plan or the Draft EIR. The referenced Neighborhood Streets
Enhancement Program (NSEP), however, is part of the Precise Plan and Draft EIR
(e.g., see EIR subsection 3.4.7 in chapter 3--Project Description). The NSEP would
not be a measure required to mitigate an identified environmental impact under
CEQA, but rather a program volunteered by Stanford University. Draft EIR page 318 notes, “The City would be responsible for determining the appropriate use of the
NSEP funds, in consultation with the residential neighborhoods of Friendly Acres and
Redwood Village, and in consultation with San Mateo County with respect to the
North Fair Oaks neighborhood.”

L 14.13

Traffic--The commenter is concerned about construction truck routes.
Response: The comment refers to roads currently designated as truck routes by the
City, which is an issue beyond the scope of the EIR.
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L 15 Mark Chow, Principal Civil Engineer, County of San Mateo; March 12, 2012 (1 page)
L 15.01

Wastewater--The Fair Oaks Sewer Maintenance District (FOSMD) uses wastewater
generation rates different from those used by the Redwood City Community
Development Department, Engineering Division. The resultant different calculations
could change the identified impact on FOSMD’s 33-inch-diameter trunk lines
downstream from the Precise Plan area.
Response: San Mateo County Ordinance Code Section 4.32.010(g) includes the
County’s formula for calculating wastewater generation, based on a Residential
Equivalent Unit (REU) of 220 gallons per day of domestic water usage. Draft EIR
Mitigation 10-2 (Increased Wastewater Flows in the Local FOSMD Collection
System) requires updated calculations “at the time that construction of net new
square footage of project development is proposed,” at which time the County would
apply its wastewater generation factors for the calculations. The use of the County’s
generation factors does not change the findings or mitigation requirements of the
Draft EIR.

L 15.02

Wastewater--Flow monitoring should be performed during wet weather conditions
prior to the design of the construction documents.
Response: Agreed. Flow monitoring shall be performed during wet weather
conditions prior to the design of the construction documents. This requirement is
subsumed under Mitigation 10-2.

L 15.03

Wastewater--FOSMD may not be able to accommodate construction dewatering
discharge into the sewer system.
Response: Comment acknowledged. Although not anticipated by the City Engineer
of Redwood City, if dewatering becomes necessary as part of project construction,
permission from the County of San Mateo Engineering Department would be
required. Depending on the quantity of groundwater encountered, the contractor
might need to dispose of the water in the storm drain system after first treating it to
meet National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements. Draft
EIR section 10.3 (Storm Drainage and Water Quality) describes the NPDES
requirements.
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L 16 Adina Levin, Menlo Park resident; March 12, 2012 (2 pages)
L 16.01

Traffic--The commenter recommends strengthening the Precise Plan Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) program to include a trip cap with penalties for
exceeding the agreed-upon level. Also, measurement and monitoring of the TDM
goals should be ongoing.
Response: Because several comments in this Final EIR refer specifically to the
nearby Facebook project in Menlo Park as an example of a project with a trip cap
limit, the Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Draft EIR (Atkins, December 2011,
State Clearinghouse No. 2011042073), including appendix E (Trip Cap Memo, Fehr
& Peers, March 28, 2011), was consulted for this response.
The Facebook Draft EIR identifies significant unavoidable impacts on transportation
infrastructure and identifies physical traffic improvements to help reduce those
impacts. The proposed vehicular trip cap is not the sole mitigation identified for
traffic impacts, “no net trips” is not the goal of the Facebook Draft EIR traffic analysis,
and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
A primary reason for the Facebook trip cap is explained on page 4 of the “Draft
Memorandum, Facebook Menlo Park Campus, Documentation of Transportation
Assumptions,” March 28, 2011 by Fehr & Peers (Facebook Draft EIR appendix E):
“On a per square foot basis, the number of vehicle trips generated by Facebook is
substantially higher that the ITE [Institute of Traffic Engineers] rates, as the
employee density is higher than a typical office use. On a daily basis, Facebook
generates approximately 42 percent more trips per square foot; on a peak hour
basis, Facebook’s trip generation is 32 percent higher per square foot.” These
conclusions are based on current operations at the existing Facebook campus. For
example, travel surveys at Facebook show that the average vehicle trip rate is 13.60
daily trips per 1,000 square feet of office space.
The above situation is not the case for the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan,
where the ITE average vehicle trip rate for office space of 7.62 daily trips per 1,000
square feet is applicable (see Draft EIR Table 7.10, Project Trip Generation).
The Precise Plan, with its proposed mix of land uses, is not analogous to the
Facebook development, which is a single-user private corporate campus. The
Precise Plan’s integration of floor area ratio (FAR) limits (see Draft EIR chapter 3),
Transportation Demand Management program and monitoring (see chapter 7), traffic
mitigation sensitivity analysis (also chapter 7), fair share contribution toward traffic
improvement costs (chapter 7), and Neighborhood Streets Enhancement Program
(chapter 3) was designed intentionally to provide proactive and effective mitigation
and monitoring of potential project-related transportation, circulation, and parking
impacts. This proactive process provides a tangible financial incentive for the
property owner to maximize trip reduction, not merely meet a cap to avoid being
penalized.
The Stanford main campus does not have a trip cap. Instead of attempting to
impose a trip cap, Stanford's General Use Permit (GUP) requires that Stanford either
attain a standard of no new net commute trips during peak commute times or provide
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proportional funding of mitigation measures for specified impacted intersections
(GUP Conditions G.3 and G.4).
Similarly here, the Draft Precise Plan requires accelerated funding of identified
intersection mitigations, as well as funding of additional intersection mitigations, if
target goals for TDM trip reductions are not met. The Draft EIR includes the results
of a sensitivity analysis by Hexagon Transportation Consultants of the trigger points
during project buildout for all of the intersection mitigation measures identified in the
Draft EIR (pages 7-65 and 7-66). Under the Draft Precise Plan, the project’s failure
to meet trip reduction targets for two consecutive years would accelerate the
applicant’s obligation to construct or pay its contribution to these intersection
improvements.
Regarding measurement and monitoring of the TDM goals, the Precise Plan (chapter
IV, under “Development Impacts, Monitoring & Phasing”) describes the detailed and
comprehensive process that the City has designed to ensure that TDM goals are
met, including annual reports to the City continuing after buildout. The Precise Plan
would allow suspension of some, but not all, regularly scheduled TDM reports and
studies if TDM target goals are met for five consecutive years and no additional
development has occurred. This provision reflects the City’s judgment that if the
TDM program has functioned as intended for five years and no additional
development has occurred on the project development site, the owner should be
required only to provide annual reports documenting that the TDM program
continues to be implemented, rather than to prepare and submit redundant studies.
If new development has occurred, however, the full set of reports and studies
described in the Precise Plan is required. In addition, the Community Development
Director or his/her designee may require such reports and studies in his/her
discretion if there are changes in building tenancy or after full buildout of the campus.
See Precise Plan chapter IV under Development Impacts, Monitoring & Phasing.
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Comments on Stanford Campus in Redwood City
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Submitted by: Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
Sustainable Land Use Committee
To: Redwood City
Planning Department
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA 94065
Attention: Maureen Riordan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for Stanford in Redwood City.
Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter is very pleased to see Stanford taking
advantage of locating within the urban footprint of Redwood City with a
sustainably designed campus. We support the Precise Plan for this area
and Stanford’s contribution to energizing this segment of Redwood City.
Since this will be a blueprint for the next 10-20 years, we are raising a
few critical concerns.

1. Introduction Para1.4 Consistent with common professional practice, the City of
Redwood City has defined "probable future projects" as those which had
an application submitted at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
was released for review. Accordingly, Table 4.1 in chapter 4 (Land Use
and Planning) of this EIR summarizes under construction, recently
approved, and pending development projects in Redwood City as of the
NOP release date for this EIR (October 2008); the fully detailed
cumulative project lists maintained by the City are included in EIR
appendix 21.2.
It is not “Common professional practice” to use data that is so out of
date when up-to-date data is available within the agency preparing the
EIR. In this case, several significant changes have occurred and these
need to be acknowledged and possible cumulative impact addressed:
The Cargill Saltworks proposal was presented in 2009, was reasonably
foreseeable and should be included in the list. See Attachment B.

L17.01

4. Land Use and Planning

Table 4.1 is confusing and inaccurate. It is neither the status in 2008 nor
the status in 2011– it is a mixture of 2008 data and 2011 data.

L17.02

7. Transportation, Circulation
and Parking

The cumulative effect on traffic, with the inclusion of the Cargill
development adjoining this development across the freeway, is so
significant that it has to be acknowledged that the two projects,
together, present a significantly different set of scenarios and that the
mitigations proposed will not be acceptable in that case. See
Attachment B following.
Trip Cap: A trip cap should be included as a mitigation measure and
compliance should be measured with a penalty for non-compliance as is
the case with Facebook in Menlo Park and Stanford Main Campus.
Mode Share: Measurement should not be discontinued after five years
as development is projected to continue for at least 10 years. It should
continue till build-out.

L17.03

Loma Prieta Sierra Club, Sustainable Land Use Committee
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9. Climate Change

10. Utilities

13. Noise

18 Alternative Scenarios

Residential Parking Permit Program: A Residential Parking Permit
program definitely has to be studied and on-going funding for
administration funded as a Community Benefit, by Stanford, to address
the very real impacts on the nearby residential neighborhoods that are
going to be affected by Stanford’s parking. Palo Alto neighborhoods are
experiencing all-day parking problems, in front of homes, as a result of
Stanford main campus parking policies by workers looking for free
parking. North Fair Oaks, Friendly Acres and other neighboring areas
can be expected to experience both drive-thru dangers and all day
parking as a result of the campus development, unless they are
protected during business hours.

L17.06

As discussed in subsection 9.1.3(f) of this EIR chapter, the Precise Plan
area is expected to be vulnerable to both an approximately 16-inch sea
level rise in San Francisco Bay by midcentury and an approximately 55inch sea level rise in the Bay by end-of-century.
Subsection 9.1.3 is missing from the EIR.

L17.07

10.3 Storm water mitigation: Porous asphalt and pervious concrete
should be used for all new roadways and open parking and paving.
Porous asphalt is being used for highways to improve highway safety by
removing water from the surface.
Pervious concrete paving is now a standard requirement in many
jurisdictions to meet clean water goals, improve water quality, reduce
pollution of water bodies such as the bay, reduce storm water runoff,
and decrease burden on waste-water treatment facilities. It is also
recognized as being important for re-charging ground water, though
that might not be a consideration at this location.
The storm water detention potential of the 2.4 acre open space and the
Greenway should be given priority. In addition, the storage capacity of
the roadways within the project should also be considered for
detention as it is not a residential development.
Detention capacity in the form of below grade reservoir systems could
be considered for feasibility of joint flood water detention and
harvesting of rain water to be used for irrigation.

L17.08

Openings for the ventilation of garages should not face towards the
residences.
Garages should not be exposed at all in the proximity of residential
areas. Housing should wrap the parking garages. See Attachment A.

L17.09

Alternative 18.5: Housing on Sites A and B considers housing on two of
the sites.
Since adding 3,000 to 5,000 new employees (not including indirect
hiring) is a large infusion and the traffic impacts are one of the most
significant impacts, employee rental housing on-site would be very
desirable. It is also noted to be the best environmental solution. The
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precise plan should be modified to encourage the addition of housing.
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As mitigation for the use of multi-level parking garages near a low-scale
residential area, housing should be used to wrap and entirely conceal
the parking garages from the neighborhood – not just at the ground
floor level. This will serve as a transitional element, softening the
impact of massive structures with a multi-unit housing, more
compatible with nearby single family residential zoning. Cities are
recognizing the deadly effect of multi-story parking garages and the
area should be treated with the consideration of a neighborhood that
deserves the most sensitive treatment possible, as it is going to
shoulder and suffer the greatest impacts. See Attachment A following.
Other considerationsBiological Resources

Bird friendly design: The project site is in close proximity to San
L17.11
Francisco Bay and the Don Edwards Wild Life Refuge which are both
habitat for resident wild birds, migratory flocks of birds as well as
feeding areas for local birds residing in the hills and open spaces on the
Peninsula. In addition, some of the adjacent retired salt ponds are
currently being used by some wild bird colonies. The buildings could
present potential problems for birds. Large buildings clad with glass are
known to present a hazard to flying birds. Building lighting can also
present hazards.
While bird collision risks vary depending upon building architecture and
site-specific aspects, some general solutions exist that can help mitigate
the problem, and some treatments are available to help make
structures and windows more visible to birds. Also, night lighting can be
adjusted for both bird safety and energy savings. The City of San
Francisco has already adopted “Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings” in
July 2011 and a comprehensive and informative report was produced by
the American Bird Conservancy. The standards that San Francisco
adopted are voluntary in some areas of the city, and mandatory in
hazard areas. These standards aim to reduce the number of birds killed
by collision with buildings and/or by entrapment in plumes of light at
night.
Please see: http://sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=2506
 www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf
We ask that the EIR include biological resources as a section because of
adjacency to the Bay and bodies of water used by wild birds and include
mitigation for hazards to wild life using bird-friendly design.

Respectfully submitted: Gita Dev, FAIA
Member, Sustainable Land Use Committee, Loma Prieta Sierra Club.
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A STANFORD CAMPUS IN A SUSTAINABLE REDWOOD CITY

ATTACHMENT A:

Redwood City is one of the most progressive sustainable communities on the Peninsula. Stanford is one
of the pre-eminent universities in the country. It is an opportunity to create a synergy that results in
something more than a conventionally nice looking campus.
Sierra Club Loma Prieta suggests that the City raise the bar for sustainable design in the Precise plan to
propose more forward thinking architectural and urban design solutions that move beyond form-based
zoning prescriptions. The campus should be a demonstration of what it could mean to be truly green
and be much more sensitive to the context - insertion next to a finely grained residential community.
PARKING STRUCTURES MITIGATION: Stanford is proposing to introduce several of the dreaded massive
multi-story parking garages near the fine residential grain of North Fair Oaks – a community of many
small single family homes and even smaller duplexes. This is a failure of good urban planning practice
and the City should require a higher standard of quality neighborhood design to revitalize the area.
The following is a brief excerpt from a collection of images from Sierra Club Loma Prieta’s presentation
of City Parking garages and Green Roofs.
Typically, cities are now requiring the parking in downtown areas be wrapped in either housing or mixed
use space. All multi-story parking structures on Stanford Campus should be COMPELTELY wrapped from
views from the neighborhood – not just the ground floor. Fair Oaks residents should not be subjected to
views of commercial multi-story parking garages, however well decorated.

This project in Houston, Texas, typical of this solution, is new 393-unit luxury urban apartment
community in The Waterway Square District of The Woodlands Town Center. The apartments are
wrapped around a parking structure, providing 613 parking spaces

Loma Prieta Sierra Club, Sustainable Land Use Committee
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WRAPPED PARKING GARAGE:
WRAPPED PARKING GARGES ARE NOW TYPICAL IN
MANY CITY NEIGHBORHOODS: Housing wrapped
around parking. University of Texas, Arlington

INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS: “Mountain Dwellings” by BIG
Architects- Housing over parking, south facing units
have green patios for a slightly suburban solution.

GREEN PARKING STRUCTURES:
A multi-level bike storage garage - located on a busy
street behind the Ritz Carlton Hotel, Osaka, Japan. The
facility acts as a place for people commuting to the city
to store their bikes.
Neat rows of bikes line each floor, which can be
accessed via a central staircase or a bumpy sloped
corridor which is a ramp for people to walk their bikes
down

Loma Prieta Sierra Club, Sustainable Land Use Committee
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ALTERNATIVE ENERGY GENERATION: The Greenway Self
Park in Chicago works to harness the city’s legendary
wind to help power its utilities. Greenway Self Park
features pairs of corkscrew wind turbines, along the
corners, that extend from its base to its roof, collecting
wind gusts as they push their way through the streets.
If you’ve ever walked around a downtown corner
during a Chicago winter, you know just how powerful
that force can be. Beyond the turbines, this garage also
features natural rainwater collection systems and
electric car charging stations for next generation
drivers.

L 17

GREEN BUILDINGS UTILIZING GREEN ROOFS
AND GREEN WALL DESIGNS:
The Nanyang Technological University of Singapore
recently erected a green roof building to house their
School of Art, Design and Media. The five story
structure features two curved sections with stretches of
green roof fully accessible to students. In the Nanyang
School of Art, the line between landscape and building
are blurred. Beyond the aesthetic value of this green
roof design, this living skin saves heating and cooling
costs and collects rainwater for landscape irrigation.

The benefits of green roof design and other green
technologies are not always apparent. To help
communicate their values to the public, the Green
Technology Showroom by Vector Architects is an
example in eco success. The Green Technology
Showroom in Beijing, China is blanketed in thick,
climate-controlling grasses attached to an inner steel
skeleton.
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ROOFTOP URBAN AGRICULTURE: Community garden
on Parking garage rooftop. Cafeteria could grow its own
herbs and vegetables.

L 17

HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE: Stanford is close to the bay and
the wild life refuge which is part of the Pacific Flyway.
The California Academy of Sciences is a stunning
achievement in green roof design. The building
features a 2.5 acre green roof that is blanketed by local
plants, acting as a habitat for bay area wildlife including
brids and a variety of insect life.

HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE: Vancouver Convention Center.
Wild grasses and plants on the 6 acre rooftop provide
habitat for many birds and a diverse insect population
including honey bees whose honey is harvested. Song
birds, establishing residence here, have made their way
back into the downtown.

Loma Prieta Sierra Club, Sustainable Land Use Committee
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OPEN SPACE DESIGN: Possible community center
integrated under park to maximize use of the 2.4 acres
open space. Historial de la Vendée has created a
geometric, softly-pitched structure lined with a lush
green roof. From a distance, this green roof looks
nearly indistinguishable from the land around it, just a
collection of hills.

L 17

Central Library, Delft University of Technology , The
Netherlands, Mecanoo transitions from sidewalk to
planted roof

1997

ICON FROM THE FREEWAY:
Create an icon that represents the forward thinking
culture of Redwood City and Stanford combined.
Old style icon – Hoover tower in Stanford and UC
Berkeley campanile.
New style icon - Provide a new style icon to put
Redwood City on the map: For example, feature
sustainability with an active readout, viewable from the
freeway, of alternative energy generated on-site by the
new campus.

END OF SECTION
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ATTACHMENT B – CUMULATIVE AFFECT OF STANFORD CAMPUS AND SALTWORKS…………………..

The Stanford in Redwood City DEIR uses a combination of two methods to analyze the Project’s
cumulative impacts. It uses a “summary of projections method” and the “list of projects
method.” See DEIR, p. 17-4. With regard to the latter, the document identifies individual land
use projects that are either under construction, recently approved or pending in Redwood City
(“Table 4.1 Projects”). See DEIR pgs. 4-6 and 7, Table 4.1, and Appendix 21.2. The DEIR states
that the Cargill/DMB Saltworks Project was not included in Table 4.1 because it was not
“reasonably foreseeable” when the City released the Stanford EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP)
in October 2008. Id., p. 4-7. The DEIR also states that the City has a policy of using the NOP
date as the cutoff for its list of cumulative projects so that environmental analysis could
proceed without constant revision. Id. at 4-6.
There are several reasons why the City errs if it fails to include Saltworks in the Stanford in
Redwood City DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis.
First, by not including Saltworks, the DEIR substantially understates the Stanford Project’s
cumulative environmental impacts. Omitting any one of the development projects identified in
Table 4.1 may not result in a serious underestimation of the Stanford Project’s cumulative
environmental impacts, but the failure to include the single largest project ever to be
considered by Redwood City appears to avoid confronting environmental effects, many of
which will likely be extensive. An EIR is “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to
alert the public and its officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological
points of no return.” Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134
Cal. App. 3d 1022, 1027 (emphasis added). By omitting Saltworks from the cumulative impact
analysis, the Stanford DEIR’s approach strips the document of its ability to provide forewarning.
Second, given the protracted Stanford DEIR process (it’s taken four years to prepare the DEIR),
the City had ample time to consider the Saltworks’ environmental impacts in the Stanford
DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis. DMB submitted the Saltworks development application in
May 2009, shortly after the Stanford NOP was published. See Saltworks NOP, p. 1.)
Consequently, the Stanford DEIR consultants had almost three years to analyze the effect that
the Saltworks Project, together with the Stanford Project, would have on the environment.
Conducting such an analysis was certainly possible especially since CEQA does not require the
discussion of cumulative impacts to be as detailed as is provided for the effects attributable to
the (Stanford) project alone. CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (b).
Third, the City cannot simply evade its obligation to analyze the impacts of Saltworks because
the task may difficult. Rather, the City must “use its best effort to find out and disclose all that
it reasonably can”. Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. Ventura, 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 431 (1986); see
also Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376,
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399 (1988) (Laurel Heights I) (“We find no authority that exempts an agency from complying
with the law, environmental or otherwise, merely because the agency’s task may be difficult.”).
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Fourth, unlike the other projects included in Table 4.1, Saltworks has never had the benefit of
environmental review. The Stanford DEIR suggests that each of the Table 4.1 Projects was
included in the Redwood City General Plan and consequently, the policies in the General Plan
and mitigation measures in the General Plan EIR reduce these projects’ impacts to a less than
significant level. (See e.g., DEIR’s discussion of cumulative population, housing, and
employment impacts, p. 17-5). Although the Saltworks application preceded the City’s General
Plan update, the City did not include Saltworks in the General Plan. Consequently, although
Saltworks is a pending future project, its environmental impacts have never been examined
and, therefore, have not been mitigated. Thus, the City is leaving the public and decisionmakers with a profoundly distorted view of how the City would look twenty years from now.
Fifth, the size of the Saltworks project and its proximity to the Stanford project will result in
significant cumulative environmental impacts. The Stanford DEIR asserts that none of the Table
4.1 projects is near enough to the Stanford project study area to result in local cumulative
environmental effects. Id. at 17-4. The Stanford project is enormous; it would result in
1,518,000 square feet of office space in 13 new buildings, supported by four parking structures,
on-site surface parking and new street parking. See DEIR p. 3-10. The Saltworks project, located
on the Cargill salt ponds approximately 1/3 of a mile from the Stanford Project, is also
enormous. It would add up to 12,000 additional housing units, 140,000 square feet of
retail/commercial and 1,140,000 square feet of office and R&D in Redwood City. Saltworks
NOP pgs. 11-15. The Saltworks project and the Stanford project, have the potential to result in
extremely significant cumulative environmental impacts, including but not limited to:









Severe traffic impacts to city streets and regional roadways – most especially US 101,
Marsh Road and Woodside Road (Saltworks NOP pgs. 72-73),
Significant impacts to local air quality, potentially violating air quality standards
(Saltworks NOP p. 45),
Significantly increased greenhouse gas emissions, potentially impacting local and state
policies to reduce emissions (Saltworks NOP p. 55)
Significant impact to the city’s water supply, potentially resulting in the construction of
new water facilities, such as a desalination plant, the construction and operation of
which could cause significant environmental effects (Saltworks NOP pgs. 74-75),
Significant impact to neighborhood and regional parks, including the “acceleration” of
“physical deterioration” from increased usage (Saltworks NOP p. 71),
Substantially degraded visual character of the surrounding area (Saltworks NOP p. 36),
Significantly increased population of, and induce substantial population growth within
Redwood City (Saltworks NOP p. 67),
Substantially increase the need for additional police, fire and other emergency
personnel and facilities (Saltworks NOP p. 69),
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Significant impact to the access of emergency vehicles, due to cumulative traffic impacts
(Saltworks NOP p. 72), significant impact from cumulative projects associated with the need for
additional public infrastructure projects, such as but not limited to a new wastewater
treatment plant and storm water drainage facilities (Saltworks NOP p. 75).
.
END OF SECTION
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Final EIR
2. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
Page 2-132

L 17 Gita Dev, FAIA, member, Sustainable Land Use Committee, Sierra Club Loma Prieta
Chapter; March 12, 2012 (11 pages)
L 17.01

Introduction--Regarding the Draft EIR cumulative projects list (Table 4.1 and
appendix 21.2), the Cargill Saltworks proposal was presented in 2009, was
reasonably foreseeable, and should be included in the list.
Response: Sierra Club comment #1 disagrees with the Draft EIR’s list of “probable
future projects” and states that the Draft EIR should have included the “Cargill
Saltworks proposal” in its list of cumulative projects.
Under CEQA, the lead agency has discretion to set a reasonable cutoff date for
determining what other projects are pending and should be included in the
cumulative impacts analysis. This cutoff date can be as early as the date of the
project application, which in the case of the Stanford in Redwood City project was
May 2008. Here, the City used October 2008, the date of the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the Stanford in Redwood City EIR, as its cutoff date for the Draft EIR’s
cumulative projects list. The first Saltworks proposal was submitted in May 2009,
and the NOP for that original proposal was issued in October 2010, well after both
the application date and the NOP date for the Stanford in Redwood City project.
In the case of the Saltworks project, not only was the original project application later
than the Stanford in Redwood City application and NOP, DMB, the Saltworks
applicant, requested the City hold off processing the application to allow DMB
additional time to review and respond to community input. On November 4, 2011,
the City issued the following Project Update regarding the Saltworks project:
“Redwood City was informed on November 4 that DMB Associates intends to
engage in a continuing internal review and evaluation of their submitted proposal,
in light of the volume of comments and feedback received during the initial
scoping process. As more information and any revisions to the proposal are
made available by the applicant, the City will carry on its analysis of the
application. Following the applicant’s continuing review and evaluation, the City
anticipates a second scoping period, including a revised Notice of Preparation
and related project description.”
DMB ultimately withdrew its 2009 application on May 3, 2012. The City anticipates
that when DMB does resubmit a development application, the revised Saltworks
proposal will differ substantially from the original proposal.
The City does not know, and cannot make assumptions regarding, the level of
development that will be included in the revised Saltworks proposal. When the
revised Saltworks proposal is submitted, a revised NOP is issued for that proposal,
and the City’s environmental analysis of the revised Saltworks proposal begins, that
analysis will include the Stanford in Redwood City project as a cumulative project.

L 17.02

Land Use and Planning--Draft EIR Table 4.1 is confusing and inaccurate; it is a
mixture of 2008 data and 2011 data.
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Response: The commenter is incorrect. The information in Table 4.1 (Recently
Built, Under Construction, Recently Approved, and Pending Development Projects in
Redwood City as of November 2008) was compiled entirely in November 2008 by
the City of Redwood Community Development Department, as noted in the “Source”
line of the table. For verification, Draft EIR appendix 21.2 (Cumulative Projects List)
includes the actual Community Development Department project lists dated
November 3, 2008 and printed at the time.
L 17.03

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--The Cargill Saltworks project should be
included in the Draft EIR cumulative traffic analysis.
Response: See the response to comment L 17.01 above.

L 17.04

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--A trip cap should be included as a
mitigation measure, with a penalty for non-compliance.
Response: See the response to comment L 16.01 above.

L 17.05

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--“Mode share” measurement should not be
discontinued after five years but should continue to project buildout.
Response: Regarding measurement and monitoring of the TDM goals (including
mode share), the Precise Plan (chapter IV, under “Development Impacts, Monitoring
& Phasing”) describes the detailed and comprehensive process that the City has
designed to ensure that TDM goals are met, including annual reports to the City
continuing after buildout.

L 17.06

Transportation, Circulation, and Parking--A residential parking permit program has to
be studied to address the very real impacts on the nearby residential neighborhoods
that are going to be affected by Stanford’s parking.
Response: Although “parking” is not an environmental impact category identified by
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City recognizes the importance
of this issue to the nearby residential communities. The Draft EIR does include a
parking analysis (chapter 7, subsection 7.4.7[e]--Parking). The analysis concluded
that the proposed project would have an adequate on-site parking supply.

L 17.07

Climate Change--Referenced subsection 9.1.3 is missing from the Draft EIR.
Response: The subsection was misidentified. The reference should be to 9.1.1(c).
Draft EIR page 9-28 has been corrected (see section 3 of this Final EIR).

L 17.08

Storm Water Mitigation--Porous asphalt and pervious concrete should be used for all
new roadways and open parking and paving.
Response: The comment pertains to suggested design solutions, not to the content
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City may consider the commenter’s suggestion as
part of Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan implementation. The commenter’s
suggestion does not change the impact or mitigation findings of the Draft EIR.
Please see Draft EIR section 10.3 (Storm Drainage and Water Quality), especially
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Mitigation 10-3 and “Long-Term Water Quality Effects,” which identify storm water
performance standards without restricting design options, consistent with the
flexibility envisioned for the Precise Plan.
L 17.09

Noise--Garages should not be exposed near residential areas. Housing should wrap
around the parking garages.
Response: The comment pertains to a suggested design solution, not to the content
or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Mitigation 13-4 (Potential Noise from Parking
Structure Ventilation System) identifies performance standards to mitigate the impact
without restricting design options, consistent with the flexibility envisioned in the
Precise Plan. Also, the project does not propose housing, but Draft EIR Alternative
18.5 (With Housing Alternative) evaluates the possibility.

L 17.10

Alternatives to the Proposed Project--The Precise Plan should be modified to
encourage the addition of housing, which should be wrapped around the parking
garages.
Response: Draft EIR Alternative 18.5 (With Housing Alternative) addresses the
comment. Consistent with CEQA and with the flexibility envisioned in the Precise
Plan, the discussion under Alternative 18.5 does not include a physical design that
mandates wrapping residences around parking garages. The proposed parking
garages would not result in significant adverse effects on aesthetic resources, so
further restrictions on design are not required by CEQA.

L 17.11

Biological Resources--The EIR should include a biological resource section that
evaluates the project’s risk of causing bird collisions. The commenter refers to the
San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings.
Response: Neither the Redwood City General Plan nor its EIR identifies bird
collisions as a potential impact resulting from new development in the City. The San
Francisco Planning Department Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (July 14, 2011)
includes “Requirements for Location-Related Hazards” that apply to “buildings
located within a clear flight path of less than 300 feet from an Urban Bird Refuge.”
The Precise Plan area is located more than 300 feet inland from San Francisco Bay,
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, and other bayside
areas. Nevertheless, consistent with the commenter’s suggestions and the
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the Precise Plan (chapter II, under “Urban Design
Guidelines”) does include several components consistent with the Standards, for
example: (1) “[C]ontinuous undifferentiated glass and/or other similar wall designs
are not recommended”; (2) “All glass buildings are not recommended”; and (3)
reflective glass is not recommended.
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L 18 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research;
March 12, 2012 (4 pages)
L 18.01

Draft EIR Review Period--“This letter acknowledges that [the City] has complied with
the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.” The State Clearinghouse
letter also attached the Caltrans letter (March 8, 2012), which Caltrans sent to both
the State Clearinghouse and the City of Redwood City. That letter is included as
Letter L 11 in this Final EIR.
Response: Comment acknowledged; no additional response is necessary. The
State Clearinghouse letter also attached the Caltrans letter (March 8, 2012), which
Caltrans sent to both the State Clearinghouse and the City of Redwood City. That
letter is included as Letter L 11 in this Final EIR.
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2.5 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE DRAFT
EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
The following section includes copies of the one email and one letter received after close of the
Draft EIR public review period, each followed by a written response to each comment on the
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR or on a substantive environmental point.
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From: Ian Bulla [mailto:i_bulla@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2012 8:10 PM
To: PLG-Maureen Riordan
Subject: Stanford in Redwood City Project Draft Environmental Impact Report comments
Dear Maureen,
I recently became aware of Stanford’s Medical Center’s plans for the current Midpoint Technology Park
and am writing to voice my concerns over the project. I have lived and worked in Redwood City for the
past 6 years, and I have lived on Broadway for the last 4 years. This project will directly impact my
health, safety, and quality of life. As such I would like to make sure that the Stanford Project meets high
standards for livability. Although at this point I am generally supportive of the project, several concerns
that need to be addressed to ensure a healthy, livable environment for the current neighborhood
residents.
In Redwood City’s most recent General Plan, the city outlines many commendable goals which would
enhance the livability and quality of life in Redwood City. Many of the Goals and Policies in the plan seek
to encourage alternative methods of transportation, reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT),
complete a comprehensive bicycle network, increase bike and pedestrian safety, and create “complete
streets” in the city. These are all laudable goals that would increase livability in the city. After reading
the EIR, it appears there are many areas where Stanford’s plans are incompatible with these long term
goals. In order to ensure the best possible project, the city should remedy the existing problems with the
precise plan.
A paramount concern for local residents is the amount of additional traffic and the impacts it will have on
the heath, safety, and livability of the surrounding neighborhoods. In section 7 of the draft EIR, the
applicant specifies their plans for mitigating the anticipated increase in traffic. Many of their mitigation
measures include re-striping roadways to include additional turn lanes, and adding additional traffic lanes
to Broadway, Bay, and Middlefield. Studies have shown that adding additional traffic lanes actually
increases traffic through “induced demand”. Since the goals for Redwood City (BE-25.1 , BE 31.3)
involve reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, these mitigation measures are inappropriate as
they would serve to increase traffic and increase VMT.
In addition to the traffic these mitigation measures would generate, they conflict with the General Plan in
other areas was well. Section BE-25.4 of the General Plan states that projects consider the impacts on
various travel modes when evaluating transportation impacts. Section BE-25.5 calls for reducing travel
lanes and roadway width, while adding sidewalks and bike lanes. Although the EIR calls for expanding
many intersections, no mention is made of any specific bike or pedestrian improvements to be made to
increase safety or usability of these intersections. The improvements called for would undoubtedly make
many intersections less safe for bicyclists and pedestrians. I travel by bicycle on a daily basis through
Broadway and Woodside. This intersection is easily the worst that I pass through on my commute to
work. Woodside is already a traffic sewer with large volumes of high speed traffic coming to or from the
freeway. Motorists routinely encroach upon existing bike lanes. The north side of the intersection lacks
any pedestrian crossing. As the intersection currently exists, it already needs improvements for bikes and
pedestrians which make it safer and easier to cross. Adding additional turn lanes for freeway traffic
would only make the existing problems worse.
Many of the measures which seek to add traffic lanes do so in order to maintain Automobile Level of
Service (LOS). Often the expected delay spelled out in the EIR is measured in seconds. For the
Woodside and Broadway intersection, for example, there is an estimated additional delay of 22 seconds.
Given that section BE-55 calls for evaluating elimination of LOS as a standard in the proposed streetcar
corridor, the weight given to LOS and automobile delay in the EIR is inappropriate. As a resident of the
area, I am entirely unconcerned with 22 seconds of additional delay for Stanford’s automobile

commuters. I am far more concerned with having a safe, livable street which serves the surrounding
community and emphasizes bike and pedestrian safety. However, the applicant provides no mitigation
measures which would improve the intersections in this way.
Parking is another area where the Precise Plan is grossly inconsistent with the Redwood City General
Plan. Much like additional lanes on the road, additional car parking also serves to induce demand for
automobile travel. The General Plan recognizes this, and multiple sections in the General Plan (BE-52,
BE-31.7, BE-31.1) call for limiting car parking. Given these concerns, it’s important to evaluate the
number of proposed parking spaces and consider whether or not they are excessive.
Based on the estimates provided by the applicant, the proposed amount of parking is clearly in excess of
what is necessary. In section 7.4.7e of the Precise Plan, the applicant provides details of surveys of
parking at Oracle and Electronic Arts. These were selected as benchmarks as they are large, single entity
office complexes located within Redwood City. The survey resulted in parking usage rates of 1.87 and
2.68 occupied spaces per 1,000 square feet, with an average of 2.28. If the given average rate of 2.28 is
used to calculate parking requirements for this project, this would result in a total of 3,420 parking
spaces. However, the applicant concluded that they require over 4,500 spaces - over 1,000 more than
the estimated average! Given the General Plan and the above stated concerns about excessive parking,
it is appropriate to make a significant reduction in the number of parking spaces provided in the project.
Please make sure to address the above concerns and ensure that the residents of Redwood City and
North Fair Oaks are able to enjoy living in a community with safe streets.
Respectfully,
Ian Bulla
Redwood City
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Ian Bulla; March 21, 2012 (2 pages)
Bulla Comment #1: “Many of [the EIR’s] mitigation measures include restriping roadways to
include additional turn lanes, and adding additional traffic lanes to Broadway, Bay, and
Middlefield. Studies have shown that adding additional traffic lanes actually increases traffic
through ‘induced demand’….Since the [General Plan] goals for Redwood City (BE-25.1, BE
31.3) involve reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, these mitigation measures are
inappropriate as they would serve to increase traffic and increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT).”
Response #1: The EIR is required to identify the necessary mitigation measures for
all study intersections with a project impact. The potential measures to restripe
roadways or add additional traffic lanes at the intersection approaches to Broadway,
Bay, and Middlefield were described to mitigate the project impacts on the
corresponding study intersections. In Draft EIR chapter 7 (Transportation,
Circulation, and Parking; page 7-37), the text states, "At the future time when
development of the Stanford in Redwood City project reaches levels warranting
implementation of the mitigations described below, the City may decide to identify
alternative mitigation strategies."
The EIR transportation consultant has checked the proposed improvements for
Broadway specified in the Redwood City General Plan. Based on the description on
page BE-31 in the General Plan, “Broadway southeast of Woodside Road will
maintain its traditionally industrial function, providing locations for business that
support commerce throughout the Peninsula and that offer jobs for skilled laborers.”
Section BE-57 of the General Plan states that pedestrian enhanced design, i.e., a
reduction in travel lanes from 4 to 3, should be considered on Broadway between
Maple Street and a quarter-mile east of Douglas Avenue (where Broadway already
provides a three lane cross-section). In the Draft EIR Circulation chapter, the
mitigation measures proposed for the Douglas Avenue and Broadway intersection do
not include adding lanes to Broadway. Instead, the mitigation recommends installing
a traffic signal and restriping Broadway from four lanes to three lanes at the
intersection approach, consistent with the recommendation for pedestrian enhanced
design in the General Plan. From Charter Street and through Woodside Road (not in
the Precise Plan area), Broadway would need to retain the four-lane cross-section to
accommodate the forecasted traffic volumes at Level of Service (LOS) D.
Along Bay Road, the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR would involve reducing the
intersection approaches from four lanes to three lanes, along with the installation of
traffic signals, at the intersections with Charter Street and Douglas Avenue.
Also see the response to comment PC 11.
Bulla Comment #2: “For the Woodside and Broadway intersection, for example, there is an
estimated additional delay of 22 seconds. Given that [General Plan] section BE-55 calls for
evaluating elimination of LOS as a standard in the proposed streetcar corridor, the weight given
to LOS and automobile delay in the EIR is inappropriate. As a resident of the area, I am entirely
unconcerned with 22 seconds of additional delay for Stanford’s automobile commuters. I am far
more concerned with having a safe, livable street which serves the surrounding community and
emphasizes bike and pedestrian safety. However, the applicant provides no mitigation
measures which would improve the intersections in this way.”
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Response #2: The Draft EIR Circulation chapter does include bike and pedestrian
improvements as proposed mitigation measures at the Broadway and Woodside
Road intersection. In Mitigation 7-2 (page 7-38) in the Draft EIR, it is specified,
"Pursuant to Caltrans Deputy Directives 64 and 64-R1,requiring facilitation of
multimodal travel, it is possible that the above improvements to the intersection of
Woodside Road and Broadway would also be required to include such features as
pedestrian count-down signals, an emergency vehicle preemption system,
reconstruction of corner radii to reduce pedestrian crossing distances, pedestrian
median refuges, bike lanes, and bike detectors." Also see response #3 below.
Bulla Comment #3: Although the EIR calls for expanding many intersections, no mention is
made of any specific bike or pedestrian improvements to be made to increase safety or usability
of these intersections.
Response #3: The Draft EIR Circulation chapter describes specific bike and
pedestrian facility improvements in subsection 7.4.7--Other Transportation Issues,
beginning on page 7-67. The recommended improvements include building
crosswalks and pedestrian count-down signals at all intersection legs to provide
adequate pedestrian access at the intersections of Charter Street/Broadway, Charter
Street/Bay Road, Douglas Avenue/Broadway, Douglas Avenue/Bay Road,
Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road, 5th Avenue/Bay Road, Hurlingame
Avenue/Bay Road, and Barren Avenue/Bay Road. The project would also include
improvements to on-street bicycle facilities within 3 miles of the Precise Plan area
(see item [c] in Draft EIR subsection 7.4.7).
Bulla Comment #4: “Based on the estimates provided by the applicant, the proposed amount of
parking is clearly in excess of what is necessary.”
Response #4: The project would consist of approximately 1,138,500 square feet of
office space, 227,710 square feet of medical clinic uses, and 151,806 square feet of
research and development (R&D) space, for a total of 1,518,016 square feet. The
City's parking code requires: one space for each 200 square feet of gross floor area
for medical or dental offices and clinics; one space for each 300 square feet of gross
floor area for financial services, professional, business or administration offices
generating 100 or more PM peak period trips; and one space for every 250 square
feet of gross floor area for research and development use. According to these
parking requirements, the project should provide 5,540 off-street parking spaces.
The project proposes to provide 4,386 off-street parking spaces, which is
substantially less than the City's minimum requirements. The justification for the
reduction is based on surveys of other office complexes in Redwood City (see item
[e] in Draft EIR subsection 7.4.7).
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Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air Quality Management
District; March 22, 2012 (1 page)
BAAQMD Comment #1: “District staff recommends that the TDM plan also include parking
measures to minimize the number of parking spaces and implement parking pricing consistent
with the City’s progressive Parking Plan.”
Response #1: Annual TDM program monitoring will be integrated with an annual
Parking Use Study to ensure that TDM program goals are met. Please see Precise
Plan chapter IV under Development Impacts, Monitoring & Phasing. The integrated
monitoring of these two project components (TDM and parking supply) is essential to
the overall TDM program’s success and will enable the applicant to adjust the
program as needed to best reduce use of single-occupant vehicles. It will be
important to allow ongoing flexibility to manage the TDM program.
BAAQMD Comment #2: BAAQMD “staff recommends that the [Precise] Plan be required to
upgrade the four existing diesel generators to meet ARB [Air Resources Board] Tier 4 emissions
standards as a condition of project approval.”
Response #2: As noted on EIR page 8-22 (included in Final EIR section 3-Revisions to the Draft EIR), the four existing generators “are operated less than 50
hours per generator per year for routine testing accordance with BAAQMD
regulations. Therefore, as existing uses that have permits from BAAQMD, operation
of these generators is not subject to, and does not require, additional mitigation,”
such as upgrading or replacement. As described in Draft EIR Mitigation 8-2, all new
generators on the development site will be required to reduce reactive organic gas
(ROG) emissions, as calculated for the EIR, by 30 percent or greater on an annual
basis.
BAAQMD Comment #3: BAAQMD “staff agrees with the City’s analysis of toxic air
contaminants and the mitigation measures to protect the potential child care center from
exposure to toxic air contaminants.”
Response #3: Comment noted. The information referred to by BAAQMD is included
in EIR chapter 8 (Air Quality).
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3. DRAFT EIR REVISIONS
The following section includes all revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to comments
received during and immediately after the Draft EIR comment period. This section also includes
revisions resulting from informational updates that do not affect the EIR conclusions (e.g., see
chapter 7 pages related to traffic) and typographical errors discovered since Draft EIR
publication (e.g., see page 3-12). All text revisions are indicated by strike-through and
underlining plus a bracket in the left margin next to the revised line(s). All of the revised pages
supersede the corresponding pages in the January 2012 Draft EIR. None of the criteria listed in
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification) indicating the
need for recirculation of the January 2012 Draft EIR has been met as a result of the revisions.
In particular:


no new significant environmental impact due to the project or due to a new mitigation
measure has been identified;



no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact has been identified; and



no additional feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed in the Draft EIR has been identified that would clearly lessen
the significant environmental impacts of the project.
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(4) approval of associated tentative and final subdivision maps (for new on-site street
extensions); and
(5) amendment of the City’s Recycled Water Services Area map to reflect the projectproposed extension of the recycled water transmission infrastructure to the Precise Plan area.
The City and Stanford University may, but are not required to, enter into a development
agreement in connection with the Precise Plan.
This EIR has been prepared by the City to provide the CEQA-required environmental
documentation for each of these Precise Plan-related approvals. The proposed rezoning would
apply to the entire Precise Plan area. The rezoning would be consistent with the adopted
Redwood City General Plan land use designations for the Precise Plan area (see Figures 4.3
and 4.4 of this EIR), the impacts of which were analyzed in the Redwood City General Plan EIR,
certified on October 11, 2010. See subsection 3.4.1, “Proposed Project Characteristics/
Overview,” of this Precise Plan EIR. Because no additional development is proposed for two
properties included in the area: (1) the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center located on
approximately 11.3 acres at 450 Broadway near 2nd Avenue (identified as Block F in the
Precise Plan and this EIR), and (2) 550 Broadway, an existing building located on approximately
2.3 acres on Broadway at Douglas Avenue (identified as Block G in the Precise Plan and this
EIR), there are no specific project impacts to be evaluated as to these two properties. Any
future development on either of these two properties would be subject to its own CEQA review,
if and when such development is proposed. Any future development would be subject to the
development standards and urban design guidelines of the Precise Plan.
This EIR has been prepared by the City to provide the CEQA-required environmental
documentation for each of these Precise Plan-related approvals. As used in this EIR, the terms
"Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan," "Precise Plan," "draft Precise Plan," and "project" are
intended to be synonymous and refer to all aspects of the current Precise Plan proposal,
including all of the approval actions listed above. This EIR is intended to serve as a public
information and disclosure document identifying those environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project that are expected to be significant, and describing mitigation measures
and alternatives that could minimize or eliminate significant adverse impacts and increase
beneficial effects. 1 Such impacts and needed mitigations are discussed in this EIR to the level
of detail necessary to allow reasoned decisions about the project and conditions of project
approval. As a result of the information in this EIR, the City Council of Redwood City may act to
approve or deny these various project actions, and/or to establish any associated requirements
or conditions of approval considered necessary to mitigate identified project impacts on the
environment.
As the Lead Agency, the City also intends this EIR to serve as the CEQA-required
environmental documentation for consideration of this project by other Responsible Agencies 2

1

CEQA Guidelines section 15149(b).

2

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Responsible Agency" includes all public agencies, other than the
Lead Agency, which have discretionary approval power over aspects of the project for which the Lead
Agency has prepared an EIR.
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and Trustee Agencies 1 (e.g., San Mateo County Office of Environmental Health, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Fair Oaks Sewer Maintenance District) which may have limited
discretionary authority over future site-specific development proposals facilitated by this project.
1.2 EIR APPROACH AND ASSUMPTIONS
1.2.1 Impact Assessment Assumptions
The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate the likely environmental consequences (impacts and
benefits) with full realization of the buildout potential anticipated with adoption of the proposed
Precise Plan, and to describe mitigation measures and alternatives that could minimize or
eliminate potentially significant adverse environmental impacts and increase beneficial effects. 2
The Precise Plan buildout assumptions used as the basis for the impact analyses in this EIR are

1

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Trustee Agency" means a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by the project which are held in trust by the people of California.
2
CEQA Guidelines section 15149(b).
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(2) rezoning of the Precise Plan area from IR (Industrial-Restricted) to P (Planned Community
District) to reflect and implement the land uses and development standards specified by the
Precise Plan (as discussed more fully in section 1.1, the rezoning would be consistent with the
adopted Redwood City General Plan land use designations for the Precise Plan area, the
impacts of which were analyzed in the Redwood City General Plan EIR, certified on October 11,
2010);
(3) approval of one or more Planned Community (PC) permits, incorporating the final Precise
Plan in accordance with the City's PC zone process;
(4) approval of associated tentative and final subdivision maps (for new on-site street
extensions); and
(5) amendment of the City’s Recycled Water Services Area map to reflect the projectproposed extension of the recycled water transmission infrastructure to the Precise Plan area.
The City and Stanford University may, but are not required to, enter into a development
agreement in connection with the Precise Plan.
As the Lead Agency, the City also intends this EIR to serve as the CEQA-required
environmental documentation for consideration of this project by other Responsible Agencies 1
and Trustee Agencies 2 (e.g., San Mateo County Office of Environmental Health, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Fair Oaks Sewer Maintenance District) which may have limited
discretionary authority over future site-specific development proposals facilitated by this project.

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
As required by the state CEQA Guidelines, the scope of this EIR includes all environmental
issues to be resolved and any areas of environmental controversy known to the Lead Agency
(the City), including those issues and concerns identified as possibly significant by other
agencies, organizations, and individuals in response to the City's Notice of Preparation 3 (dated
October 2, 2008). Areas of potential controversy raised by agencies or the public include:



Traffic and parking
Light and glare

1

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Responsible Agency" includes all public agencies, other than the
Lead Agency, which have discretionary approval power over aspects of the project for which the Lead
Agency has prepared an EIR.
2

Under CEQA Guidelines, the term "Trustee Agency" means a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by the project which are held in trust by the people of California.
3

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) is a CEQA-required brief notice sent by the Lead Agency to notify
the Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and potentially involved federal agencies that the Lead
Agency plans to prepare an EIR for the project, and solicits guidance regarding EIR scope and content.
The City's NOP for the proposed project and scoping comments received in response to the NOP are
included in appendix 21.1 of this EIR.
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Air quality
Noise
Housing
Water supply
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation
Responsibility

Potential
Significance
With
Mitigation

signal warrant. According to City guidelines,
these changes would constitute a significant
project impact.
Impact 7-8: Near Term Plus Project Impact
on Charter Street/Bay Road Intersection.
Under Near Term Plus Project conditions
during the PM peak hour, project traffic would
cause the intersection to degrade from LOS D
(27.7 seconds delay) to LOS E (37.7 seconds
delay). In addition, this intersection would have
peak hour volume increases large enough
under both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour
signal warrant. According to City guidelines,
these changes would constitute a significant
project impact.

S

Mitigation 7-8(a). To mitigate the project’s
impact (i.e., the project applicant would be
responsible for fully funding/completing the
mitigation) at the intersection of Charter Street
and Bay Road, the intersection would need to be
signalized with protected phasing on the
eastbound and westbound approaches on Bay
Road, and permitted phasing on the northbound
and southbound approaches on Charter Street.
In addition to signalization, the eastbound and
westbound approaches would need to be
restriped to include a total of one left-turn lane
and one shared through/right-turn lane. With
these improvements, the level of service (LOS)
at this intersection would improve to an
acceptable LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS
D in the PM peak hour.

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Traffic from the proposed project would add 10.0
seconds to the PM peak hour delay at this
intersection over Near Term No Project
conditions (see EIR Table 7.11); other Near
Term growth would add 14.5 seconds to the
delay over Existing conditions.
Therefore, it is assumed that the proposed
project would contribute approximately 41
percent toward this impact. The proposed
project would mitigate its contribution to this
impact by contributing its fair share to a

Applicant fair
share or
payment of
Traffic Impact
Fee
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Potential
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Mitigation
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Mitigation Measures

Potential
Significance
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mitigation fund established to pay for the cost of
this improvement (estimated, based on this EIR,
to be 41 percent) at the time of issuance of a
building permit or, if the City adds the
improvement to its Traffic Impact Fee Program
(TIF) project list, the proposed project would
mitigate its contribution to this impact by paying
its Traffic Impact Fee in effect at time of payment
and issuance of a building permit.
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation 7-8(b). Mitigation of the project’s
impact at the intersection of Charter Street and
Bay Road would require the conversion of the
all-way stop controlled unsignalized intersection
to a single-lane roundabout. Standard
roundabouts are at least 110 feet in diameter.
Smaller roundabouts may operate efficiently
down to 80 feet in diameter. The existing
intersection at Charter Street and Bay Road
would allow up to an 80-foot-diameter
roundabout. If the design work shows that the
80-foot-diameter roundabout would not require
the acquisition of additional right-of-way and
would not create additional safety hazards for
motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists compared to
Mitigation 7-8(a), and if substantial evidence at
the time the roundabout is proposed shows that
the roundabout would not divert traffic to other
intersections, the roundabout shall be
considered feasible and may be substituted for

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation 7-8(a). With this improvement, the
level of service (LOS) at this intersection would
improve to an acceptable LOS B during the AM
peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour.
Traffic from the proposed project would add 10.0
seconds to the PM peak hour delay at this
intersection over Near Term No Project
conditions (see EIR Table 7.11); other Near
Term growth would add 14.5 seconds to the
delay over Existing conditions. Therefore, it is
assumed that the proposed project would
contribute approximately 41 percent toward this
impact. The proposed project would mitigate its
contribution to this impact by contributing its fair
share to a mitigation fund established to pay for
the cost of this improvement (estimated, based
on this EIR, to be 41 percent) at the time of
issuance of a building permit or, if the City adds
the roundabout to its Traffic Impact Fee Program
(TIF) project list, the proposed project would
mitigate its contribution to this impact by paying
its Traffic Impact Fee in effect at time of payment
and issuance of a building permit.

Mitigation
Responsibility

Potential
Significance
With
Mitigation
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Potential
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Implementation of any one of these two
mitigation options would reduce this project
impact to a less-than-significant level.
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation
Responsibility

Potential
Significance
With
Mitigation

S

Mitigation 7-9. Implement Mitigation 7-4 (the
project applicant would be responsible for fully
funding/completing the mitigation). With these
improvements, the level of service (LOS) at this
intersection would improve to an acceptable
LOS C during both peak hours, and the impact
would be less-than-significant.

Applicant

LS

Impact 7-10: Near Term Plus Project Impact
on 5th Avenue/Bay Road Intersection.
Under Near Term Plus Project conditions
during the PM peak hour, project traffic would
cause the intersection to degrade from LOS C
(21.8 seconds delay) to LOS E (38.4 seconds
delay). In addition, this intersection would have
peak hour volume increases large enough
under both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour
signal warrant. According to City guidelines,
these changes would constitute a significant
project impact.

S

Mitigation 7-10(a). The signalization of the 5th
Avenue/Bay Road intersection is a transportation
project included in the City’s 2000 Traffic Impact
Fee Program (TIF). Payment by the project
applicant of its City Traffic Impact Fee in effect at
time of payment and issuance of a building
permit would mitigate this impact. To mitigate
the project’s impact (i.e., the project applicant
would be responsible for fully funding/completing
the mitigation) at the intersection of 5th Avenue
and Bay Road, the intersection would need to be
signalized. (5th Avenue is considered northsouth and Bay Road is considered east-west.)
No further improvements would be required.
With this improvement, the

Applicant
payment of
Traffic Impact
Fee

LS

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Impact 7-9: Near Term Plus Project Impact
on Douglas Avenue/Broadway Intersection.
Under Near Term Plus Project conditions
during the AM peak hour, project traffic would
cause the intersection to degrade from LOS C
(21.9 seconds) to LOS F (179.1 seconds).
During the PM peak hour, the intersection
would continue to operate at LOS F, but project
traffic would cause the critical delay at the
intersection to increase from 54.5 seconds to
223.4 seconds (i.e., by 168.9 seconds). In
addition, this intersection would have peak
hour volume increases large enough under
both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour signal
warrant. According to City guidelines, these
changes constitute a significant project
impact.
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Mitigation
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level of service (LOS) at this intersection would
improve to an acceptable LOS B during both
peak hours.
or

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation 7-10(b). Mitigation of the project’s
impact at the intersection of 5th Avenue and Bay
Road would require the conversion of the all-way
stop controlled intersection to a single lane
roundabout. The existing road widths at 5th
Avenue and Bay Road would allow up to an 85foot-diameter roundabout. If the design work
shows that the 85-foot-diameter roundabout
would not require the acquisition of additional
right-of-way and would not create additional
safety hazards for motorists, pedestrians, or
bicyclists compared to Mitigation 7-10(a), and if
substantial evidence at the time the roundabout
is proposed shows that the roundabout would
not divert traffic to other intersections, the
roundabout shall be considered feasible and
may be substituted for Mitigation 7-10(a).
Because Mitigation 7-10(a) is included in the
City’s TIF project list, the proposed project would
mitigate its contribution to this impact by paying
its Traffic Impact Fee following the City’s
substitution of Mitigation 7-10(b) for Mitigation 710(a) in the TIF project list. With this
improvement, the level of service (LOS) at this
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Potential
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Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation
Responsibility

Potential
Significance
With
Mitigation

implementation of the improvements, would
mitigate the impact to a less-than-significant
level. However, because these improvements
would require Caltrans approval, the City of
Redwood City cannot ensure the construction of
these improvements. Also, the additional
westbound through lane would require additional
right-of-way. Without implementation of the
proposed improvements, the impact would be
significant and unavoidable.
Impact 7-14: Cumulative With Project
Impact on Woodside Road/Middlefield Road
Intersection. Under Cumulative With Project
conditions during the PM peak hour, the
intersection would remain at LOS F, and the
proposed project could contribute up to
22.629.2 seconds of critical delay to the
intersection. According to City of Redwood
City guidelines, this constitutes a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.
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Mitigation 7-14. This mitigation is in addition to
the Caltrans intersection improvement that will
be implemented in 2013; a description of the
2013 improvement is included on page 7-21 of
this EIR.
To mitigate the significant cumulative impact at
the intersection of Woodside Road and
Middlefield Road, an additional southbound
through lane would need to be added to
Woodside Road. (Woodside Road is considered
north-south and Middlefield Road is considered
east-west.) In addition, crosswalks and
pedestrian signals should be added to achieve
better pedestrian mobility as described in the
City’s New General Plan. Because this
intersection is subject to Caltrans jurisdiction,
this roadway widening and any changes to the
operation of this roadway widening and the
signal would require Caltrans approval.

Applicant fair
share or
payment of
Traffic Impact
Fee
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation Measures
Pursuant to Caltrans Deputy Directives 64 and
64-R1, requiring facilitation of multimodal travel,
it is possible that the above improvements would
also be required to include such features as new
crosswalk and pedestrian signals, curb ramps,
pedestrian count-down signals, an emergency
vehicle pre-emption system, reconstruction of
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation Measures
corner radii to reduce pedestrian crossing
distances, bike lanes, and bike detectors. With
these improvements, the level of service (LOS)
at this intersection would remain at LOS F.
Although LOS F still exceeds the City of
Redwood City LOS standard, conditions with this
mitigation would be better than under
Cumulative No Project conditions.improve to
LOS D during the PM peak hour, resulting in a
less-than-significant cumulative impact.

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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The widening of Woodside Road, inclusive of
this intersection, is included in the City’s Traffic
Impact Fee Program (TIF) project list. However,
there is no current design option that is
acceptable to both Caltrans and the City of
Redwood City; therefore, this improvement may
be infeasible. If a design for widening Woodside
Road can be developed which is acceptable to
both Caltrans and the City of Redwood City,
payment of the Traffic Impact Fee by the
applicant would mitigate the proposed project’s
contribution to the significant cumulative impact
to a less-than-significant level. If it is determined
that the Woodside Road improvements remain
infeasible because the improvements are not
consistent with the New Redwood City General
Plan and/or Caltrans policy, the cumulative
impact would remain significant and

Potential
Significance
Mitigation
With
Responsibility Mitigation
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unavoidable, as would the proposed project’s
contribution to that cumulative impact.
Impact 7-15: Cumulative With Project
Impact on Douglas Avenue/Bay Road
Intersection. Under Cumulative With Project
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Mitigation 7-15. To mitigate the significant
cumulative impact at the intersection of Douglas
Avenue and Bay Road, the intersection would
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Impact 8-2: Operational Emissions
Increases. Project development would
generate stationary, area, and traffic air
pollutant emissions increases. These
emissions would not subject sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, but emissions of ROG and
PM10 would exceed BAAQMD significance
thresholds. This project-related effect is
considered a significant project and
cumulative impact.

S

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation 8-2. In addition to the projectproposed sustainability measures described in
chapter 3 (Project Description) of this EIR, which
include a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program, implement the following
measure:
Minimize generator testing of the new generators
to reduce ROG emissions. New gGenerator
emissions, as computed on an annual basis,
shall be reduced by 30 percent or greater. This
could be achieved in a number of ways:
1.

Install fewer than the assumed 13 new
generators;

2.

Install generators with lower emissions (in
this case, smaller generators);

3.

Test new generators at lower running loads
(the analysis assumed 100-percent load, so
50-percent load would reduce emissions);
and/or

4.

Reduce the number of annual testing hours
annually.

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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The applicant shall submit an analysis of the
new generator emissions prior to installing more
than five new generators at the project
development site.

Potential
Significance
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Responsibility Mitigation
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Implementation of this measure to reduce
generator emissions would reduce ROG
emissions by 2.7 pounds per day, which would
result in total ROG emissions of 53.1 pounds per
day, which is below the BAAQMD significance
threshold of 54 pounds per day. However, this
mitigation measure would reduce PM10
emissions by a minimal amount, leaving PM10
emissions above the BAAQMD significance
threshold. Therefore, as currently proposed, the
project would result in a significant
unavoidable project and cumulative
operational air quality impact.
Impact 8-3: Community Risk and Hazard
Impacts. Project development could expose
attendees of the on-site child care center to
significant levels of PM2.5. Significant impacts
from the Tyco Thermal Controls Facility to
attendees of the proposed child care facility are
anticipated to be significant regardless of
where the child care facility is located within the
Precise Plan area. This project-related effect is
considered to represent a significant project
and cumulative impact.
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Mitigation 8-3. Buffer the child care center from
existing and planned emission sources, and
include project features to reduce TAC and
PM2.5 exposure from air pollutant sources--which
include US 101 traffic, and the Tyco Thermal
Controls facility, and existing and proposed
generators-- through the following measures:
1.

When construction of a child care center is
proposed, conduct site-specific detailed
analysis to determine the child care
center’s TAC and PM2.5 exposures. The
analysis should be utilized to guide final
design and siting of the child care facility
and determine the level of ventilation/
filtration necessary to ensure that indoor
concentrations will be less-than-significant.

Applicant
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_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable

S

Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan
City of Redwood City
May 3, 2013

Impacts

Potential
Significance
Without
Mitigation

T:\10672\FEIR\2-r-chart (10672).doc

2.

Evaluate and appropriately buffer the child
care center from existing diesel generators
at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center
and 550 Broadway, and any other sources
near the Precise Plan area identified by
BAAQMD at the time such analysis is
undertaken.

23.

Ensure that the ventilation/filtration
systems in the child care center result in
an indoor cancer risk of less than 10 in one
million and annual PM2.5 concentrations of
3
less than 0.3 µg/m from any single source
or less than 100 in one million cancer risk
and annual PM2.5 concentrations of less
3
than 0.8 µg/m from cumulative resources.;

34.

Consider tiered plantings of trees between
the child care center and air pollutant
sources such as the freeway, existing and
planned generators, and the and Tyco
Thermal Controls facility.;

45.

Avoid location of any truck loading zones
near the child care facility.; and

56.

With respect to outdoor use areas for the
child care center, impacts from US 101

Final EIR Revisions
2. Summary
Page 2-35

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation Measures
shall be mitigated by placing the child care
center more than 700 feet from the
freeway. Based on currently available
information, the impact from Tyco Thermal
Controls cannot be mitigated to a lessthan-significant level because the elevated
PM2.5 levels from the facility extend across
the entire project development site. If the
Tyco Thermal Controls facility remains in
operation at the time of construction of the
child care center, and if the detailed
analysis described above shows PM2.5
3
levels exceeding the 0.3 µg/m standard
throughout the development site,
construction and operation of a child care
center on the development site shall be
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S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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operating hours. Although existing and future
noise levels measured along roadways in the
project vicinity exceed 55 dBA CNEL, noise
levels in outdoor activity areas could be reduced
from roadside levels by at least 20 dBA through
site selection and site design, including buffer
areas, siting the building as an effective noise
barrier for adjacent traffic noise sources, and, or
in combination with, other noise barriers. The
approval of future commercial uses near the
child care center may, at City discretion, require
a noise study demonstrating how the proposed
new commercial uses--including associated
loading docks, refuse areas, and ventilation
systems, and emergency generators--would
meet these standards.
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Implementation of these measures would reduce
the potential impact on the proposed child care
use to a less-than-significant level.

_______________________
S = Significant
LS = Less than significant
SU = Significant unavoidable impact
NA = Not applicable
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Mitigation 13-2. Reduce project demolitionand construction-period noise impacts on
nearby residences (including the Broadway
Towers apartments and the mobile home park
near the proposed recycled water pipeline
route) and sensitive uses developed on the
development site during earlier phases (e.g.,
child care center) by incorporating conditions in
project demolition and construction contract
agreements that stipulate the following
conventional construction-period noise
abatement measures:

Applicant

SU
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Impact 13-2: Project-Facilitated
Construction Noise. Construction activities
facilitated by the project would include
building demolition, site grading and
preparation, construction of new buildings,
and installation of utilities. Noise levels at 50
feet from the demolition or construction
equipment source could reach approximately
105 dBA, resulting in intermittent interference
with typical existing residential and business
activities, as well as any on-site sensitive
uses developed during
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Existing land uses surrounding the Precise Plan area are illustrated on Figure 3.2 and include:
To the North: US 101 (Bayshore Freeway);
To the East: Broadway Towers Apartments (seven stories) and associated at-grade, covered
parking area (at the northwest corner of Broadway and Second); Andrew Spinas Park (tot lot,
play equipment, basketball court, tennis courts, barbecue area); Redwood City Fire Station #11;
and the low-density residential Friendly Acres neighborhood, which continues east to Marsh
Road at the Redwood City/Menlo Park border;
To the South: one- and two-story heavy commercial, manufacturing, and other light industrial,
and office uses; and the Redwood Village and Fair Oaks residential neighborhoods (the latter in
unincorporated San Mateo County); and
To the West: one- and two-story heavy commercial, manufacturing, and other light industrial,
and office uses.
The 34.85-acre (approximately 1,518,000 square-foot) portion of the Precise Plan area
proposed for development (“the development site”) comprises the area occupied by the
following buildings and their associated landscaped areas and parking lots: 405, 425, 475, 500,
510, 555, and 575/585 Broadway, and 1228 Douglas Avenue, plus 415 Broadway (3.92 acres
with no building). Adjacent properties that are not part of the Stanford in Redwood City project,
but which are included in the Precise Plan area (and identified on Figure 3.2), comprise: (1) the
Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center located on approximately 11.3 acres at 450 Broadway
near Second Avenue, and (2) 550 Broadway (an existing building located on approximately 2.3
acres on Broadway at Douglas Avenue). Because nNo additional development is proposed for
these two properties at this time, there are no specific project impacts to be evaluated as to
these two properties. Any but any future development would be subject to the development
standards and urban design guidelines and development standards of the proposed Precise
Plan and would be subject to its own CEQA review, if and when such development is
proposed. 1
3.1.3 Existing Development Site Characteristics
As depicted on Figure 3.2, there are eight one- and two-story, office and R&D buildings totaling
approximately 537,000 square feet in floor area on the 34.85-acre development site, with
associated landscaped areas and parking lots for approximately 3,275 cars. The existing
buildings are separated from the public streets by the surface parking lots. A landscaped
courtyard with reflecting pools/fountains is situated between the 425 and 475 Broadway
buildings. As of the release of this EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) (October 2008), the onsite buildings were approximately 50 percent occupied and tenants included Ampex, BigBand
Networks, Claria Corp., Nextance, and Silver Spring Networks. At Broadway and Douglas
Avenue (the western gateway to the site), a semicircular trellis sign identifies the area as
"Midpoint Technology Park."

1

The existing Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center was subject to individual, City-certified CEQA
review.
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Existing buildings and parcels on-site include the following (see Figure 3.2):




1228 Douglas Avenue (32,000 square feet on 1.85 acres);
405 Broadway (55,282 square feet on 3.14 acres);
415 Broadway (no building on 3.92 acres);
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The Precise Plan would allow a maximum 12.0 floor area ratio (FAR) on Block F, and a
maximum building height of 60 feet. This is less than the 75-foot building height currently
allowed by the block’s “Industrial-Restricted” (IR) zoning. Further, the Precise Plan’s FAR and
height limit are within the FAR and height limit authorized by the adopted 2010 Redwood City
New General Plan, which have been evaluated at a conceptual level in the New General Plan
EIR.
Block F is designated “Hospital” in the 2010 Redwood City New General Plan. The “Hospital”
category encourages the concentration of established and proposed healthcare facilities and
their related uses. Appropriate uses include hospitals, large-scale professional offices and
clinics offering medical, dental, or related services, and ancillary buildings and facilities. The
“Hospital” designation allows for a maximum 2.0 FAR, and a maximum building height of 5
stories.
No new development is proposed for Block F. Accordingly, Block F is not included in the
development area evaluated in the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan EIR. Future
development in Block F would necessitate project-specific CEQA review.
Block G is located on the northeast corner of Broadway and Douglas Avenue. Block G
contains an electronic equipment facility operated by an entity that is not affiliated with Stanford
University.
The Precise Plan would allow a maximum 1.0 FAR on Block G, and a maximum building height
of 75 feet. The same FAR and building height are allowed under the block’s current “IndustrialRestricted” (IR) zoning. While the IR zoning generally allows up to a 0.7 FAR, an additional 0.3
FAR can be authorized for electronic equipment facilities. Further, the Precise Plan’s FAR and
height limit are within the FAR and height limit authorized by the adopted 2010 Redwood City
New General Plan, which have been evaluated at a conceptual level in the New General Plan
EIR.
Block G is designated “Commercial--Office Professional/Technology” in the 2010 Redwood City
New General Plan. The “Commercial--Office Professional/Technology” designation provides
opportunities for small- and large-scale professional offices, office complexes and campuses,
and related uses that support office uses. This designation also facilitates districts where
emerging and evolving technologies and businesses can operate in flexible building spaces.
Such businesses may involve combinations of traditional office activities and small-scale
manufacturing or research and development uses. The “Commercial--Office Professional/
Technology” designation allows for a maximum 1.0 FAR, and a maximum height of 5 stories.
No new development is proposed for Block G. Accordingly, Block G is not included in the
development area evaluated in the Stanford in Redwood City Precise Plan EIR. Future
development in Block G would necessitate project-specific CEQA review.
3.4.2 New Buildings
The approximately 13 new Stanford in Redwood City buildings (not including the four proposed
parking structures--see 3.4.4 below) would range in height from three to eight stories, with a
maximum height of 120 feet. Building heights would vary to create distinct massing elements.
As described by the applicant (detailed architectural designs are not part of the Precise Plan
project), building designs would visually relate in scale and massing to the existing, adjacent
T:\10672\FEIR\3-r (10672).doc
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The project will initiate a car sharing program, providing vehicle access to employees who
use alternative commute methods and need a vehicle to attend to personal or business
related activities.
The project will offer participation in the project’s Transportation Demand Management
programs to existing developments and employers in the Precise Plan area (i.e., Stanford
Hospital and Clinics and 550 Broadway).
Once per year, a traffic consultant hired by the City, in consultation with and paid for by the
owner(s) of Blocks A-E (the project development site), will collect and analyze peak period
trip data and parking data to assess the effectiveness of the TDM program. The traffic
consultant will prepare an analysis report, and the City will coordinate review of the report
with C/CAG. The details of TDM monitoring are included in Precise Plan chapter IV
(Implementation), under Development Impacts, Monitoring & Phasing.
Water Conservation.
Incorporate the necessary infrastructure for potential future water-saving measures into
construction of new facilities (e.g., recycled water pipeline extension and dual plumbing for
landscape and toilets to use non-potable water).
Develop specific design guidelines for conserving and reusing water in new buildings and
landscaping.
Develop and implement sustainability goal of 25% reduction of water use below Title 24
building standards (as of May 2008).
Energy Efficiency.
Require all new building projects to achieve energy performance at least 30% better than
required by California’s energy code (as of May 2008).
Consider joining local utility renewable energy or offset purchasing programs.
Explore opportunities for cost-effective renewable energy installations on the development
site.
Waste Minimization.
Develop an educational campaign for the development site promoting the 5 “R”s (reduce,
reuse, recycle, buy recycled, rot).
Educate the campus about waste reduction techniques.
Develop a recycling program to include:
a. Solid waste
b. Paper and cardboard
c. Food waste collection program to collect organic waste
d. Bottles and cans
e. Collection of electronic waste.
Support market development for recycling products by continuing to identify new waste
materials within the development site and finding dependable recycling markets.
Develop management processes to increase the reuse of capital assets (fixtures and
furnishings), office supplies (staplers, file folders), and unwanted employee items.
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Environmentally Preferable Purchasing.
Implement a comprehensive educational program to teach employees about:
a. The benefits of full product use, reuse, and environmentally preferable purchasing,
wherever possible;
b. The availability of 30% post-consumer content paper for preferable/default purchases,
and the availability of other office products made with recycled content;
c. The advantages of Energy Star-qualified equipment when it is available; and
d. The array of products now made with bio-degradable materials.
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traffic volumes plus traffic generated by other approved developments in Redwood City (i.e., all
under construction and recently approved projects listed in Table 4.1 of this EIR). This
subsection describes the procedure used to determine Near Term No Project traffic volumes
and the resulting traffic conditions.
(a) Near Term No Project Conditions Roadway Improvements. It is assumed in this analysis
that the transportation network under Near Term No Project conditions would be the same as
the existing transportation network except for two improvements described below.
(1) planned aAuxiliary Llanes on US 101 between Marsh Road and Embarcadero Road
(nNorthbound and sSouthbound). Construction was completed in December 2012 (after the
EIR traffic analysis was completed and the Draft EIR publicly circulated). is scheduled to begin
in 2011, with anticipated completion in 2013. The new auxiliary lanes would be are located
within the County Line-to-Whipple Avenue study freeway segment along US 101. Since the
new auxiliary lanes constitute a relatively small portion of the study freeway segment, they are
not expected to perceptibly affect freeway segment levels of service. Thus, the new auxiliary
lanes were not included in the freeway segment analysis.
(2) Proposed Improvements at Woodside Road/Middlefield Road Intersection. The following
improvements are planned for construction in 2013:


Southbound on Woodside Road: adding a right turn lane and converting the shared-rightthrough lane to a through lane;



Westbound on Middlefield Road: converting the left-through lane to a second left turn lane;



Eastbound on Middlefield Road: converting the left-through lane to a through lane;



Changing the signal phasing on Middlefield Road from split-phase to protected left turns.

(b) Near Term No Project Conditions Traffic Volumes. Near Term No Project peak hour traffic
volumes were estimated using the Redwood City Subarea traffic model and adding to existing
traffic volumes the volumes from approved but not yet completed developments in Redwood
City. A list of under construction and recently approved projects was provided by the City of
Redwood City Community Development Department (see EIR Table 4.1) and added to the City
traffic model. Near Term No Project peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 7.6.
(c) Near Term No Project Conditions Intersection Operations. The results of the intersection
LOS analysis under Near Term No Project conditions are summarized in Table 7.7. The results
indicate that five intersections would exceed the City’s LOS standard during at least one peak
hour:


El Camino Real/Whipple Avenue (PM peak hour),



Woodside Road/Broadway (PM peak hour),



Charter Street/Broadway (PM peak hour),



Flynn Avenue/Middlefield Road (AM peak hour), and
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Douglas Avenue/Broadway (PM peak hour).

(d) Near Term No Project Conditions Signal Warrant Checks. The results of the peak hour
traffic signal warrant checks under Near Term No Project conditions are summarized in Table
7.8. The results indicate that the following six study intersections would have peak hour traffic
volumes large enough to satisfy the peak hour signal warrant during at least one peak hour:


Charter Street/Broadway,



Charter Street/Bay Road,



Flynn Avenue/Middlefield Road,
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Table 7.7
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE--NEAR TERM NO PROJECT CONDITIONS
Near Term No Project
Conditions

Existing Conditions
AM
#

Intersection

LOS1

1

Veterans Boulevard/Whipple Avenue

D

PM

AM

Del/
Veh2

Del/
Veh

LOS

37.1

D

43.3
58.3

LOS
D

PM
Del/
Veh

LOS

Del/
Veh

37.4

D

43.9

D

42.7

E

58.9

2

El Camino Real/Whipple Avenue

D

41.6

E

3

Veterans Boulevard/Woodside Road

B

19.7

D

40.6

C

20.6

D

44.9

4

Woodside Road/Broadway

D

37.2

E

59.3

D

42.1

F

83.5

5

Woodside Road/Bay Road

C

24.0

D

35.5

C

28.8

D

44.9

6

Woodside Road/Middlefield Road

D

36.3

D

40.4

D

39.9
51.6

D
E

43.9
57.3

7

Charter Street/Broadway

B

14.1

C

17.9

C

24.7

F

118.2

8

Charter Street/Bay Road

B

12.1

B

13.2

B

14.6

D

27.7

9

Charter Street/Middlefield Road

C

22.2

C

25.1

C

23.0

C

26.3

10 Flynn Avenue/Middlefield Road

C

24.2

C

21.4

E

35.2

C

20.9

11 Douglas Avenue/Broadway

B

10.4

B

11.1

C

21.9

F

54.5

12 Douglas Avenue/Bay Road

B

10.5

B

10.0

B

10.7

B

11.1

13 Douglas Avenue/Middlefield Road

A

8.6

A

6.3

A

9.0

A

9.6

14 Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road

C

18.3

C

20.8

C

20.4

C

20.9

15 2nd Avenue/Broadway

B

10.5

B

11.5

B

11.0

C

18.3

16 2nd Avenue/Bay Road

A

9.9

B

10.7

B

10.3

B

13.1

17 5th Avenue/Broadway

B

11.5

B

10.6

B

11.6

B

10.7

18 5th Avenue/Bay Road

C

17.8

C

17.1

C

18.0

C

21.8

19 5th Avenue/Middlefield Road

C

27.1

C

31.6

C

27.3

C

31.6

20 El Camino Real/5th Avenue

B

14.4

B

16.0

B

14.6

B

16.0

21 US 101 SB Ramps/Marsh Road

C

22.9

C

22.3

C

23.2

C

22.5

22 Marsh Road/Scott Drive

B

14.7

C

21.3

B

14.8

C

21.7

23 Marsh Road/Florence Street

C

20.3

C

27.4

C

20.4

C

27.8

24 Marsh Road/Middlefield Road

C

31.2

C

34.6

C

31.4

C

34.6

25 Willow Street/Middlefield Road

A

5.3

A

4.6

A

8.6

A

5.3

SOURCE: Hexagon Transportation Consultants
Notes:
1
LOS = Level of Service.
2
Del/Veh = Average delay per vehicle in seconds.
Bold font indicates unacceptable conditions.
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Table 7.9
TDM PROGRAM SUMMARY__
(1)




(2)












(3)










Bicycle-related elements:
The project will improve selected on-street bicycle facilities within 3 miles of the Precise Plan area (as
more specifically described in the Precise Plan).
The project will provide employees the use of secure bike storage on the development site.
The project will provide employees showers and changing rooms for commuter bikers and
pedestrians.
The project will initiate a communal bicycle sharing program for employees to encourage alternative
commute methods by providing alternative transportation options during work hours.
Promoting alternative forms of transportation:
The project will participate in or operate a shuttle service during commute peak periods to and from
the Redwood City Caltrain station.
The project will initiate a program that will offer subsidized transit passes to employees.
The project will implement a vanpool program.
The project will create preferred parking for vanpoolers.
The project will implement a carpool program.
The project will create preferred parking for carpoolers.
The project will provide a commute assistance center offering “one stop” shopping for transit and
commute alternatives information.
The project will conduct periodic surveys of employees to examine the use of alternative
transportation and best practices.
The project will consult with SamTrans to improve existing bus service to the project.
The project will make selected improvements to the existing bus infrastructure (e.g., stops, shelters,
benches) within ½ mile of the project site. (These improvements will be within the existing public
right-of-way. The specific location of these improvements will be determined by Redwood City in
consultation with SamTrans and Stanford University.)
The project will work with the Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance (commonly referred to as
the “Alliance”) to develop a Transportation Action Plan.
Services for commuters:
The project will initiate an “emergency ride home” program for commuters using alternative
transportation modes (transit, carpool, vanpool).
The project will initiate a program that will offer the installation of high bandwidth connections to the
Internet in qualified employees’ homes to facilitate home-telecommuting.
The project will install video conferencing centers within its conference rooms.
The project will initiate a program that will offer compressed work week program to applicable staff.
The project will initiate a program that will offer alternative hours work program to applicable staff.
The project will provide on-site amenities, accommodations and programs (such as child care credits
and facilities, automated teller machines, fitness center, sundries shop, etc.) that encourage
employees and visitors to leave their cars at home.
The project will initiate a car sharing program, providing vehicle access to employees who use
alternative commute methods and need a vehicle to attend to personal or business related activities.
The project will offer participation in the project’s Transportation Demand Management programs to
existing developments and employers in the Precise Plan area (i.e., Stanford Hospital and Clinics and
550 Broadway).
Once per year, a traffic consultant hired by the City, in consultation with and paid for by the owner(s)
of Blocks A-E (the project development site), will collect and analyze peak period trip data and
parking data to assess the effectiveness of the TDM program. The traffic consultant will prepare an
analysis report, and the City will coordinate review of the report with C/CAG. The details of TDM
monitoring are included in Precise Plan chapter IV (Implementation), under Development Impacts,
Monitoring & Phasing.

SOURCE: Stanford University
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Table 7.11
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE--NEAR TERM CONDITIONS (NO PROJECT AND
PROJECT)

#
1
2
3
4
5

Intersection

AM Peak Hour
Near Term
No Project
Near Term Plus
Conditions
Project Conditions
Del
Del
Del
LOS1 (sec)2 LOS (sec)
Chng3

PM Peak Hour
Near Term
No Project
Near Term Plus
Conditions
Project Conditions
Del
Del
Del
LOS (sec) LOS (sec) Chng

Veterans Boulevard/Whipple Avenue

D

37.4

D

37.4

+0.0

D

43.9

D

45.1

+1.2

El Camino Real/Whipple Avenue

D

42.7

D

43.0

+0.3

E

58.9

E

59.4

+0.5

Veterans Boulevard/Woodside Road

C

20.6

C

20.6

+0.0

D

44.9

D

43.5

-1.4

Woodside Road/Broadway

D

42.1

D

51.9

+9.8

F

83.5

F

153.0

+69.5

Woodside Road/Bay Road

C

28.8
39.9
51.6

D
D

39.1
40.8
53.6

+10.3
+0.9
2.0

D
D
E

44.9
43.9
57.3

F
D
E

91.1
40.7
56.3

+46.2
-3.2
1.0

24.7

F

127.7

+103.0

F

118.2

F

222.8

+104.6

14.6

D

32.9

+18.3

D

27.7

E

37.7

+10.0

23.0

C

23.1

+0.1

C

26.3

C

26.5

+0.2

35.2

C

24.2

-11.0

C

20.9

C

20.8

-0.1

21.9

F

179.1

+157.2

F

54.5

F

223.4

+168.9

10.7

B

14.0

+3.3

B

11.1

D

30.3

+19.2

9.0

A

9.4

+0.4

A

9.6

B

11.8

+2.2

20.4

C

22.9

+2.5

C

20.9

E

46.9

+26.0

11.0

B

11.6

+0.6

C

18.3

F

51.2

+32.9

10.3

B

11.6

+1.3

B

13.1

C

22.4

+9.3

11.6

B

11.8

+0.2

B

10.7

B

11.1

+0.4

18.0

C

21.4

+3.4

C

21.8

E

38.4

+16.6

27.3

C

30.3

+3.0

C

31.6

C

34.5

+2.9

14.6

B

14.5

-0.1

B

16.0

B

16.6

+0.6

23.2

C

23.9

+0.7

C

22.5

C

22.9

+0.4

14.8

B

14.9

+0.1

C

21.7

C

22.1

+0.4

20.4

C

20.5

+0.1

C

27.8

C

28.7

+0.9

31.4

C

31.1

-0.3

C

34.6

C

34.5

-0.1

8.6

A

8.7

+0.1

A

5.3

A

5.5

+0.2

6
Woodside Road/Middlefield Road
D
7
Charter Street/Broadway
C
8
Charter Street/Bay Road
B
9
Charter Street/Middlefield Road
C
10 Flynn Avenue/Middlefield Road
E
11 Douglas Avenue/Broadway
C
12 Douglas Avenue/Bay Road
B
13 Douglas Avenue/Middlefield Road
A
14 Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road4
C
15 2nd Avenue/Broadway4
B
16 2nd Avenue/Bay Road
B
17 5th Avenue/Broadway
B
18 5th Avenue/Bay Road
C
19 5th Avenue/Middlefield Road
C
20 El Camino Real/5th Avenue
B
21 US 101 SB Ramps/Marsh Road
C
22 Marsh Road/Scott Drive
B
23 Marsh Road/Florence Street
C
24 Marsh Road/Middlefield Road
C
25 Willow Street/Middlefield Road
A
SOURCE: Hexagon Transportation Consultants

Notes:
1
LOS = Level of Service.
2
Del (sec) = Average delay per vehicle in seconds.
3
Change in delay.
4
The unsignalized intersection does not meet signal warrants. Thus, the project does not result in a significant
impact at this intersection.
Bold font indicates unacceptable conditions.
BOX indicates significant project impact.
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Mitigation 7-7. Implement Mitigation 7-3 (the project applicant would be responsible
for fully funding/completing the mitigation). With these improvements, the level of
service (LOS) at this intersection would improve to an acceptable LOS B in the AM
peak hour and an acceptable LOS C in the PM peak hour, and the impact would be
less-than-significant.
_________________________

Impact 7-8: Near Term Plus Project Impact on Charter Street/Bay Road
Intersection. Under Near Term Plus Project conditions during the PM peak hour,
project traffic would cause the intersection to degrade from LOS D (27.7 seconds
delay) to LOS E (37.7 seconds delay). In addition, this intersection would have peak
hour volume increases large enough under both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour
signal warrant. According to City guidelines, these changes would constitute a
significant project impact (see criteria for "Intersection Impacts" in subsection
7.4.1, "Significance Criteria," above).
Mitigation 7-8(a). To mitigate the project’s impact (i.e., the project applicant would
be responsible for fully funding/completing the mitigation) at the intersection of
Charter Street and Bay Road, the intersection would need to be signalized with
protected phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches on Bay Road, and
permitted phasing on the northbound and southbound approaches on Charter
Street. In addition to signalization, the eastbound and westbound approaches would
need to be restriped to include a total of one left-turn lane and one shared
through/right-turn lane. With these improvements, the level of service (LOS) at this
intersection would improve to an acceptable LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS D
in the PM peak hour.
Traffic from the proposed project would add 10.0 seconds to the PM peak hour delay
at this intersection over Near Term No Project conditions (see EIR Table 7.11); other
Near Term growth would add 14.5 seconds to the delay over Existing conditions.
Therefore, it is assumed that the proposed project would contribute approximately
41 percent toward this impact. The proposed project would mitigate its contribution
to this impact by contributing its fair share to a mitigation fund established to pay for
the cost of this improvement (estimated, based on this EIR, to be 41 percent) at the
time of issuance of a building permit or, if the City adds the improvement to its Traffic
Impact Fee Program (TIF) project list, the proposed project would mitigate its
contribution to this impact by paying its Traffic Impact Fee in effect at time of
payment and issuance of a building permit.
or
Mitigation 7-8(b). Mitigation of the project’s impact at the intersection of Charter
Street and Bay Road would require the conversion of the all-way stop controlled
(continued)
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(Mitigation 7-8(b) continued):
unsignalized intersection to a single-lane roundabout. Standard roundabouts are at
least 110 feet in diameter. Smaller roundabouts may operate efficiently down to 80
feet in diameter. The existing intersection at Charter Street and Bay Road would
allow up to an 80-foot-diameter roundabout. If the design work shows that the 80foot-diameter roundabout would not require the acquisition of additional right-of-way
and would not create additional safety hazards for motorists, pedestrians, or
bicyclists compared to Mitigation 7-8(a), and if substantial evidence at the time the
roundabout is proposed shows that the roundabout would not divert traffic to other
intersections, the roundabout shall be considered feasible and may be substituted
for Mitigation 7-8(a). With this improvement, the level of service (LOS) at this
intersection would improve to an acceptable LOS B during the AM peak hour and
LOS C during the PM peak hour.
Traffic from the proposed project would add 10.0 seconds to the PM peak hour delay
at this intersection over Near Term No Project conditions (see EIR Table 7.11); other
Near Term growth would add 14.5 seconds to the delay over Existing conditions.
Therefore, it is assumed that the proposed project would contribute approximately
41 percent toward this impact. The proposed project would mitigate its contribution
to this impact by contributing its fair share to a mitigation fund established to pay for
the cost of this improvement (estimated, based on this EIR, to be 41 percent) at the
time of issuance of a building permit or, if the City adds the roundabout to its Traffic
Impact Fee Program (TIF) project list, the proposed project would mitigate its
contribution to this impact by paying its Traffic Impact Fee in effect at time of
payment and issuance of a building permit.
Implementation of any one of these two mitigation options would reduce this project
impact to a less-than-significant level.
_________________________

Impact 7-9: Near Term Plus Project Impact on Douglas Avenue/Broadway
Intersection. Under Near Term Plus Project conditions during the AM peak hour,
project traffic would cause the intersection to degrade from LOS C (21.9 seconds) to
LOS F (179.1 seconds). During the PM peak hour, the intersection would continue
to operate at LOS F, but project traffic would cause the critical delay at the
intersection to increase from 54.5 seconds to 223.4 seconds (i.e., by 168.9
seconds). In addition, this intersection would have peak hour volume increases
large enough under both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour signal warrant.
According to City guidelines, these changes constitute a significant project impact
(see criteria for "Intersection Impacts" in subsection 7.4.1, "Significance Criteria,"
above).
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Mitigation 7-9. Implement Mitigation 7-4 (the project applicant would be responsible
for fully funding/completing the mitigation). With these improvements, the level of
service (LOS) at this intersection would improve to an acceptable LOS C during both
peak hours, and the impact would be less-than-significant.
_________________________

Impact 7-10: Near Term Plus Project Impact on 5th Avenue/Bay Road
Intersection. Under Near Term Plus Project conditions during the PM peak hour,
project traffic would cause the intersection to degrade from LOS C (21.8 seconds
delay) to LOS E (38.4 seconds delay). In addition, this intersection would have peak
hour volume increases large enough under both peak hours to satisfy the peak hour
signal warrant. According to City guidelines, these changes would constitute a
significant project impact (see criteria for "Intersection Impacts" in subsection
7.4.1, "Significance Criteria," above).
Mitigation 7-10(a). The signalization of the 5th Avenue/Bay Road intersection is a
transportation project included in the City’s 2000 Traffic Impact Fee Program (TIF).
Payment by the project applicant of its City Traffic Impact Fee in effect at time of
payment and issuance of a building permit would mitigate this impact. To mitigate
the project’s impact (i.e., the project applicant would be responsible for fully
funding/completing the mitigation) at the intersection of 5th Avenue and Bay Road,
the intersection would need to be signalized. (5th Avenue is considered north-south
and Bay Road is considered east-west.) No further improvements would be
required. With this improvement, the level of service (LOS) at this intersection would
improve to an acceptable LOS B during both peak hours.
or
Mitigation 7-10(b). Mitigation of the project’s impact at the intersection of 5th
Avenue and Bay Road would require the conversion of the all-way stop controlled
intersection to a single lane roundabout. The existing road widths at 5th Avenue and
Bay Road would allow up to an 85-foot-diameter roundabout. If the design work
shows that the 85-foot-diameter roundabout would not require the acquisition of
additional right-of-way and would not create additional safety hazards for motorists,
pedestrians, or bicyclists compared to Mitigation 7-10(a), and if substantial evidence
at the time the roundabout is proposed shows that the roundabout would not divert
traffic to other intersections, the roundabout shall be considered feasible and may be
substituted for Mitigation 7-10(a). Because Mitigation 7-10(a) is included in the
City’s TIF project list, the proposed project would mitigate its contribution to this
impact by paying its Traffic Impact Fee following the City’s substitution of Mitigation
(continued)
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(Mitigation 7-10(b) continued):
7-10(b) for Mitigation 7-10(a) in the TIF project list. With this improvement, the level
of service (LOS) at this intersection would improve to an acceptable LOS A during
both peak hours.
Implementation of either one of these two mitigation options would reduce this
project impact to a less-than-significant level.
_________________________
(e) Freeway Segment Operations. The traffic model forecasts depicted in Table 7.12 indicate
that under both the Existing Plus Project condition and Near Term Plus Project condition, the
project would add traffic equal to one percent or more of the freeway’s capacity to each of the
study freeway segments during at least one peak hour, with the exception of US 101 between
the Santa Clara County line and Whipple Avenue in the northbound direction. Related impact
and mitigation findings are identified below.

Impact 7-11: Existing Plus Project Impacts on US 101 Freeway Segments.
Traffic generated by the proposed project alone is expected to result in the following
freeway segment operational effects:


northbound US 101 (mixed flow) lanes between Whipple Avenue and SR 92
(PM)--an additional 4.6 percent of the freeway segment capacity;



southbound US 101 (mixed flow) lanes between SR 92 and Whipple Avenue
(AM)--an additional 3.0 percent of the freeway segment capacity; and



southbound US 101 (mixed flow) lanes between Whipple Avenue and County
line (PM)--an additional 1.6 percent of the freeway segment capacity.

These changes in freeway segment operations would represent a significant
impact (see criteria for "Freeway Segment Impacts" in subsection 7.4.1,
"Significance Criteria," above.)
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Table 7.16
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE--CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Cumulative

Cumulative

Without

Without

Project

Cumulative With

Project

Cumulative With

Conditions

Project Conditions

Conditions

Project Conditions

Del

#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1

Del
2

Del

Del
3

Del

Del

(sec)

Chng

Intersection

LOS

Veterans Boulevard/Whipple Avenue

D

49.1

D

48.6

-0.5

F

124.7

F

127.2

El Camino Real/Whipple Avenue

E

72.6

E

73.5

+0.9

F

197.1

F

197.4

+0.3

Veterans Boulevard/Woodside Road

C

26.2

C

25.8

-0.4

F

81.0

F

103.8

+22.8

(sec)

LOS

(sec)

Chng

LOS

(sec)

LOS

+2.5

Woodside Road/Broadway

D

54.0

E

66.6

+12.6

F

221.9

F

319.3

+97.4

Woodside Road/Bay Road

C

D
E

+10.2
-5.1
3.4

F

48.3
98.7
94.8

F

F

36.3
75.7
78.7

D

Woodside Road/Middlefield Road

26.1
80.8
82.1

F

94.5
121.3
124.0

+46.2
+22.6
29.2

Charter Street/Broadway

F

172.2

F

215.2

+43.0

F

268.6

F

398.5

+129.9

Charter Street/Bay Road

C

21.7

D

30.4

+8.7

C

16.1

E

38.7

+22.6

Charter Street/Middlefield Road

C

21.7

C

21.7

+0.0

C

23.5

C

23.5

+0.0

Flynn Avenue/Middlefield Road

D

30.8

C

24.2

-6.6

C

21.8

C

21.4

-0.4

Douglas Avenue/Broadway

F

182.4

F

292.4

+110.0

F

132.7

F

334.7

+202.0
+78.2

Douglas Avenue/Bay Road

C

15.8

C

24.1

+8.3

C

23.0

F

101.2

Douglas Avenue/Middlefield Road

D

44.8

E

55.4

+10.6

B

14.6

C

22.9

+8.3

C

20.0

C

21.5

+1.5

D

32.7

F

101.9

+69.2

F

100.8

F

107.5

+6.7

F

54.4

E

40.0

-14.4

2nd Avenue/Bay Road

B

12.6

C

24.5

+11.9

C

15.6

C

23.4

+7.8

5th Avenue/Broadway

D

26.0

D

29.6

+3.6

B

13.2

B

13.6

+0.4

5th Avenue/Bay Road

C

21.4

F

72.9

+51.5

D

32.2

F

55.2

+23.0

5th Avenue/Middlefield Road

C

23.7

C

27.1

+3.4

E

58.3

E

59.8

+1.5

El Camino Real/5th Avenue

B

16.3

B

16.0

-0.3

B

16.7

B

17.6

+0.9

US 101 SB Ramps/Marsh Road

C

34.6

D

53.2

+18.6

F

88.0

F

90.2

+2.2

Marsh Road/Scott Drive

B

16.5

C

21.6

+5.1

F

89.3

F

103.7

+14.4
+0.5

Hurlingame Avenue/Middlefield Road

4

2nd Avenue/Broadway

Marsh Road/Florence Street

C

22.0

C

21.9

-0.1

E

77.6

E

78.1

Marsh Road/Middlefield Road

C

32.3

C

31.7

-0.6

E

57.2

E

55.4

-1.8

Willow Street/Middlefield Road

A

6.3

A

6.4

+0.1

A

5.4

A

5.3

-0.1

SOURCE: Hexagon Transportation Consultants

Notes:
1
LOS = Level of Service.
2
Reported delay for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections is the average delay in seconds. The
reported delay for one- and two-way stop controlled intersections is the delay on the worst-case approach.
3
Change in delay.
4
The unsignalized intersection does not meet signal warrants. Thus, the project does not result in a significant
impact at this intersection.
Bold font indicates unacceptable conditions.
BOX indicates significant project impact.
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Mitigation 7-13. To mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact at
the intersection of Woodside Road and Bay Road, an additional westbound through
lane would need to be added and the shared through/right-turn lane converted to a
right-turn lane. (Woodside Road is considered north-south and Bay Road is
considered east-west.) Traffic from the proposed project could add up to 46.2
seconds to the PM peak hour delay at this intersection over Cumulative No Project
conditions (see EIR Table 7.16); other Cumulative growth could add up to 3.4
seconds to the delay over Near Term No Project conditions. The proposed project
would contribute its fair share to a mitigation fund established to pay for the cost of
this improvement (estimated, based on this EIR, to be 93 percent) at the time of
issuance of a building permit or, if the City adds the improvement to its Traffic Impact
Fee Program (TIF) project list, the proposed project would pay its Traffic Impact Fee
in effect at time of payment and issuance of a building permit.
The above improvements would be added to mitigation measures identified under
Existing Plus Project conditions for the intersection of Woodside Road and Bay Road
(Mitigation 7-2). The proposed project’s payment of its fair share towards these
improvements, and the City’s implementation of the improvements, would mitigate
the impact to a less-than-significant level. However, because these improvements
would require Caltrans approval, the City of Redwood City cannot ensure the
construction of these improvements. Also, the additional westbound through lane
would require additional right-of-way. Without implementation of the proposed
improvements, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
_________________________

Impact 7-14: Cumulative With Project Impact on Woodside Road/Middlefield
Road Intersection. Under Cumulative With Project conditions during the PM peak
hour, the intersection would remain at LOS F, and the proposed project could
contribute up to 22.629.2 seconds of critical delay to the intersection. According to
City of Redwood City guidelines, this constitutes a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact (see criteria for “Intersection
Impacts” in subsection 7.4.1, “Significance Criteria,” above.)
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Mitigation 7-14. This mitigation is in addition to the Caltrans intersection
improvement that will be implemented in 2013; a description of the 2013
improvement is included on page 7-21 of this EIR.
To mitigate the significant cumulative impact at the intersection of Woodside Road
and Middlefield Road, an additional southbound through lane would need to be
added to Woodside Road. (Woodside Road is considered north-south and
Middlefield Road is considered east-west.) In addition, crosswalks and pedestrian
signals should be added to achieve better pedestrian mobility as described in the
City’s New General Plan. Because this intersection is subject to Caltrans
jurisdiction, this roadway widening and any changes to the operation of the signal
would require Caltrans approval. Pursuant to Caltrans Deputy Directives 64 and 64R1, requiring facilitation of multimodal travel, it is possible that the above
improvements would also be required to include such features as new crosswalk
and pedestrian signals, curb ramps, pedestrian count-down signals, an emergency
vehicle pre-emption system, reconstruction of corner radii to reduce pedestrian
crossing distances, bike lanes, and bike detectors. With these improvements, the
level of service (LOS) at this intersection would remain at LOS F. Although LOS F
still exceeds the City of Redwood City LOS standard, conditions with this mitigation
would be better than under Cumulative No Project conditions.improve to LOS D
during the PM peak hour, resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.
The widening of Woodside Road, inclusive of this intersection, is included in the
City’s Traffic Impact Fee Program (TIF) project list. However, there is no current
design option that is acceptable to both Caltrans and the City of Redwood City;
therefore, this improvement may be infeasible. If a design for widening Woodside
Road can be developed which is acceptable to both Caltrans and the City of
Redwood City, payment of the Traffic Impact Fee by the applicant would mitigate the
proposed project’s contribution to the significant cumulative impact to a less-thansignificant level. If it is determined that the Woodside Road improvements remain
infeasible because the improvements are not consistent with the New Redwood City
General Plan and/or Caltrans policy, the cumulative impact would remain
significant and unavoidable, as would the proposed project’s contribution to that
cumulative impact.
_________________________

Impact 7-15: Cumulative With Project Impact on Douglas Avenue/Bay Road
Intersection. Under Cumulative With Project conditions during the PM peak hour,
the intersection would degrade from LOS C to LOS F, and the proposed project
could contribute up to 78.2 seconds of critical delay to the intersection. According to
City of Redwood City guidelines, this constitutes a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact (see criteria for “Intersection
Impacts” in subsection 7.4.1, “Significance Criteria,” above.)
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Currently, the project development site includes four generators powered by diesel fuel that
are used to provide power when normal electricity is not available. Practically all of the annual
operations of these generators are associated with routine testing. This is generally allowed
by BAAQMD permit conditions to occur up to 50 hours per year. Emissions were computed
for the existing generators based on their size and an assumed annual operation of 50 hours
per year. The project development site includes one 350-kilowatt and three 1,250-kilowatt
generators. Emission rates for diesel generators published by US EPA were applied to
compute annual emissions and average daily emissions. 1 Average daily emissions are
reported in Table 8.5.
The proposed project may include replacement and additional emergency generators
powered by diesel fuel, natural gas, or propane. These generators, especially diesel
generators, would be a source of air pollutant emissions during routine testing. Emergency
generators are typically tested for 15 minutes to one hour each month, resulting in emissions
of air pollutants. The primary emissions are NOx and diesel particulate matter. Since these
new generators are likely to exceed 50 horsepower, they would be subject to BAAQMD
permitting requirements. In addition, these generators are likely to emit more than 5 pounds
per day of NOx for each day that they are tested. This would increase the total emissions for
the project, contributing to the significant regional air quality impact.
The generator engines would have to meet ARB emission standards, and the BAAQMD would
be required to ensure that health risks associated with diesel particulate matter emissions
would be acceptable (note that ENVIRON performed a preliminary health risk analysis that is
described under Impact 8-3, Community Risk and Hazard Impacts). 2 Sources of air pollutant
emissions complying with all applicable BAAQMD regulations generally will not be considered
to have an individual significant air quality impact. No other stationary air pollutant sources
have been identified for the project.
In order to account for generator emissions with the proposed project, a scenario of one 750horsepower generator per building was assumed. Testing of these generators would occur up
to 50 hours per year. Air pollutant emissions were computed based on ARB Tier 4 emission
standards, which would be required for new generators at the time the project would be built.
Annual emissions were computed assuming testing of 13 generators up to 50 hours each.
The average daily emissions associated with generator testing are also shown in Table 8.5.
No additional development is proposed for Blocks F (450 Broadway) and G (550 Broadway) of
the Precise Plan area, and these blocks are considered part of the existing environment in this
EIR. Both blocks contain emergency generators, which are operated less than 50 hours per
generator per year for routine testing in accordance with BAAQMD regulations. Therefore, as
existing uses that have permits from BAAQMD, operation of these generators is not subject
to, and does not require, additional mitigation. Mitigation 8-2 below applies only to the new

1

US EPA. AP-42 Compilation of Emissions Factors, Volume 1 – Section 3.4 Large Stationary Diesel
And All Stationary Dual-fuel Engines.
2

BAAQMD risk policy requires that these sources have a cancer risk of less than 10 in one million,
which is the same as BAAQMD’s recommended CEQA threshold.
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generators proposed to replace the existing generators on the project development site
(Blocks A through E) as part of proposed Precise Plan development. These new generators
could potentially be located within Blocks A through E, but they would not replace the existing
generators on Blocks F and G. Although emergency generators would be in place in the
Precise Plan area, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in any disruption of power
supply during construction or operation. The generators are for emergency use only (e.g., to
maintain power for vital medical equipment during power outages).
Potential project development is expected to generate increases over existing conditions in
reactive organic gases (ROG) and particulate matter (PM10) that would exceed the BAAQMD
thresholds of significance. Under the current BAAQMD thresholds, the change in emissions
would be significant for ROG and PM10.
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Operational emissions would have effects in terms of potential cancer and non-cancer risks as
well as elevated PM2.5 levels. The project would be a source of temporary TAC emissions
during construction. As described under Impact 8-1, less-than-significant risk and hazard
impacts associated with construction activity are predicted. Both operational sources (i.e.,
diesel generators) and project-generated traffic were evaluated for risk and hazard impacts.
The sum of all the risk and hazard impacts from project operational emission sources were
compared to the BAAQMD significance thresholds for cancer and non-cancer risk and PM2.5
levels.
ENVIRON assessed the risk, hazards, and PM2.5 levels from incremental traffic impacts along
US 101, Bay Road, and Broadway. Emissions from the new project generators were also
computed by ENVIRON, assuming annual operation of 13 550-kiloWatt generators operating
for 50 hours each year. Dispersion modeling of DPM and VOCs indicated that computed onsite and off-site cancer and non-cancer risk would be below BAAQMD’s community risk
significance thresholds. The combination of traffic and stationary sources were also found to
be below the significance thresholds of 10 in one million cancer cases, a hazard index of one,
and annual PM2.5 of 0.3 µg/m3.

Mitigation 8-2. In addition to the project-proposed sustainability measures
described in chapter 3 (Project Description) of this EIR, which include a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, implement the following
measure:
Minimize generator testing of the new generators to reduce ROG emissions. New
Ggenerator emissions, as computed on an annual basis, shall be reduced by 30
percent or greater. This could be achieved in a number of ways:
1. Install fewer than the assumed 13 new generators;
2. Install generators with lower emissions (in this case, smaller generators);
3. Test new generators at lower running loads (the analysis assumed 100-percent
load, so 50-percent load would reduce emissions); and/or
4. Reduce the number of annual testing hours annually.
The applicant shall submit an analysis of the new generator emissions prior to
installing more than five new generators at the project development site.
Implementation of this measure to reduce generator emissions would reduce ROG
emissions by 2.7 pounds per day, which would result in total ROG emissions of 53.1
pounds per day, which is below the BAAQMD significance threshold of 54 pounds
per day. However, this mitigation measure would reduce PM10 emissions by a
minimal amount, leaving PM10 emissions above the BAAQMD significance threshold.
Therefore, as currently proposed, the project would result in a significant
unavoidable project and cumulative operational air quality impact.
_________________________
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Mitigation. No significant impact has been identified; no mitigation is required.
8.3.5 Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Air Pollutant Concentrations

Impact 8-3: Community Risk and Hazard Impacts. Project development could
expose attendees of the on-site child care center to significant levels of PM2.5.
Significant impacts from the Tyco Thermal Controls Facility to attendees of the
proposed child care facility are anticipated to be significant regardless of where the
child care facility is located within the Precise Plan area. This project-related effect
is considered to represent a significant project and cumulative impact (see
criteria [d] in subsection 8.3.1, "Significance Criteria," above).
Since the proposed project could include a child care center, which is considered a sensitive
receptor, community risk and hazards would need to be addressed from the nearby air
pollution sources. ENVIRON evaluated community risk and hazard impacts of siting a child
care center on the development site. This evaluation took into account nearby emissions from
traffic and stationary sources. The analysis was conducted in conformance with BAAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommendations. The CEQA Guidelines recommend
evaluation of impacts to sensitive receptors of existing off-site stationary sources and mobile
sources (major roadways and freeways) within a 1,000-foot zone.
US 101 is located adjacent to the Precise Plan area. ENVIRON performed a screening
assessment of the impacts of traffic emissions upon the project development site with respect
to evaluating exposures of children that could attend an on-site child care center. The
ENVIRON analysis indicated that significant PM2.5 levels would occur at a distance of up to
700 feet from US 101, and significant excess cancer risks would occur closer to the travel
lanes. Significant non-cancer risks were not identified. Other roadways were not considered
to significantly affect the project development site. The Precise Plan area is large enough that
a child care center could be located more than 700 feet from US 101 so as to avoid a
significant health risk.
ENVIRON also evaluated stationary sources of TAC or PM2.5 emissions near the project
development site. Screening modeling of the nearby Tyco Thermal Controls facility indicates
significant single-source PM2.5 concentrations across much of the Precise Plan area.
ENVIRON reports that annual concentrations range from 2.7 µg/m3 to 0.31 µg/m3, at or above
the PM2.5 threshold across the project development site.
According to ENVIRON’s analysis, the combination of US 101, local arterial and collector
roadways, on- and off-site standby diesel generators (including proposed generators on the
development site and existing generators at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center and 550
Broadway), and the nearby Tyco Thermal Controls facility, would have PM2.5 levels at the
project development site that exceed BAAQMD’s CEQA thresholds for community risk and
hazards from cumulative sources. The primary sources of PM2.5 emissions affecting the
project development site are the Tyco Thermal Controls facility and US 101 traffic. The
cumulative cancer risk and chronic hazard index from these sources would be below the
BAAQMD threshold for cumulative sources of TACs. Because of the PM2.5 impact, however,
emissions from US 101 and Tyco Thermal Controls Facility represent a significant impact to
the siting of sensitive receptors on the project development site.
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Mitigation 8-3. Buffer the child care center from existing and planned emission
sources, and include project features to reduce TAC and PM2.5 exposure from air
pollutant sources--which include US 101 traffic, and the Tyco Thermal Controls facility,
and existing and proposed generators-- through the following measures:
1.

When construction of a child care center is proposed, conduct site-specific
detailed analysis to determine the child care center’s TAC and PM2.5 exposures.
The analysis should be utilized to guide final design and siting of the child care
facility and determine the level of ventilation/filtration necessary to ensure that
indoor concentrations will be less-than-significant.

2.

Evaluate and appropriately buffer the child care center from existing diesel
generators at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center and 550 Broadway, and
any other sources near the Precise Plan area identified by BAAQMD at the time
such analysis is undertaken.

23. Ensure that the ventilation/filtration systems in the child care center result in an
indoor cancer risk of less than 10 in one million and annual PM2.5 concentrations
of less than 0.3 µg/m3 from any single source or less than 100 in one million
cancer risk and annual PM2.5 concentrations of less than 0.8 µg/m3 from
cumulative resources.;
34. Consider tiered plantings of trees between the child care center and air pollutant
sources such as the freeway, existing and planned generators, and the and Tyco
Thermal Controls facility.;
45. Avoid location of any truck loading zones near the child care facility.; and
56. With respect to outdoor use areas for the child care center, impacts from US 101
shall be mitigated by placing the child care center more than 700 feet from the
freeway. Based on currently available information, the impact from Tyco Thermal
Controls cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level because the elevated
PM2.5 levels from the facility extend across the entire project development site. If
the Tyco Thermal Controls facility remains in operation at the time of construction
of the child care center, and if the detailed analysis described above shows PM2.5
levels exceeding the 0.3 µg/m3 standard throughout the development site,
construction and operation of a child care center on the development site shall be
prohibited. If the detailed analysis shows that some or all of the development site
would be exposed to PM2.5 levels lower than 0.3 µg/m3, the outdoor use area for
the child care center shall be sited in one of those locations.
Implementation of these measures would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
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Impact 9-1: Sea Level Rise Impacts on Project Development. Based on the
BCDC sea level rise maps, the project may be affected by anticipated sea level rise
and associated changes in broader flood plain boundaries. Potential impacts
associated with future development that may be subject to sea level rise include risk
to public safety and property damage, representing a potentially significant impact
(see criterion [d] in subsection 9.3.1, "Significance Criteria," above).
As discussed in subsection 9.1.31(fc) of this EIR chapter, the Precise Plan area is expected to
be vulnerable to both an approximately 16-inch sea level rise in San Francisco Bay by midcentury and an approximately 55-inch sea level rise in the Bay by end-of-century.

Mitigation 9-1. For all new development on the project development site, the City
shall ensure that the development complies with the most current Redwood City
General Plan and Redwood City Municipal Code requirements for protection from
flood hazards, consistent with Mitigation 10-3 in chapter 10 (Utilities), of this EIR.
These provisions would require compliance with associated storm drainage storage,
building elevation, and flood-proofing requirements. Implementation of these
measures would be expected to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
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Table 10.1
CURRENT AND PLANNED WATER SUPPLIES (AF/YR)1 FOR REDWOOD CITY
Water Supply Sources
SFPUC2 Potable Water
PurchasesSupply

FY5 2009/10 FY 2014/15 FY 2019/20 FY 2019/20 FY 2029/30
12,243

12,243

12,243

12,243

12,243

Redwood City Groundwater3

0

0

0

0

0

Transfers/Exchanges In or Out

0

0

0

0

0

Desalination

0

0

0

0

0

2,000

2,000

3,238

3,238

3,238

14,243

14,243

15,481

15,481

15,481

Recycled Water

4

TOTAL

SOURCE: Redwood City 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), Table 4-1.
1

AF/YR = acre-feet per year
SFPUC = San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. It is acknowledged that Redwood City’s supply
assurance is currently 12,243 af/yr.
3
Defined as municipal potable source only; does not include existing or future private wells.
4
Redwood City recycled water is not a potable supply and is currently available for non-potable uses
only.
5
FY = fiscal year
2

Existing Potable Water Delivery Infrastructure. The City's Public Works Services Department is
responsible for operating the existing local water distribution system. Water for Redwood City is
supplied via several turnouts from the Hetch Hetchy water system; the nearest turnout is located
approximately 0.5 miles south of the project development site. Water is conveyed to the project
development site through a series of water mains varying in size from 8 to 16 inches in
diameter. The project development site is served by a 10-inch diameter cast iron pipe (CIP) line
in Broadway, an 8-inch polyvinyl chloride (PVC) line in Bay Road, and a 12-inch PVC line and 8inch CIP line in Douglas Avenue. Water is then distributed from these street mains to the
project development site through a network of on-site service laterals. All existing water lines
on-site and in the project vicinity are either CIP or PVC.
Existing Potable Water Storage Facilities. Redwood City has 12 municipal potable water
storage facilities that can store a total of 21.4 million gallons. There are no municipal water
storage facilities on or in the vicinity of the project development site.
Existing Hydrant Flow. Existing flows from hydrants serving the project development site are
regularly tested by the Redwood City Fire Department. The Fire Department reports that the
10-inch main located in front of 475 Broadway (an existing building on the development site) is
capable of supplying approximately 1,800 gallons per minute (gpm) at 59 pounds per square
inch (psi) Static and 53 psi Residual, and the 8-inch main located in front of 2886 Bay Road
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Outside of the laboratory, a three-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference.



A change in noise level of at least five dBA is required before any noticeable change in
community response would be expected.



A 10-dBA increase is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and would
almost certainly cause an adverse change in community response.

(b) Structural Attenuation. Typical structural attenuation is 12-17 dBA with open windows.
With closed windows in good condition, the noise attenuation factor is around 20 dBA for an
older structure and 25 dBA for a newer dwelling. Sleep and speech interference is therefore
possible when exterior noise levels are about 57-62 dBA Ldn with open windows and 65-70 dBA
Ldn if the windows are closed.
(c) Typical Noise Levels. Levels of 55-60 dBA are common along collector streets and
secondary arterials, while 65-70 dBA is a typical value for a primary/major arterial. Levels of 7580 dBA are normal noise levels at the first row of development outside a freeway right of way.
In order to achieve an acceptable interior noise environment, bedrooms facing secondary
roadways need to be able to have their windows closed; those facing major roadways and
freeways typically need special glass windows.
13.1.2 Sleep and Speech Interference
The thresholds for speech interference indoors are about 45 dBA if the noise is steady and
above 55 dBA if the noise is fluctuating. Outdoors the thresholds are about 15 dBA higher.
Steady noise of sufficient intensity (above 35 dBA) and fluctuating noise levels above about 45
dBA have been shown to affect sleep. Interior residential standards for multi-family dwellings
are set by the State of California at 45 dBA Ldn. Typically, the highest steady traffic noise level
during the daytime is about equal to the Ldn, and nighttime levels are 10 dBA lower. The
standard is designed for sleep and speech protection and most jurisdictions apply the same
criterion for all residential uses.
13.1.3 Existing Noise Environment
The existing noise environment in the project vicinity consists primarily of transportation noise
sources, including vehicular traffic along US 101 and local arterial and collector roadways
traversing the area, and adjacent light industrial and commercial noise sources (including
occasional testing of emergency generators in accordance with BAAQMD regulations).
Intermittent aircraft over-flights are also audible.
(a) Noise Monitoring Study Results. A noise monitoring survey was conducted in the project
vicinity from January 8, 2009 to January 9, 2009, including two long-term (24-hour) noise
measurement locations and one short-term (10-minute) noise measurement location. Noise
measurement locations are shown on Figure 13.1, and the results are summarized in Table
13.3.
Long-term measurement LT-1 was located on 2nd Avenue, across from Andrew Spinas Park,
approximately 15 feet from the center of 2nd Avenue. The primary source of noise at this
location was local traffic and distant traffic along Bay Road and Broadway. Hourly average
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noise levels ranged from 59 to 66 dBA Leq during the day, and from 50 to 64 dBA Leq at night.
The calculated day-night average noise level (Ldn) at this location was 66 dBA CNEL.
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Mitigation 13-1 (continued):
sources, and, or in combination with, other noise barriers. The approval of future
commercial uses near the child care center may, at City discretion, require a noise
study demonstrating how the proposed new commercial uses--including associated
loading docks, refuse areas, and ventilation systems, and emergency generators-would meet these standards.
Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential impact on the
proposed child care use to a less-than-significant level.
______________________________

Impact 13-2: Project-Facilitated Construction Noise. Construction activities
facilitated by the project would include building demolition, site grading and
preparation, construction of new buildings, and installation of utilities. Noise levels at
50 feet from the demolition or construction equipment source could reach
approximately 105 dBA, resulting in intermittent interference with typical existing
residential and business activities, as well as any on-site sensitive uses developed
during earlier phases of Precise Plan buildout. Because construction noise could
elevate noise levels at the nearest residences by more than 5 dBA, at some
locations the proposed project could cause a potentially significant intermittent
and short-term impact (see explanatory text in subsection 13.3.1, "Significance
Criteria," above).
Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially during demolition
activities, site grading activities, and excavation for foundations. The effects of noise resulting
from construction depend on the noise generated by various pieces of construction
equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance between
construction noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors. Table 13.5 presents A-weighted
noise levels generated by specific pieces of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet.
Table 13.6 presents typical ranges in hourly average noise levels at a distance of 50 feet
generated during different phases of construction. The highest maximum noise levels
generated by project construction would typically range from about 90 to 105 dBA at a
distance of 50 feet from the noise source.
Construction of a recycled water pipeline (both off- and on-site) is proposed to serve the
project. Hourly average noise levels generated by public works-type projects typically range
from 79 to 88 dBA Leq measured at a distance of 50 feet from the center of a busy construction
site. The pipeline installation would occur in daily increments along the proposed route from
the point of connection, along East Bayshore Road, and then across U.S. 101 to Douglas
Avenue and Broadway to the Precise Plan area. Therefore, construction noise levels would
only impact any individual receiver or group of receivers over a short period of time, typically
for less than a few days and rarely for more than a few weeks. The only noise-sensitive
receivers identified near the potential recycled water route are the mobile homes on East
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dBA measured near the fans. Conversely, properly selected centrifugal fans of comparable
size generate noise levels 10 dBA to 15 dBA lower. Noise controls typically are incorporated
into the design of these ventilation systems to achieve acceptable noise levels at sensitive
receivers.

Mitigation 13-4. During the project detailed design phase for the potential parking
structure at the corner of Bay Road and Barron Avenue, the project applicant shall
submit an acoustical study to demonstrate how the parking structure design would
meet the following noise standards at the most affected receiver: 60 dBA CNEL and
60 dBA Leq-hr daytime (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM), 55 dBA Leq-hr evening (7:00 PM to 10:00
PM), and 50 dBA Leq-hr nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). The design measures may
include, for example, the installation of silencers and baffles as necessary to reduce
the noise level at the nearest residential property line to the existing ambient noise
level. Implementation of this measure to the satisfaction of the Redwood City
Community Development Department would reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.
Regarding the testing of emergency generators--including existing and proposed generators
on the development site, and existing generators at the Stanford Medicine Outpatient Center
and 550 Broadway--theses occasional operations are regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) and occur less than 50 hours per generator per year.
Therefore, emergency generator testing is considered to result in a less-than-significant noise
impact.
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