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Chapter 1  
Introduction 

EIR Process Following Release of the Draft EIR 
A Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.), was prepared by the City of Santa Clara 

(City) as the Lead Agency under CEQA to disclose the potential environmental effects of the Mission Point 

Project (Project). The Draft EIR includes a description of the Project, an assessment of its potential effects, 

a description of mitigation measures to reduce significant effects that were identified, conclusions as to 

whether potential significant impacts could be avoided or reduced to less than significant by 

recommended mitigation measures, and consideration of alternatives that could address significant 

environmental impacts. The Draft EIR was released for public review on November 17, 2023, for a 46-day 

review period that ended on January 2, 2024. During this review period, the document was reviewed by 

various State of California (State), regional, and local agencies as well as interested organizations and 

individuals. Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received from seven agencies and one organization. 

Please see Chapter 2, List of Commenters, for a listing of all the agencies and organizations that commented 

on the Draft EIR. 

This document responds to written comments on the Draft EIR that were raised during the public review 

period; it contains revisions to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft EIR. The responses and revisions in 

this document clarify, substantiate, and confirm the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No new significant 

environmental impacts, no new mitigation measures, no new feasible Project alternatives substantially 

different from those previously analyzed, and no substantial increases in the severity of previously 

identified impacts have been identified from comments received or as a result of a response to those 

comments. Although certain changes have been made in this document, those changes do not result in 

significant new information being added to the Draft EIR. The public had a meaningful opportunity to 

comment on potential substantial adverse environmental impacts, feasible mitigation, and alternatives. 

Thus, the City is not required to recirculate the Draft EIR, per PRC Section 21092.1 and State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Together, the previously released Draft EIR and this response-to-comments document constitute the Final 

Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). As the Lead Agency, the City must certify the Final EIR before 

action can be taken on discretionary approvals required for the Project. Certification requires the Lead 

Agency to find that the Final EIR complies with CEQA. The Final EIR was presented to, reviewed by, and 

considered by the decision-making body of the Lead Agency prior to its approving the Project and reflects 

the independent judgment and analysis of the decision-making body (State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15090). 

Project Description 
Kylli, Inc. (Project Sponsor), the U.S. real estate subsidiary of Genzon Investment Group, proposes a mixed-

use development on a 48.6-acre site (Project site) in Santa Clara, California. The Project site is currently 

developed with four light industrial buildings, totaling approximately 142,050 gross square feet (gsf), on 

the northern portion of the site; the buildings were constructed in the late 1970s. A paved surface parking 

lot south of Democracy Way with approximately 5,081 parking spaces is also on the Project site. The 
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Project Sponsor currently occupies one of the buildings on the Project site; the other buildings are vacant. 

The current primary use for the Project site is temporary event parking for Levi’s Stadium, which uses 

3,300 parking spaces.1 The rest of the parking spaces are used by Amazon as training grounds for drivers. 

The Project site is designated in the City of Santa Clara 2010–2035 General Plan (General Plan) as High-

Intensity Office/Research and Development (R&D).2 The City’s zoning code currently designates the 

Project site as Light Industrial (ML). 

If approved by the City Council and applicable regulatory agencies, the Project would involve demolishing 

existing office buildings and parking lot establishing a new mixed-use neighborhood. The existing General 

Plan designation of High-Intensity Office/R&D would be changed to Urban Center Mixed Use, and the existing 

zoning would be changed from ML to Planned Development (PD), thereby providing a transit-oriented “live, 

work, socialize, and recreate” environment.  

The Project would include up to 4,913,000 gsf of new development, consisting of approximately 1.8 million 

gsf of residential uses (up to 1,800 units), approximately 3 million gsf of office/ R&D3 space, approximately 

100,000 gsf of neighborhood retail uses, and approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare facilities, along with 3,000 

gsf of community space. An approximately 27,000 gsf electrical substation would also be constructed to 

support the Project.4 Parking would be provided in a mix of subsurface and aboveground parking facilities. In 

addition, the Project would include approximately 16 acres of publicly accessible open space at grade level;5 

approximately 10 acres of private open space for residential and office uses;6 new bicycle, pedestrian, and 

vehicular circulation routes; and upgraded and expanded infrastructure. 

Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
Section 21100(b)(2)(A) of the Public Resources Code and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) 

require an EIR to identify any significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if a project is 

implemented. Most impacts identified for the Project would either be less than significant or reduced to a 

less-than-significant level with identified mitigation measures. Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations, of 

the Draft EIR summarizes the significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from implementation 

of the Project.  

Significant and Unavoidable Project-Level Impacts 
⚫ Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in Criteria Pollutants. The Project would result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase in a criteria pollutant for which the Project region is classified 

 
1  To prepare the site for parking use, in 2011, the previous owner demolished six single-story office/industrial 

buildings that were on the Project site. 
2   City of Santa Clara. 2010. City of Santa Clara 2010–2035 General Plan. Figure 5.2-1, page 93. Available: 

https://www.santaclaraca.gov/ home/showpublisheddocument/56139/636619791319700000. Accessed: 
April 18, 2022. 

3  Although the end uses are not yet determined, the Project may include lab/R&D uses; for CEQA purposes, up to 
30 percent laboratory use has been assumed. All future references to “office” include permitted lab/R&D uses. 

4  Details regarding the substation are subject to change; Silicon Valley Power will coordinate regarding the 
precise size, dimensions, and layout during the design phase for the substation. 

5  This area includes approximately 10 acres of parkland as well as bicycle and pedestrian circulation elements, 
retail terraces, landscaped gardens, planters, plazas, bio-retention areas, and a playground. 

6  Because the private open space may be provided at the podium level, not all of the acreages will add up. 
Additional private open space will be provided on terraces, balconies, and rooftops. These spaces are not 
included as part of the calculations. 
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as a nonattainment area under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard 

(Impact AQ-2). Mitigation Measures AQ-2.1, Use Clean Diesel-Powered or Electric Equipment during 

Construction to Control Construction-related Emissions; AQ-2.2, Implement Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District Basic Construction Mitigation Measures to Reduce Dust Emissions; AQ-2.3, 

Require Low-VOC Coatings during Project Construction and Operation; AQ-2.4, Use Low-VOC Cleaning 

Supplies; AQ-2.5, Replace Gas Powered Landscape Equipment with Zero-Emission Landscape 

Equipment; and AQ-2.6, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Tier 4 Final Stationary Emergency 

Generators, would be implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Substantial Pollutant Concentrations. The Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations (Impact AQ-3). Mitigation Measures AQ-2.1 through AQ-2.6 would be 

implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Construction Noise. The Project would generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the Project site due to construction activities; such noise levels would exceed 

standards established in a local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other 

agencies (Impact NOI-1). Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1, Construction Noise Reduction Control Plan, 

would be implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Ground-borne Vibration and Noise Levels. The Project would generate excessive ground-borne 

vibration or ground-borne noise levels (Impact NOI-3). Mitigation Measure NOI-3.1, Pile Driving 

Vibration Reduction Plan, would be implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

Significant and Unavoidable Cumulative Impacts 
⚫ Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in Criteria Pollutants. The Project in combination with 

other foreseeable development in the vicinity would result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase in criteria pollutants for which the Project region is classified as a nonattainment area under 

an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard (Impact C-AQ-2). Mitigation Measures AQ-

2.1 through AQ-2.6 would be implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Cumulative Substantial Pollutant Concentrations. The Project in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations (Impact C-AQ-3). Mitigation Measures AQ-2.1, AQ-2.2, and AQ-2.6 would be 

implemented but would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Cumulative Construction Noise. The Project in combination with other foreseeable development in 

the vicinity would generate a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in excess of 

standards established in a local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other 

agencies (Impact C-NOI-1). Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1 would be implemented but would not reduce 

the impact to less than significant.  

⚫ Cumulative Ground-borne Vibration and Noise Levels. The Project in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity would generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-

borne noise levels (Impact C-NOI-3). Mitigation Measure NOI-3.1 would be implemented but would 

not reduce the impact to less than significant. 

Project Alternatives 
In accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must “describe a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic 
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objectives of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). The EIR 

discusses and analyzes the No Project Alternative – Continuation of Existing Uses, No Project Alternative 

– Code Compliant, Reduced Scale Alternative, Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative, and four 

Construction Sequence Alternatives. Furthermore, the EIR analyzes the impacts of the alternatives and 

compares the significant impacts of the alternatives to the significant environmental impacts of the 

Project, as proposed. These alternatives are described in more detail in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft 

EIR. 

⚫ No Project Alternative: The No Project Alternative is provided in this Draft EIR to compare the 

impacts of the Project with what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 

the Project were not approved (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e][1]). Under the No Project 

Alternative, no additional construction would occur at the Project site. The existing 142,050 gsf of 

light industrial building space would be occupied with tenants permitted under the existing zoning. 

The onsite features associated with the buildings would also remain. The existing paved surface 

parking lot south of Democracy Way, with approximately 5,081 parking spaces, would continue to 

operate as it does currently (i.e., primarily temporary parking for events at Levi’s Stadium, which uses 

3,300 parking spaces; the rest of the parking spaces would continue to be used by Amazon as training 

grounds for drivers). 

⚫ Code Compliant Alternative: The Code Compliant Alternative, the second No Project Alternative, is 

based on what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project were not 

approved and development continued to occur in accordance with the City’s General Plan and zoning 

code, consistent with available infrastructure and community services. Under the Code Complaint 

Alternative, the Project would be implemented subsequent to the City’s zoning code update and would 

not include housing. After the City’s zoning code update, the Project site would be designated as High-

Intensity Office/R&D in the City’s General Plan. This designation allows “high-rise or campus-like 

developments for corporate headquarters, R&D, and supporting uses, with landscaped areas for 

employee activities.” Permitted uses include offices and prototype R&D uses with a maximum floor 

area ratio (FAR) of 2.00. Therefore, the Project site could be developed with up to approximately 

4.2 million gsf of office/R&D space. The City’s zoning code currently designates the Project site as ML. 

However, with incorporation of the City’s zoning code update, the Project site would be rezoned as 

High-Intensity Office/R&D (HO-RD).  

⚫ Reduced Scale Alternative: The Reduced Scale Alternative would proportionately reduce 

development on the Project site by 30 percent compared to the Project. This alternative would result 

in up to 3,440,000 gsf of new development, consisting of approximately 1,260,000 gsf of residential 

uses (up to 1,260 units) and approximately 2,180,000 gsf of office/R&D space, along with 

neighborhood retail uses, other facilities, and community space. In addition, the amount of publicly 

accessible open space and private open space would also be reduced by 30 percent, resulting in 

approximately 7 acres of public parkland, 4 acres of publicly accessible open space, and 7 acres of 

other private open space for residential and office uses. Likewise, the number of parking spaces 

included as part of this alternative would be reduced to 6,300.  

⚫ Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative: Under the Reduced Office/Increased Housing 

Alternative, overall office square footage would be reduced and the overall number of housing units 

would increase. This would be accomplished by removing all 789,000 gsf of office/R&D space in Area 

C and replacing it with 800 multi-family housing units. The substation would be relocated to Area B. 

The retail uses, amenities, open space, and substation in Area C would all remain the same as under 

the Project. In addition, all other land use and development assumptions for Areas A, B, and D would 
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remain the same as under the Project. Thus, the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative would 

result in up to 4,913,000 gsf of new development, consisting of up to 2,600 housing units, 

approximately 2,211,000 gsf of office/R&D space, approximately 100,000 gsf of neighborhood retail 

uses, and approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare facilities, along with 3,000 gsf of community space.  

⚫ Construction Sequence Alternatives: The Construction Sequence Alternatives were developed to 

modify the order in which construction in the four areas on the Project site could occur. The 

Construction Sequence Alternatives consist of: 

 Simultaneous project construction, 

 No overlapping construction,  

 Residential uses constructed first, and  

 Residential uses constructed last. 

All other Project characteristics and assumptions would remain the same under each Construction 

Sequence Alternative as under the Project, including total development potential, types of land uses, 

parking, open space, access, and circulation.  

Purpose of This Responses-to-Comments Document 
Under CEQA, the City is required, after completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain comments 

from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project and provide the general public 

with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. As the Lead Agency, the City is also required to respond 

to significant environmental issues raised in the review and consultation process. 

This responses-to-comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general public 

comments received on the Draft EIR, which was circulated for a 46-day public review period between 

November 17, 2023, and January 2, 2024. This document contains the public comments received on the Draft 

EIR, written responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft EIR in response to the comments.  

The responses-to-comments document provides clarification and further substantiation for the analysis and 

conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. In addition, the responses correct and remedy minor technical 

mistakes or errors identified in the Draft EIR. The purpose of the responses-to-comments document is to 

address concerns raised about the environmental effects of the Project and the City’s CEQA process. 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or significant 

environmental issues raised by commenters. Comments that express an opinion about the merits of the 

Project or alternatives rather than raise questions about environmental impacts or mitigation measures and 

alternatives, the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or the Project’s compliance with CEQA are not addressed in detail 

in this document. In addition, this document does not provide a response regarding financial concerns or 

Project designs that would not have a physical environmental impact. As explained above, the previously 

released Draft EIR and this responses-to-comments document together constitute the Final EIR. 

How to Use This Report 
This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists of 

four sections: 

⚫ Chapter 1 – Introduction. Reviews the purpose and contents of the responses-to-comments document. 
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⚫ Chapter 2 – List of Commenters. Lists the public agencies and organizations that submitted comments 

on the Draft EIR. 

⚫ Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments. Contains each comment letter and written response to the 

individual comments. In Chapter 3, specific comments within each comment letter have been 

bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter. Each commenter has been assigned a discrete 

comment letter number, as listed in Chapter 2. Responses to each of these comments follow each 

comment letter reproduced in Chapter 3. For the most part, the responses provide explanatory 

information or additional discussion of text contained in the Draft EIR. In some instances, the 

response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification. New text 

that has been added to the Draft EIR is indicated with underlining. Text that has been deleted is 

indicated with strikethrough. 

⚫ Chapter 4 –Revisions to the Draft EIR. Provides a comprehensive listing text changes to the Draft EIR 

that resulted from responding to comments as well as staff-initiated changes. 
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Chapter 2  
List of Commenters 

This chapter provides a list of the agencies and organizations that commented on the Draft EIR (Table 2-1). 

No individuals submitted comments on the Draft EIR. The comment letters submitted and the responses 

to each comment are included in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. The comment letters have been 

numbered as shown in Table 2-1; these include letters and emails. The individual comments within each 

letter have been numbered in the left margin. The location of the responses for each letter is indicated in 

Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. List of Commenters and Location of Responses 

Letter # Commenter (Date) 

Location of 
Comment 
Letter and 

Response in 
Chapter 3 
(page #) 

Public Agencies 

A1 City of San José Airport Planning and Development (December 12, 2023)  3-3 

A2 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (December 19, 2023) 3-15 

A3 Department of Toxic Substances Control (December 21, 2023) 3-37 

A4 Santa Clara Unified School District (December 28, 2023) 3-45 

A5 California Department of Transportation (January 2, 2024) 3-50 

A6 Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (January 2, 2024) 3-55 

A7 Santa Clara Valley Water District (January 5, 2024 [late comment]) 3-60 

Organizations 

O1 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo (January 2, 2024) 3-69 
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Chapter 3  
Response to Comments 

Introduction 
Written comments on the Mission Point Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are 

reproduced in this section. Comments received were provided to the City of Santa Clara (City) by letter or 

email. Discrete comments from each letter and hearing are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and 

number. Responses immediately follow each comment letter and are enumerated to correspond with the 

comment number. For example, Response A2.1 refers to the response for the first comment in Letter A2. 

Letters from agencies are denoted with an “A,” and letters from organizations are denoted with an “O.” 

The text at the beginning of each response provides a summary of each distinct comment. In addition, 

edits made to the Draft EIR in response to certain comments are provided in this section, directly below 

the response. New text is underlined, and deleted text is shown with strikethrough. These revisions are 

also reproduced in Chapter 4 of this document, Revisions to the Draft EIR. Please refer to Chapter 4 for a 

complete list of staff-initiated changes and revisions to the Draft EIR 

Responses to Written Comments 
Comment letters and responses begin on the following page.  
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Public Agencies 
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Comment Letter A1—City of San Jose Airport Planning and Development, Ryan 
Sheelen (letter dated December 12, 2023) 
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Response to Comment Letter A1—City of San José Airport Planning and 
Development, Ryan Sheelen (letter dated December 12, 2023) 

A1.1 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A1.2 The comment states that the text in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR referencing the Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan (CLUP) may be removed, noting that the Project site is not located within the Airport 

Influence Area (AIA) of the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport CLUP and that CLUP 

policies do not apply to the Project. The background information was provided in the EIR because 

the Project site is adjacent to the border of the AIA, at Old Ironsides Drive; the commenter is correct 

that the Project site is not located within the AIA.1 In response to, and as suggested by, this comment, 

the section titled “Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission” in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft 

EIR, on pages 3.6-8 and 3.6-9, has been revised, as follows. In addition, similar text has been revised 

in Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, per this comment on pages 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.1-15, 3.1-17, and 

3.1-19, as shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR; however, please note that 

some information about the CLUP has been retained in Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, for 

background information and context relevant to land use planning. This revision does not change the 

analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.  

Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission  

The Santa Clara Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) was established to ensure appropriate 

development of areas surrounding public airports in Santa Clara County. Its intent is to 

minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards and ensure that the 

approaches to airports are kept clear of structures that could pose an aviation hazard. The 

ALUC formulates and maintains Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) for airports within 

the county. The ALUC reviews general plans and applicable specific plans for the county as 
well as the cities of San José and Santa Clara to determine if the plans and regulations are 

consistent with the policies of the CLUP for San José International Airport. The ALUC also 

reviews proposed amendments to general plans, specific plans, and zoning and building 

regulations that may affect land uses in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of San José 

International Airport to determine if the proposed amendments are consistent or 

inconsistent with the CLUP.  

The CLUP for San José International Airport includes several policies that pertain to noise 

compatibility and are relevant to the Project.4  

• Policy N-1. The CNEL method of representing noise levels shall be used to determine if a 

specific land use is consistent with the CLUP.  

• Policy N-2. In addition to the other policies herein, the noise compatibility policies 

presented in Table 4-1 [Table 3.6-5, below] shall be used to determine if a specific land 

use is consistent with this CLUP.  

 
1  Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. 2016. Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Santa Clara County. 

Available: https://stgenpln.blob.core.windows.net/document/ALUC_SJC_CLUP.pdf#page=38. Accessed: January 
18, 2024. 
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• Policy N-3. Noise impacts shall be evaluated according to the Aircraft Noise Contours 

presented in Figure 5 [2022 Aircraft Noise Contours].  

• Policy N-4. No residential or transient lodging construction shall be permitted within the 

65 dB CNEL contour boundary unless it can be demonstrated that the resulting interior 

sound levels will be less than 45 dB CNEL and no outdoor patios or outdoor activity areas 

are associated with the residential portion of a mixed-use residential project or a multi-

unit residential project. (Soundwall noise mitigation measures are not effective in 

reducing noise generated by aircraft flying overhead.)  

• Policy N-5. All property owners within the AIA who rent or lease their property for 

residential use shall include in their rental/lease agreement a statement advising the 

tenant that he or she is living within a high noise area and the exterior noise level is 

predicted to be greater than 65 dB CNEL in a manner that is consistent with current 

State law, including Assembly Bill 2776 (2002).  

• Policy N-6. Noise level compatibility standards for other types of land uses shall be 

applied in the same manner as the above residential noise level criteria. Table 4-1 

[Table 3.6-5, below] presents acceptable noise levels for other land uses in the vicinity 

of the airport.  

• Policy N-7. Single-event noise levels from single aircraft overflights are also to be 

considered when evaluating the compatibility of highly noise-sensitive land uses such 

as schools, libraries, outdoor theaters, and mobile homes. Single-event noise levels 

are especially important in the areas that are regularly overflown by aircraft but may 

not produce significant CNEL contours, such as the down-wind segment of the traffic 

pattern and airport entry and departure flight corridors. 

The CLUP also summarizes land use compatibility standards from the General Plan 

for the impact area of San José International Airport, as shown in Table 3.6-5.  

Table 3.6-5. CLUP Land Use Compatibility Standards 

Land Use Category 

CNEL 

55–60 60–65 65–70 70–75 75–80 80–85 

Residential (low-density single-family, duplex, 
mobile homes) 

* ** *** **** **** **** 

Residential (multi-family, condominiums, 
townhouses) 

* ** *** **** **** **** 

Transient lodging (motels, hotels) * * ** **** **** **** 

Schools, libraries, indoor religious assemblies, 
hospitals, nursing homes 

* *** **** **** **** **** 

Auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters * *** *** **** **** **** 

Sports arenas, outdoor spectator sports, parking * * * ** *** **** 

Playgrounds, neighborhood parks * * *** **** **** **** 

Golf courses, riding stables, water recreation 
areas, cemeteries 

* * * ** *** **** 

Office buildings, business commercial and 
professional, retail 

* * ** *** **** **** 

Industrial, manufacturing, utilities, agriculture * * * *** *** **** 
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* Generally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings 

involved are of normal conventional construction, without special noise-insulation requirements. Mobile homes 
may not be acceptable in these areas. Some outdoor activities may be adversely affected. 

**Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis 
of the noise-reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the design. 
Outdoor activities may be adversely affected. 

Residential: Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh-air supply systems or air-
conditioning, will normally suffice. 

*** Generally Unacceptable: New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise-reduction requirements must be made and 

needed noise insulation features must be included in the design. Outdoor activities are likely to be adversely affected. 

**** Unacceptable: New construction or development shall not be undertaken. 

4  Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. 2016. Norman Y. Mineta San José International 

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Available: 

https://stgenpln.blob.core.windows.net/document/ALUC_SJC_CLUP.pdf. Accessed: August 22, 2023. 

A1.3 The comment states that Figure 3.1-4, cited in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR and several other 

references incorrectly cite the Santa Clara County CLUP and depict outdated 2027 aircraft noise 

contours that have been superseded by the 2037 noise contours in the San José International 

Airport Master Plan Environmental Impact Report. The comment clarifies that there are no 

changes to the relationship between the Project site and the 65 dBA contour.  

In response to this comment, in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, footnotes 10 and 28 on pages 

3.6-12 and 3.6-41, respectively, are revised, as follows. In addition, similar text has been revised in 

Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, per this comment on pages 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.1-15, 3.1-17, and 3.1-

19, as shown in Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. 2020. 2037 CNEL Contours Airport 

Master Plan. Amended: April 28, 2020. Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan for San José International Airport. Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. 

Adopted: May 25, 2011. Amended: November 16, 2016. 

Furthermore, the commenter correctly identifies that there are no changes to the relationship 

between the Project site and the 65 dBA contour because the Project site still falls outside of the 

65 dBA noise contour. However, the 2037 noise contours in the San José International Airport 

Master Plan Environmental Impact Report show that the Project site also falls outside of the 60 

dBA noise contour.2 As a result, in Section 3.6, Noise, the fourth sentence in the second paragraph 

on page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

However, the Project site is not within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise (i.e., above 

6065 dBA) from San José International Airport (Figure 3.1-4). 

Finally, the fourth sentence in the third paragraph on page 3.6-41 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised, as follows: 

However, the Project site does not fall within the 6065 dBA CNEL noise contour (i.e., the 

lowest noise contour for aircraft noise) for San José International Airport and thus would 

not be exposed to aircraft noise above 6065 dBA (Figure 3.1-4). 

 
2  Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. 2020. 2037 CNEL Contours Airport Master Plan. Amended: April 

28, 2020. 
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These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.  

A1.4 This comment indicates that the Draft EIR analysis and discussion regarding Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) Part 77 does not include the 100:1 obstruction notification surface required 

under Section 77.9 and that any obstructions exceeding this surface must file with the FAA for 

airspace review, regardless of the Part 77 surface above the Project site. This comment also 

indicates the Project site is outside of the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission 

(ALUC) AIA and that policies contained in the ALUC CLUP do not apply. This comment also 

suggested edits to page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR.  

In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.11-3 of Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

FAR Part 77 requires FAA notification of any construction or alteration located within an 

extended zone defined by an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) 

outward for several miles (20,000 horizontal feet) from an airport’s runways or 

otherwise standing more than 200 feet above ground level.  

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project site is adjacent to but outside the AIA of San José 

International Airport on page 3.11-13 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

In response to this comment, the following text has also been revised on pages 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 

of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission  

The Santa Clara Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) was established to ensure 

appropriate development of areas surrounding public airports in Santa Clara County. Its 

intent is to minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards and 

ensure that the approaches to airports are kept clear of structures that could pose an 

aviation hazard. The ALUC formulates and maintains Comprehensive Land Use Plans 

(CLUPs) for airports within the county. The ALUC reviews general plans and applicable 

specific plans for the county as well as the cities of San José and Santa Clara to determine 

if the plans and regulations are consistent with the policies of the CLUP for San José 

International Airport. The ALUC also reviews proposed amendments to general plans, 

specific plans, and zoning and building regulations that may affect land uses in the Airport 

Influence Area (AIA) of San José International Airport to determine if the proposed 

amendments are consistent or inconsistent with the CLUP. The ALUC encourages local 

jurisdictions to submit referrals to the commission for developments that include the 

construction of structures that would be more than 200 feet above ground level to verify 

compliance with FAR Part 77 and ALUC policies. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

A1.5 This comment references the section titled “Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission” on 

page 3.11-7 of the Draft EIR and indicates that this section, regarding the CLUP, may be removed 

because the Project site is not located within the San José International Airport CLUP AIA and that 

CLUP policies do not apply to the Project. 

See response to comment A1.4, above. These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions 

provided in the Draft EIR.  
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A1.6 This comment references the section titled “City of Santa Clara 2010–2035 General Plan” on page 

3.11-9 of the Draft EIR and indicates that Santa Clara General Plan (General Plan) policies related 

to the AIA, ALUC, and CLUP do not apply because the Project site is outside the AIA.  

In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.11-9 of Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

• Policy 5.10.5-P29: Continue to refer proposed projects located within the Airport 

Influence Area to the Airport Land Use Commission. 

• Policy 5.10.5-P30: Review the location and design of development within Airport 

Land Use Commission jurisdiction for compatibility with the Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan. 

• Policy 5.10.5-P32: Encourage all new projects within the Airport Influence Area to 

dedicate an avigation easement. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.  

A1.7 This comment references the section titled “Aviation Hazards” on pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-14 of 

the Draft EIR and suggests replacing the paragraph with new text.  

In response to this comment and the text revisions made in response to the comments above, the 

following text has been revised on pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-14 of Section 3.11, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

Airport-related hazards are generally associated with aircraft accidents, particularly 

during takeoff and landing. Other airport operation hazards include incompatible land 

uses, power transmission lines, wildlife hazards (e.g., bird strikes), and tall structures that 

penetrate the regulated surfaces surrounding an airport. The Project site is adjacent to 

but outside the AIA of San José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-3 in Section 3.1, Land 

Use). The Project would include utility work within Old Ironsides Drive, which is within 

the AIA of San José International Airport. The Project site is approximately 1 mile 

northwest of the nearest Airport Safety Zone of San José International Airport but not 

within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise (i.e., above 6560 decibels) (see Figure 3.1-

4 in Section 3.1, Land Use).19a The Project site is in an area where maximum building 

heights, based on FAR Part 77, range from approximately 350 feet above mean sea level 

(MSL) in the southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 380 feet MSL in the 

northwest portion of the Project site (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use), as 

identified in the CLUP for San José International Airport. 19b   

Under FAA Regulations, Part 77, any proposed structure on the Project site that could 

extend above an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the 

runways of San José International Airport would require submittal to the FAA for airspace 

safety review. This imaginary surface extends from approximately 168 feet above ground 

level (AGL) at the southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 185 feet AGL at 

the northwest portion of the Project site. 

19a Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. 2020. 2037 CNEL Contours Airport Master 

Plan. Amended: April 28, 2020.  
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19b Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San José International Airport. Santa 

Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. Adopted: May 25, 2011. Amended: November 16, 

2016. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.  

A1.8 This comment references the section titled “Impact HAZ-5: Aviation Hazards” on pages 3.11-21 

and 3.11-22 of the Draft EIR and suggests that the first paragraph of this section may be removed 

because it copies a paragraph from an earlier section. Various revisions to the paragraphs that 

follow were recommended.  

In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on pages 3.11-21 and 3.11-22 of 

Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

As discussed under Environmental Setting, above, the Project site is adjacent to but 

outside of the AIA for San José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-3 in Section 3.1, Land 

Use). The Project site is approximately 1 mile northwest of the nearest Airport Safety Zone 

of San José International Airport but not within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise 

(i.e., above 65 decibels) (see Figure 3.1-4 in Section 3.1, Land Use). The Project site is in 

an area where maximum building heights, based on FAR Part 77, range from 

approximately 350 feet MSL in the southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 

380 feet MSL in the northwest portion of the Project site, as identified in the CLUP for San 

José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use).31 

31 Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San José International Airport. Santa 

Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. Adopted: May 25, 2011. Amended: November 16, 

2016.  

Construction 

Construction of the Project would include utility work within Old Ironsides Drive, which 

is within the AIA of San José International Airport; however, utility work would not create 

aviation hazards because it would not involve tall structures or other potential aviation 

hazards (e.g., reflective surfaces or lighting). The tallest buildings proposed for the Project 

would have a height of up to 202 feet AGL. The ground surface elevation of the Project site 

is 10 to 18 feet NAVD 88,32 and the MSL elevation in the vicinity of the Project site is 

approximately 3.4 feet NAVD 88;33 therefore, the proposed buildings on the Project site 

could reach an elevation of approximately 217 feet MSL., which is well below the 

maximum building heights for the Project site, based on FAR Part 77, of approximately 

350 to 380 feet MSL (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use).34 Any proposed structure 

or building, including temporary construction cranes, on the Project site that could exceed 

an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the runways of San José 

International Airport (this imaginary surface extends from approximately 168 feet AGL 

at the southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 185 feet AGL at the northwest 

portion of the Project site) would require submittal to the FAA for airspace safety review. 

For each building or structure with a maximum proposed height exceeding this imaginary 

surface, the Project must obtain a “Determination of No Hazard” from the FAA for each 

rooftop corner and any additional higher points. The heights of the cranes that would be 

used during construction are unknown at this time but would be well below the maximum 

building heights for the Project site (350 to 380 feet MSL), based on FAR Part 77.  
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Structures in any location that exceed 200 feet above the ground level, including 

construction cranes, would require FAA notification for construction or alteration. 

Compliance with conditions set forth by the FAA in its determinations FAR Part 77 and 

the CLUP for San José International Airport would ensure that the Project would not 

create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential construction impacts of the Project related 

to aviation hazards would be less than significant. 

Operation 

As discussed above, the proposed buildings on the Project site could reach an elevation of 

approximately 217 feet MSL, which is well below the maximum allowable building height 

for the Project site, based on FAR Part 77, of approximately 350 to 380 feet MSL (see 

Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning). Compliance with FAR Part 77 and the 

CLUP for San José International Airport would ensure that the Project would be reviewed 

by the FAA and that any recommendations from the FAA for alteration of the Project’s 

designs, markings, or lighting would be implemented to ensure that operation of the 

Project would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential operational impacts of the 

Project related to aviation hazards would be less than significant. 

32  BKF. 2018. 3005 Democracy Way, Existing Site Boundary and Easement Plan. July 25.  
33  AECOM. 2016. San Francisco Bay Tidal Datums and Extreme Tides Study, Final Report. February.  
34  A previous version of the Project from 2018 included much taller buildings that conflicted with 

FAA height limits. This previous version of the Project was the subject of the NOP comment 

discussed at the beginning of this chapter regarding building height. The Project was redesigned 

to its current form with reduced building heights that are below FAA limits.  

In addition, the following text has been revised on page 3.11-26 of Section 3.11, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

Construction 

Construction of cumulative projects would be required to comply with FAR Part 77 and 

the CLUP for San José International Airport (as applicable), ensuring that they would not 

create aviation hazards. As discussed under Impact HAZ-3, above, compliance with FAR 

Part 77 and the CLUP for San José International Airport would ensure that construction 

of the Project would be reviewed by the FAA and that any recommendations from the FAA 

for the alteration of the Project’s designs, markings, or lighting would be implemented. 

Similarly, the cumulative projects would also be reviewed and required to comply with 

CLUP, FAA, and ALUC recommendations (as applicable) such that significant impacts 

would not result. These procedures and reviews would ensure that the Project and 

cumulative projects taken together would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, 

potential construction impacts of the Project associated with aviation hazards would not 

be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation would be necessary. 

Operation 

Operation of cumulative projects would be required to comply with FAR Part 77 and the 

CLUP for San José International Airport (as applicable), ensuring that they would not 

create aviation hazards. As discussed under Impact HAZ-3, above, compliance with FAR 

Part 77 and the CLUP for San José International Airport would ensure that operation of 
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the Project would be reviewed by the FAA and that any recommendations from the FAA 

for the alteration of the Project’s designs, markings, or lighting would be implemented. 

Similarly, the cumulative projects would also be reviewed and required to comply with 

CLUP, FAA, and ALUC recommendations (as applicable) such that significant impacts 

would not result. These procedures and reviews would ensure that the Project and 

cumulative projects taken together would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, 

potential operational impacts of the Project associated with aviation hazards would not 

be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation would be necessary. 

These revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR.  

A1.9 This comment references footnote number 34 on page 3.11-22 of the Draft EIR and indicates that 

the commenter concurs that the revised building heights are below the Part 77 and Terminal 

Instrument Procedures (TERPS) surfaces for the Project site; however, an FAA Determination of 

No Hazard would still be required for any obstructions that would exceed the 100:1 notification 

surface, as described in comments A1.7 and A1.8.  

The commenter’s concurrence is noted, and FAA notification would be performed as described in 

the responses to comments A1.7 and A1.8, above.  

A1.10 The comment provides contact information for questions.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 
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Comment Letter A2—San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Elton Wu (letter 
dated December 19, 2023) 
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Response to Comment Letter A2—San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 
Elton Wu (letter dated December 19, 2023) 

A2.1 The commenter refers to the previously submitted scoping comments from Jonathan Mendoza 

during the scoping period held for a prior version of the Project in 2018 and expresses gratitude 

the Project was modified to address those comments.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A2.2 The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include any utility lines crossing the 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) right-of-way (ROW) (i.e., Hetch Hetchy ROW, 

located just south of the Project site), but if that should change, the Project Sponsor should contact 

SFPUC as soon as possible because all activities crossing the SFPUC ROW must be reviewed and 

approved.  

The commenter is correct in stating that the Draft EIR did not include any utilities crossing the 

SFPUC ROW. However, as discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, the 

electrical transmission lines needed for the substation would now cross the SFPUC ROW. The 

Project Sponsor will coordinate with SFPUC about this throughout the final design phase of the 

Project to obtain all necessary reviews and approvals.  

A2.3 The commenter requests changing the word “along” the SFPUC ROW to “adjacent to” the SFPUC 

ROW in Section 3.2-34, Impact TRA-4.  

In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.2-35 of Section 3.2, 

Transportation, in the Draft EIR. Note that the commenter cited the incorrect page number (page 

3.2-34); the correct page number is 3.2-35. 

The Project’s internal pedestrian connections would be consistent with General Plan 

Policies 5.8.5-P3 and 5.9.1‐P4, while the planned trail along adjacent to the SFPUC ROW 

would be consistent with General Plan Policy 5.8.4-P6.  

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

A2.4 The commenter requests that a fence be constructed on the Project site to separate the proposed 

trail from the SFPUC ROW.  

The need for fencing along the Project boundary would be determined during the final design 

phase of the Project. The commenter’s request is noted, but the comment does not contain any 

questions or comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required. No substantive response is required.  

A.2.5 The commenter would like to be notified if there are any questions.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A2.6 The commenter provides the previously submitted scoping comments dated August 9, 2018, from 

Jonathan Mendoza, including documents enclosed with that previous scoping comment, as 

attachments to the commenter’s letter (“Scoping Comments and Enclosures”). The scoping 

comments and enclosures, which provided context to the commenter’s letter on the Draft EIR, are 
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appreciated but do not contain any questions or comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. In response to the scoping comments and enclosures, all comments regarding the notice of 

preparation (NOP) were addressed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No 

substantive response is required. 
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Comment Letter A3—Department of Toxic Substances Control, Tamara Purvis 
(letter dated December 21, 2023) 
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Response to Comment Letter A3—Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Tamara Purvis (letter dated December 21, 2023) 

A3.1 The commenter describes the Project as an introduction to the commenter’s letter and 

subsequent comments.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A3.2 This comment references the “Soil and Groundwater Contamination” subsection of the 

“Environmental Setting” section of the Draft EIR, which begins on page 3.11-10 of Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and excerpts the last paragraph from page 3.11-11 of the Draft 

EIR, which summarizes conclusions and recommendations from the 2022 Phase I Environmental 

Site Assessment (ESA) regarding the presence of methane and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

in soil vapor and the potential for vapor intrusion mitigation to be required for some of the 

planned buildings. The comment also excerpts footnote number 10 on page 3.11-11 of the Draft 

EIR, which explains that Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) are the most conservative 

ESLs established by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board (Regional Water Board) and 

account for all possible exposure pathways and receptors. The comment then indicates that the 

City should work with the County of Santa Clara, which can provide oversight as a certified local 

agency or enter into the Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Standard Voluntary 

Agreement (SVA) program so that a proper evaluation of the Project can be conducted by 

designated DTSC technical staff. The comment then provides instructions on how to request DTSC 

oversight and recommends that once an SVA is signed, a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment 

Report (PEA Report) that summarizes existing data and provides an evaluation of potential risks 

to current and future users of the Project site be submitted to DTSC for review.  

The excerpt of the footnote regarding Tier 1 ESLs appears to have been erroneously included in 

the comment because it was added to an incomplete sentence at the end of the excerpt from the 

last paragraph on page 3.11-11 of the Draft EIR. The footnote is not related to that paragraph and 

is not relevant to the remainder of the comment.  

As indicated on page 3.11-20 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 would require the Project Sponsor to engage with 

an appropriate regulatory agency (e.g., the Regional Water Board, Santa Clara County Department 

of Environmental Health [DEH], or DTSC) to provide oversight for additional subsurface 

investigation at the Project site, prepare and implement a Soil and Groundwater Management 

Plan (SGMP), and implement remedial actions, as necessary and required by the appropriate 

regulatory agency. This measure would satisfy the commenter’s request. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required.  

A3.3 This comment indicates that, if buildings or other structures are to be demolished on the Project 

site, surveys should be conducted for the presence of lead-based paints or products, mercury, 

asbestos-containing materials (ACMs), and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) caulk; removal, 

demolition, and disposal of any of the above-mentioned chemicals should be conducted in 

compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. This comment also indicates 

that sampling near current and/or former buildings should be conducted in accordance with 

DTSC’s 2006 Interim Guidance Evaluation of School Sites with Potential Contamination from Lead-

Based Paint, Termiticides, and Electrical Transformers. 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-43 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

As indicated on page 3.11-13 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

hazardous materials surveys have been performed for the four existing buildings on the Project 

site. Hazardous building materials, including ACMs, lead-based paint, mercury-containing 

fluorescent light tubes, high-intensity discharge lamps, and refrigerants, have been identified in 

the existing buildings on the Project site. PCB-containing light ballasts were not observed; 

however, there are fluorescent light fixtures in the building, and any suspect PCB-containing 

ballasts must be inspected and disposed of properly prior to building demolition. Some materials 

that could not be sampled were assumed to contain asbestos until sampled. Limited sampling for 

PCBs in building materials, including caulking and joint/window sealants, was performed; 

detectable concentrations of PCBs were not reported in the samples. However, sampling for PCBs 

was not performed in accordance with the guidelines of the Bay Area Stormwater Management 

Agencies Association (BASMAA). The hazardous building materials reports call for 

comprehensive building surveys, including destructive sampling, prior to building demolition. 

As indicated on page 3.11-17 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

any disturbance of lead-based paint would be performed in accordance with applicable laws and 

regulations, including, but not limited to, the California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration’s (Cal/OSHA’s) Construction Lead Standard; California Code of Regulations (CCR) 

Title 8, Section 1532.1; and Department of Health Services Regulation 17, CCR Sections 35001 

through 36100, as may be amended. The disturbance/removal and management of ACMs must be 

performed in accordance with Cal/OSHA regulations and Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD) regulations under Rule 11-2 prior to the City issuing demolition or renovation 

permits to ensure that asbestos would not be released into the environment.  

As indicated on page 3.11-18 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

the Municipal Regional Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permit requires all Bay Area municipalities to address potential sources of PCBs; this includes 

preventing certain building materials that may contain PCBs from entering storm drains as a 

result of building demolition activities. In order to obtain demolition permits from the City, 

assessments must be performed at the Project site to screen existing buildings for PCBs in priority 

building materials, including caulks and sealants, thermal/fiberglass insulation and other 

insulating materials, adhesive/mastic, and rubber window seals/gaskets. The assessments must 

be performed in accordance with BASMAA protocols. 

As indicated on page 3.11-18 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

in accordance with the existing regulations described above, comprehensive hazardous building 

material surveys, including destructive sampling and PCB sampling in accordance with BASMAA 

protocols, and hazardous building material abatement activities must be conducted prior to 

demolition of existing structures on the Project site. Hazardous building materials removed prior 

to demolition activities must be transported in accordance with U.S. Department of 

Transportation (DOT) regulations and disposed of in accordance with the Resource Conservation 

and Recovery Act (RCRA), Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), CCR, and/or the California 

Universal Waste Rule at a facility permitted to accept the wastes. Compliance with the existing 

regulations described above is mandatory. 

Sampling near all current and/or former buildings in accordance with DTSC’s 2006 Interim 

Guidance Evaluation of School Sites with Potential Contamination from Lead-Based Paint, 

Termiticides, and Electrical Transformers should not be necessary because the guidance document 

is applicable to schools, which have a much lower risk tolerance than other developments with 
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respect to potential exposure to contaminants in soil. In addition, the majority of soil near current 

and former buildings on the Project site would be excavated for subsurface parking structures. 

Additional subsurface investigation appropriate for the Project site, based on the proposed 

construction activities, design, and land use, would be performed as required by Mitigation 

Measure HAZ-2.1, which would require the Project Sponsor to engage with an appropriate 

regulatory agency (e.g., Regional Water Board, Santa Clara County DEH, DTSC) to provide 

oversight for additional subsurface investigation at the Project site, as indicated on page 3.11-20 

of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR 

are required.  

A3.4 The comment recommends testing all imported soil and fill material to ensure that contaminants 

of concern are within approved screening levels for the intended land use. This should be 

supported by documentation regarding the origins of the soil or fill material as well as sampling 

and analysis, based on the source of the fill and knowledge of the prior land use. 

As indicated on page 3.11-20 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, 

implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 would require the Project Sponsor to engage with 

an appropriate regulatory agency (e.g., Regional Water Board, Santa Clara County DEH, DTSC) to 

provide oversight for preparation and implementation of an SGMP. The SGMP must include 

guidelines for importing clean fill material. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A3.5 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and states where 

questions or clarifications can be asked.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 
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Comment Letter A4—Santa Clara Unified School District, Michael Healy (letter 
dated December 28, 2023) 
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Response to Comment Letter A4—Santa Clara Unified School District, Michael 
Healy (letter dated December 28, 2023) 

A4.1 The commenter states that Measure BB general obligation bonds were used to fund construction 

of Huerta Middle School and MacDonald High School, which were needed to accommodate new 

residential growth. The commenter asserts that the Project should help to offset the cost of 

construction of these schools because they were partially constructed to accommodate students 

from the Project.  

As stated on page 3.13-16 of Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the 

Project would be subject to Senate Bill (SB) 50 school impact fees, which are deemed to constitute 

full and complete mitigation for school impacts from development. Payment of the fees would 

help to offset the cost of construction for these schools. The comment does not contain questions 

or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required. 

A4.2 The commenter asserts the Draft EIR is incorrect in Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, 

under the “School Services” subheading, where it describes Huerta Middle School’s classroom 

count as being six to eight rather than 39 classrooms.  

In response to this comment, the following text in the first paragraph on page 3.13-9 of 

Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, in the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

Huerta Middle School has six to eight 39 classrooms and support spaces. 

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

A4.3 The commenter provides information regarding the proposed upgrade and modernization efforts 

at Katherine Hughes Elementary School, which would accommodate students from the Project.  

The comment provides current plans pertaining to the elementary school. It does not contain 

questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A4.4 The commenter states that both the Santa Clara Unified School District’s (District’s) Residential 

Development School Fee Justification Study (RS) and the District’s Commercial/Industrial 

Development School Fee Justification Study (CID), dated March 24, 2022, will be updated in 

February 2024. The updated studies will include an increase in the cost impact per square foot. 

The commenter requests that the Project mitigate the impact of the Project through a combination 

of voluntary community benefit payments and development fees, according to the calculations 

from the updated study, or fully fund needed upgrades at Katherine Hughes Elementary School in 

collaboration with the District.  

Page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR provides an explanation of the school impact fees. As a result of the 

wide-ranging changes in the financing of school facilities, including the passage of State school 

facilities bonds intended to provide a major source of financing for new school facilities, Section 

65996 of the State Government Code explains that payment of school impact fees established by 

SB 50 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts from development 

that may be required from a developer by any State or local agency. Although the payment of the 

school impact fee by the Project Sponsor could contribute toward the construction or expansion 

of schools, any actual construction or expansion of school facilities would not be a direct result of 
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the Project and would be required to undergo a separate CEQA review process. Under CEQA, the 

Project Sponsor is not required to pay additional impact fees; payment of SB 50 school impact 

fees is deemed sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant. Payment of additional fees, as 

requested by the commenter, is not a CEQA issue. Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the 

focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues. 

Fiscal issues and community benefits from the Project are topics that will be considered by the 

City Council or Planning Commission during the decision-making process. No revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required.  

A4.5 The commenter requests that the Project study opportunities for a safe and secure pathway for 

students and community members who walk or bike between the Project site and Katherine 

Hughes Elementary School. The commenter further asserts that the Project should be responsible 

for financing and creating a safe path from the proposed residential units to educational facilities.  

Students can walk east from the Project site along Tasman Drive and then south to the school 

using the pedestrian pathway that leads to Calle De Escuela, an approximately 1.15-mile-long 

path. This would provide access to the east side of the school grounds and, according to the 

District’s master plan for the school, the future multipurpose building, classroom building, and 

drop-off/pickup area. Other more direct connections would not be feasible because they would 

require pathways through private residential development. Eventually, the City of Santa Clara’s 

Master Trail Plan would include an additional pathway from the Project site to Katherine Hughes 

Elementary, passing along the southern portion of the site, tunneling under the Union Pacific 

Railroad line and Lafayette Street, and connecting with the sidewalk on the east side of Lafayette 

Street. The Project would construct the portion of the trail within the Project site and therefore 

would include 30 feet of land for that purpose.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A4.6 The commenter looks forward to working with the City on this Project.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 
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Comment Letter A5—California Department of Transportation, Yunsheng Luo 
(letter dated January 2, 2024) 

 

  



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-51 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-52 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-53 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

Response to Comment Letter A5—California Department of Transportation, 

Yunsheng Luo (letter dated January 2, 2024) 

A5.1 The comment expresses appreciation from the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and provides a summary of the 

Caltrans’ Local Development Review Program.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required.  

A5.2 The commenter states that the proposed transit-oriented, mixed-use development supports State 

of California (State) goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve multimodal 
transportation options.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required.  

A5.3 The commenter requests an analysis of potential impacts on State ROWs from Project-related 

temporary access points during construction. 

The Project site is not adjacent to a State ROW, nor is the Project proposing to implement any 

modifications or improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN). Thus, the Project is 

not expected to require Project-related temporary access points to State ROWs during 

construction. Therefore, the requested analysis is not applicable to the Project. No revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required.  

A5.4 The commenter requests that mitigation be identified for significant impacts due to construction 

and noise. 

Potential Project impacts associated with construction and noise were evaluated in the Draft EIR 

in Sections 3.2, Transportation, and 3.6, Noise. The Project Sponsor is required to prepare a 

construction management plan for review and approval by the City Public Works Department in 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1.1, Construction Management Plan, to minimize disruptions to the 

roadway network caused by Project construction activities. Furthermore, the Project Sponsor 

and/or contractor(s) are required to develop a construction noise control plan as part of 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1.1, Construction Nosie Reduction Control Plan, to reduce noise levels as 

much as possible and, to the extent feasible, comply with City Code noise limits. These mitigation 

measures would reduce construction and noise impacts to the greatest extent possible. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A5.5 The comment notes the need for a transportation permit for the movement of oversized vehicles 

or vehicles with excessive loads on State roadways. 

The Project Sponsor is obligated to consult with Caltrans and obtain any required permits or 

approvals. In Chapter 2, Project Description, on page 2-38 of the “Project Approvals” subsection of 

the Draft EIR, Caltrans is identified as an agency for consultation and approval. Therefore, no 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  
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A5.6 The commenter suggests coordination with Caltrans prior to construction and a possible need for 

development of a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to reduce construction traffic impacts 

on the STN. 

See responses to A5.4 and A5.5. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A5.7 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and provides 

contact information for questions.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required.  
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Comment Letter A6—Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Lola Torney 
(letter dated January 2, 2024) 

  



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-56 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-57 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-58 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

Response to Comment Letter A6—Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, 
Lola Torney (letter dated January 2, 2024) 

A6.1 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A6.2 The commenter expresses appreciation for the mix of land uses included in the Project but 

recommends that the office and residential uses be more mixed throughout the site so the area is 

more active throughout the day.  

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, ground-floor retail is included in 

both the commercial and residential portions of the Project, which, along with the public parkland, 

would activate the ground plane throughout the day. The comment does not contain questions or 

concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required.  

A6.3 The commenter recommends increasing the number of three- and four-bedroom residential units 

proposed by the Project. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the mix of three- and four-bedroom 

units at this preliminary stage is only an approximation. The final unit mix would be determined 

during the architectural review phase of the Project, based on market demand at the time of each 

phase of construction. Designs for live-work units and a variety of household types would also be 

considered during this phase. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

A6.4 The commenter praises the Project for reducing the number of vehicle parking stalls and agrees 

with a shared parking strategy.  

The commenter’s praise is noted. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive 

response is required. 

A65 The commenter recommends the inclusion of wide multi-use paths throughout the parks on the 

Project site.  

The park layouts reflected in the Draft EIR are conceptual but would be finalized during the design 

phase of the Project. Because the proposed public parkland would ultimately be dedicated to the 

City, the Project Sponsor would work with the City regarding final programming and circulation 

within parkland boundaries. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A6.6 The commenter recommends increasing the amount of bicycle parking for retail/restaurant as 

well as childcare uses. 

The bicycle parking described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR meets or exceeds 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) standards. For some land uses, the City’s 

bicycle parking requirements are higher than VTA’s. The higher bicycle parking requirements 

have been used for the Project. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  
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A6.7 The commenter expresses appreciation for the inclusivity principle listed as a site-design core 

principle and recommends a more explicit discussion in the Draft EIR about how such principles 

would be incorporated into the Project.  

The commenters appreciation is noted. The comment does not contain questions or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No 

substantive response is required. 

A6.8 The commenter notes appreciation for the conceptual Project designs and suggests that the 

Project Sponsor review VTA’s Community Design and Transportation Manual for ways to 

incorporate best practices for public space designs as well as relevant transportation and land use 

policies.  

Please see response to comment A6.5 regarding public spaces and parkland. The comment does 

not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions 

to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A6.9 The commenter suggests that the Project should provide a fair contribution to projects listed in 

Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) 2040 that could be affected by increased traffic on freeway 

segments.  

The Project site is not adjacent to a State ROW, nor is the Project proposing to implement any 

modifications or improvements to the STN. In accordance with SB 743 and the City’s 

Transportation Analysis Policy, the Project’s effects on delay and level of service at study 

intersections and freeway segments no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. As 

required by the City’s Transportation Analysis Policy, a level-of-service analysis for key 

intersections and freeway segments is included but did not demonstrate impacts on these 

freeway segments. Locations that would be adversely affected by the addition of Project-

generated traffic were identified, and recommendations for improvements were provided, where 

feasible. The comment makes a recommendation but does not contain questions or concerns 

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No 

substantive response is required. 

A6.10 The commenter states that wayfinding and placemaking are important along Old Ironsides Drive 

between Tasman and Democracy Way due to the Project’s proximity to the start/end of VTA’s 

Green Line light rail. 

Wayfinding within Project boundaries would be considered in the design phase of the Project. 

Wayfinding designs within public ROWs, including the region of Tasman and Old Ironsides Drive, 

would be directed by the City. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

A6.11 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR and provides 

contact information for questions.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 
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Comment Letter A7—Santa Clara Valley Water District, Shree Dharasker (letter 
dated January 5, 2024) 
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Response to Comment Letter A7—Santa Clara Valley Water District, Shree 
Dharasker (letter dated January 5, 2024) 

A7.1 The comment expresses appreciation for providing an extension to the Draft EIR review.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A7.2 This comment references Mitigation Measure WQ-2.1 on page 3.10-25 of the Draft EIR in 

Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and notes that, in addition to implementing water 

conservation measures, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) Board of Directors 

adopted Ordinance 23-02 (Enforcement Measures for Water Conservation in Santa Clara County) 

in June 2023, which, in part, prohibits the use of potable water for non-functional turf in private 

open space. The comment indicates that non-functional turf is defined as turf that is solely 

ornamental and does not serve a community or neighborhood function.  

As indicated on page 3.10-25 of the Draft EIR, recycled water is proposed for irrigation on the 

Project site; recycled water for the Project would require approval from South Bay Water 

Recycling (SBWR). As indicated on page 3.10-25 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation 

Measure WQ-2.1 would require the Project Sponsor to provide the City and Valley Water evidence 

of approval from SBWR for the Project’s use of recycled water. In addition, the water-saving 

features of the Project design and the water supply assessment (WSA) prepared for the Project 

would be provided to Valley Water for review, and additional water-saving measures would be 

incorporated into the Project design if requested by Valley Water or the City, ensuring that the 

Project would be consistent with the WSA and Valley Water’s countywide water-supply planning 

efforts. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-2.1 would ensure that potable 

water would not be used for non-functional turf in private open space. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. 

A7.3 This comment references a statement in the first paragraph on page 3.10-19 of the Draft EIR in 

Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, which indicates that saltwater intrusion has been 

identified in the Project area. The comment recommends referencing the latest (2022) map of 

chloride in shallow groundwater, an early warning of seawater intrusion, as the Project dewatering 

plan is developed and implemented. The comment indicates that the 2022 map of chloride in 

shallow groundwater is available in Valley Water’s annual groundwater report, Figure 27, and 

provides a link to the 2022 report. 

The 2022 map with the 100-milligrams-per-liter (mg/L) isoconcentration line for chloride in 

shallow groundwater is relatively similar to the 2019 map in Valley Water’s 2021 groundwater 

management plan, as referenced on page 3.10-12 of the Draft EIR; however, the 2022 map shows 

the 100 mg/L isoconcentration line for chloride extending farther inland compared with the 2019 

map, suggesting that saltwater intrusion in the Project area is greater than that depicted in the 

2019 map. However, the updated chloride mapping would not affect the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

As indicated on page 3.10-20 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-1.1 

would require the Project Sponsor to prepare and submit a dewatering plan to Valley Water for 

review and approval. The dewatering plan must include hydraulic modeling to demonstrate 

potential changes to surrounding hydrogeologic conditions, including potential saltwater 

intrusion. Therefore, Valley Water would be able to ensure that the latest mapping of chloride in 

shallow groundwater would be used in the dewatering plan and associated hydraulic modeling.  
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A7.4 This comment references the dewatering plan on page 3.10-20 of the Draft EIR; Mitigation Measures 

WQ-1.1 requires the plan to be prepared for the Project. The comment also indicates that Valley 

Water appreciates the Project for receiving and implementing the comments in the May 23, 2023, 

NOP letter related to dewatering shallow groundwater during construction and notes that the 

dewatering plan would help to minimize dewatering to the greatest extent possible. The comment 

indicates that the Draft EIR correctly acknowledged the need for appropriate permitting from the 

City and/or Regional Water Board for the discharge of effluent during dewatering.  

The comment is noted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is 

required.  

A7.5 This comment references Mitigation Measure WQ-1.2, Wells, on page 3.10-20 of the Draft EIR. The 

comment extends thanks from Valley Water for providing this plan to identify and properly 

destroy any wells on the Project site. The comment provides a link to Valley Water’s Well 

Information App, which can be used to locate wells on the Project site. The comment indicates 

that, according to the app, there are active wells on the Project site and requests that activity to 

identify and destroy wells be coordinated with Valley Water’s staff at the Well Permitting and 

Inspections Hotline. The comment provides the phone number for the hotline and a link to an 

information page for wells and well owners.  

As indicated on page 3.10-22 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-1.2 
would require the Project Sponsor to further investigate, under the direction of Valley Water, the 

locations of suspected wells; therefore, the Project Sponsor would be required to coordinate with 

Valley Water staff members, as requested in the comment.  

In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.10-21 of Section 3.10, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR: 

Valley Water has indicated that, according to its records, there are eight active wells on 

the Project site. If the wells will not be used following development of the Project site, 

they must be properly destroyed under permits from Valley Water. According to a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the Project site in 2022, groundwater 

monitoring wells were installed at the Project site during investigations conducted 

between 1989 and 1994, and the monitoring wells were reportedly destroyed under 

permits from Valley Water in 1995. The Phase I ESA did not identify any current water 

supply wells or groundwater monitoring wells at the Project site;44a however, Valley 

Water’s Well Information App44b indicates that there are two active monitoring wells at 

the Project site, one in the northeast corner of the Project site and one in the southwest 

portion near Patrick Henry Drive. The Well Information App also identifies seven 

destroyed monitoring wells on the Project site. therefore, it is not clear if there are active 

wells present on the Project site. Operation of the Project would not involve the use of 

wells on the Project site; therefore, any wells on the Project site, if currently present, 

should be properly destroyed… 

44a Cornerstone Earth Group. 2022. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 49-acre Old Ironsides 

Drive, Tasman Drive, Democracy Way, and Patrick Henry Drive Parcels, Santa Clara, California. 

July 25.  

44b  Valley Water. 2024. Well Information App. Available: https://www.valleywater.org/ 

contractors/doing-businesses-with-the-district/wells-well-owners/well-information-app. 

Accessed: January 12, 2024. 
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A7.6 The commenter states that the Project would not require an encroachment permit from Valley 

Water and that Valley Water’s “Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams” should be 

implemented to minimize Project impacts on streams and riparian habitats.  

As stated on page 3.1-43 in Table 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR, the Project Sponsor would follow the 

guidelines and standards for lands near streams to protect streams and riparian habitats. The 

comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A7.7 This comment indicates that, as noted in the Draft EIR, a portion of the Project site is within 

Zone AO and would be subject to flood depths of 1 foot (usually in areas with ponding). The 

comment indicates that design measures should be implemented to reduce the amount of 

impervious surface area and provide detention to mitigate increased runoff due to development. 

As indicated on page 3.10-24 of the Draft EIR, the Project would reduce runoff compared to the 

existing condition. While responding to this comment, an error was noted in the text on page 3.10-

24 of the Draft EIR; therefore, the following text has been revised on page 3.10-24 of Section 3.10, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR: 

The below-grade structures on the Project site would be waterproofed; therefore, 

operational dewatering would not be required following the completion of construction. 

As discussed under Environmental Setting, the Project site is currently covered by 24.5 

acres of impervious surfaces (pavement and roofs), 20.8 acres of pervious crushed 

aggregate, and 3.4 acres of pervious landscaping. The Project would include 32.3 acres of 

impervious surfaces (pavement and roofs) and 16.3 acres of pervious landscaping. 

Although the Project would increase the amount of impervious surface by 7.8 acres 

compared to the existing condition, it would also increase the amount of pervious 

landscaping by 7.8 12.9 acres compared to the existing condition, which would result in a 

decrease in stormwater runoff from the Project site compared to the existing condition 

because landscaping has a much lower runoff rate (and therefore a higher infiltration 

rate) than the compacted crushed aggregate that currently covers a large portion of the 

Project site. The total stormwater runoff discharge rate for the Project site was estimated 

to be 7.79 cubic feet per second under existing conditions and 6.14 cubic feet per second 

under the proposed conditions with the Project… 

In addition, as part of the Project, Democracy Way would be vacated and demolished and 

Buildings A and B would span across the area. In order to reduce existing flooding issues and 

combat sea-level rise, the Project proposes raising the majority of Project site by approximately 3 

to 4 feet. This would eliminate the flooding concern on Democracy Way and protect the site from 

flooding in adjacent areas on Old Ironsides Drive. The Project design would also increase overall 

site permeability by replacing a significant amount of existing impervious gravel with pervious 

landscaping. By maximizing the landscape area onsite, the Project would be able to reduce peak 

stormwater discharges, as well as runoff, leaving the site to a level below existing conditions, 

thereby reducing the load on existing City stormwater conveyance infrastructure and further 

minimizing the impact on the existing flood areas.  

In addition to these design features, the Project would be required to prepare a hydraulic study 

that analyzes post-Project impacts on stormwater conveyance and flooding, per Mitigation 

Measure WQ-3.1. This study would verify that existing and proposed stormwater drainage 

systems that receive runoff from the Project site would be capable of conveying 10-year peak 
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runoff from the Project site and determine whether flows from the Project site during a 100-year 

flood event would remain within public roadway limits and not extend into private property, per 

City requirements. The study would also verify that the proposed changes to elevations onsite 

would not result in an increase in the base flood elevation in any areas within the city. The Project 

would work with the City to ensure that requirements are met and may make future design 

modifications, such as adding additional stormwater retention systems or adding storage pipes, 

as needed, to meet the requirements. 

A7.8 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

A7.9 The comment included the preceding email correspondence between the commenter and City in 

which the commenter requested extra time to submit comments on the Draft EIR, with a due date 

of January 5, 2024. The City accepted this request, and comments from Valley Water were 

received on January 5, 2024. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response 

is required. 
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Comment Letter O1—Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Richard Franco and 
Ariana Abedifard (letter dated January 2, 2024) 
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Response to Comment Letter O1—Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Richard 
Franco and Ariana Abedifard (letter dated January 2, 2024) 

O1.1 The commenters identify themselves and reiterate portions of the Project description. The 

comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required.  

O1.2 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to comply with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) on the grounds that it has an unstable Project description, does not 

adequately disclose or analyze the Project’s significant impacts, and lacks feasible mitigation 

measures for several impact areas. The contents of those assertions are further discussed 

throughout the remainder of the comment letter.  

The comment raises questions and concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. A 

review of the accuracy of these assertions and associated revisions to the Draft EIR are discussed 

in the responses below. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.3 The commenter explains their client’s (Silicon Valley Residents for Responsible Development) 

interest in the Project, in addition to the community’s. The commenter explains their concern 

regarding environmental degradation as result of development.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required.  

O1.4 The commenter provides information regarding CEQA requirements.  

This specific comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR analysis but instead introduces the basis for the comments that follow. No revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 

O1.5 The commenter references CEQA standards for public review and states that the City did not 

make all documents referenced or relied upon in the Draft EIR available for public review 

during the Draft EIR’s entire public comment period. The commenter references letters they 

sent to the City on November 21, 2023 (Exhibit D), requesting access to all documents relied 

upon in the Draft EIR, a follow-up letter sent to the City on December 4, 2023 (Exhibit E), and 

another request on December 15, 2023 (Exhibit F). The commenter also references a request 

for documents that was submitted to the City on November 21, 2023 (Exhibit G). As noted by 

the commenter, the City provided all documents referenced in the Draft EIR on December 18, 

2023. The commenter asserts that by not making all documents and underlying data 

referenced in the Draft EIR readily available during the entirety of the public comment period, 

the City has denied members of the public the ability to meaningfully comment on the Draft 

EIR. 

The City’s response, dated December 21, 2023, is included as Exhibit H to this comment letter 

(Response Letter). In its Response Letter, the City explains that the commenter is citing the pre-

2018 version of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15072(g)(4)and that the commenter is essentially 

asserting that the law did not change in 2018. As the City has informed the commenter, Section 

15072(g)(4) requires that the City provide all documents “incorporated by reference” (as of 

2018), not all documents “referenced” (the pre-2018 standard). As standard practice in all of the 

City’s environmental documents, Santa Clara incorporates appendices by reference but never 

incorporates any other documents by reference. The commenter had access to the EIR and all 
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appendices for the entire comment period. The City also produced all “referenced” documents to 

the commenter on December 18, 2023. The City has satisfied the legal requirements of State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15072(g)(4).  

Because the City does not incorporate any documents by reference into its environmental 

documents, other than the appendices listed in the table of contents, and because the documents 

listed in the December 4, 2023, letter were not incorporated by reference, State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15072(g)(4) does not apply to those documents. Therefore, an extension of the comment 

period was not legally required, and all members of the public were given adequate time to review 

the Draft EIR and all documents incorporated by reference.  

O1.6 The commenter summarizes, quotes, and cites several cases, as well as State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15124 related to the CEQA requirements for a project description, and comments that the 

Draft EIR does not “clearly or consistently describe the number of employees on the Project site 

at full build out.” The commenter then states that the Draft EIR used an employee generation rate 

of one employee per 250 square feet of office/research-and-development (R&D) uses, but the 

City’s General Plan assumed one employee per 450 square feet of office/R&D uses. The 

commenter asserts that because the Draft EIR did not use the same employee generation rate, it 

underestimates impacts. The City is aware of the CEQA requirements for a stable and finite project 

description and the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (Project Description), 

but the City disagrees with the conclusion that the Draft EIR did not clearly or consistently 

describe the number of employees on the Project site at full build-out or that the approach the 

City selected and described in the Draft EIR rendered the Project description unstable. CEQA 
allows a lead agency to select and explain the manner for assessing impacts and does not direct 

any specific methodology for employment assumptions. The Draft EIR clearly identifies and 

explains the use and employment generation assumptions in the Draft EIR as well as the purpose 
of such assumptions on page 2-24 in Table 2-6, page 3.1-7 in footnote 11, page 3.1-11 in footnote 

19, page 3.12-8, and Table 5-1 in footnote c.  

The City did opt to prepare updated and conservative employment generation assumptions, 

including for office/R&D. As discussed on page 2-24, Table 2-6 in footnote c, with respect to the 

“office/R&D” use category that is the subject of the comment, “Permitted uses include, but are not 

limited to office, R&D, R&D office type and R&D/lab type. No end users have been identified but 

up to 30% R&D/lab type has been assumed for CEQA purposes. This analysis is conservative 

because R&D has a lower occupancy rate than accounted for in this calculation.” Similarly, as 

stated in the referenced Keyser Marston Associates memorandum, “Projected Population and 

Employment, Mission Point Project” from September 9, 2022 (KM Memo), employment density in 

office buildings “varies by user and office layout.” Furthermore, “the level of employment in an 

office building can change over time.” The employment generation assumption was based on “an 

assumption that the Project is built out primarily as office,” “primarily tech sector occupancy,” and 

is “conservative.” KM at pages 2-3. The KM Memo also notes that recent Santa Clara EIRs have 

used a range of employment generation rates (KM Memo, page 3).  

As described in the Draft EIR, the City made the determination that, in comparing the Project to 

General Plan policies and population and housing, it was appropriate to use the General Plan’s 

own employee assumptions because the Project is being compared to the already-permitted High-

Intensity Office/R&D uses on the Project site that have been taken into account in the City’s 

General Plan policies and Regional Housing Needs Assessment process (see Draft EIR pages 3.12-

2 and 3.12-3). The Project’s objective is to consolidate the same amount of planned single-use 
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office/R&D on a smaller portion of the Project site—specifically, to facilitate the development of 

new high-density housing that is not currently allowed or included in the City’s Sixth-Cycle 

Housing Element (Draft EIR page 2-6). For analysis of the Project’s consistency with the General 

Plan’s land use policies as well as its effect on the city’s population and housing, the most 

conservative employment assumptions possible were used, which could overstate the Project’s 

impacts.  

The City also notes that the cases cited by the commenter are also distinguishable. 

Stopthemilleniumhollywood.com v. City of Los Angeles (2019), 39, Cal. 5th 1, 8, found the project 

description unstable when it “did not include any drawings or renderings of what Millennium 

proposed to build, the number of buildings, their shape and size, their location within the building 

sites, or the purposes to which they would be put. The only stable and finite description of 

buildings at the site was the size, location, and purposes of the existing Capitol Records Tower 

and Gogerty Building.” In Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010), 184 

Cal. 4th 70, 82, the court found the project unstable when the project description was not clear 

about the future potential for an oil refinery and “failed to quantify and analyze the crude slate 

the Refinery currently processes as compared with the Refinery's ability to run a heavier crude 

slate once the Project is implemented” and rested on “whether pertinent information was omitted 

from the EIR.”  

In County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977), CA 3rd 185, 190, a Draft EIR was prepared to study 

a long-term groundwater extraction project that variously described the scope and scale of the 

overall project and its relationship to the larger Los Angeles Aqueduct system, which directly 

affected the basic physical characteristics, size, and components of the project, including a lack of 

clarity regarding “concrete-lining two canals to reduce percolation to the groundwater basin; in 

years of high runoff, exportation of additional water from the Owens Valley for the purpose of 

recharging the San Fernando groundwater basin in Los Angeles County; a water conservation 

program within the City of Los Angeles; rearrangement of Owens Valley reservoir operations in 

dry years by cutting the export rate as well as the supply of irrigation water within the valley; 

reduction of stockwater supplied within the Owens River basin from 18,600 to 5,600 acre-feet; 

extraction of groundwater at a long-term average pumping rate of 140 cfs and a high-year average 

of 315 cfs for export via the twin aqueducts as well as for in-valley use.”  

In Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988), 47 Cal. 3rd 376, 

396, the court held the project description was inadequate when the regents failed to discuss the 

future cumulative effects of a component of the whole project—specifically, “the relocation of 

additional UCSF operations to the Laurel Heights site.” El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality 

Growth v. County of El Dorado (2004), 122 Cal. 4th 1591,1598, involved a negative declaration, not 

an EIR. The court upheld El Dorado County’s decision to limit the project description to the 

proposed large mining reclamation project, found the plaintiff had “misconstrued the project at 

issue,” and rejected the argument that failure to include the underlying mining activities rendered 

the project description and impact analysis unstable. Unlike the project descriptions found 

deficient in these cases, the Project description in the Draft EIR includes conceptual drawings of 

the proposed buildings, including their shape, size, and location; clearly articulates the anticipated 

future potential at the site; consistently describes the various elements of the Project; and 

discusses all potential cumulative effects. The use of the different employment generation factors 

is part of the analysis and is not a shifting Project description. 
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The City disagrees that the Project description is inconsistent in a manner that would affect public 

participation. To the contrary, the basic components and features of the Project remained 

accurate, stable, and finite, and the methodology used to assess the impacts of the Project in the 

Draft EIR was clearly explained throughout for the public. The commenter was readily able to 

identify the methodology used in the Draft EIR. The CEQA requirement for a stable project 

description requires “sufficient information about the project to allow the public and reviewing 

agencies to evaluate and review its environmental impacts…and the ‘main features’ of [a] project” 

(see Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco [2014], 227 Cal. 4th 

1036, 1056 [citing Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999), 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 28]). 

The commenter also cites Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of 

San Francisco to support its statements, but the facts are also distinguishable. It should be noted 

that the court upheld the EIR over claims that the project description was unstable (Id. at 1053). 

In Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, the plaintiff’s claimed 

a 20-year long-range development plan for Treasure Island was too conceptual and lacked 

sufficient project-level details to fully analyze impacts. The court rejected the plaintiff’s claims 

and found the City “made an extensive effort to provide meaningful information about the project, 

while providing for flexibility needed to respond to changing conditions and unforeseen events 

that could impact the Project’s final design.” (Id.) 

The commenter also cites San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007), 149 CA 

4th 645, 655, and City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989), 214 Cal. 3rd 1438, 1450, in support 

of its comment. Both are similarly distinguishable. In San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center, the project 

description contained inconsistent statements about the potential for an increase in daily or 

annual production from a mine expansion project and failed to disclose or explain this difference 

in the EIR. In City of Santee, the court held a project description was inadequate when it contained 

an assumption that an interim jail would be in existence for only a few years, but the Draft EIR 

contained contradictory statements about the potential for it to continue for a longer time and—

importantly—without any explanation to ensure meaningful public disclosure.  

The Draft EIR includes an adequate and stable Project description and clearly identified and 

explained the use of employment generation; therefore, the City disagrees that the Draft EIR 

requires revision or recirculation. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.7 The commenter states that CEQA requires agencies to consider impacts on land use and planning 

and that Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR relies primarily on determining land 

use–related impacts of the Project through an assessment of the Project’s consistency with 

General Plan policies, with the goal of maintaining an adequate jobs/housing balance. 

As detailed in Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, although the Project’s analysis does evaluate 

the Project’s consistency with the General Plan, with emphasis on the jobs/housing balance, the 

Project’s impact analysis and determination is also based on the Project’s overall consistency with 

the City’s Zoning Code, Plan Bay Area 2050, and the San José International Airport CLUP. In 

addition, the land use analysis is based on the Project’s overall consistency with other General 

Plan goals and policies, such as those related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and the City’s 

Climate Action Plan (CAP), which were informed by the analysis from other Draft EIR resource 

topics, including Section 3.2, Transportation, and 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The comment 

does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. No substantive response is required. 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-198 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

O1.8 The commenter describes the General Plan employee assumption and updated employment 

assumptions and notes that the Draft EIR relies on the General Plan land use plans and policies 

related to the City’s jobs/housing balance. The commenter states that the Draft EIR land use and 

planning analysis related to jobs/housing balance assumes a total of 564 employees, as well as 

the new residents that were not accounted for in the General Plan, and therefore concludes that, 

upon build-out, the City’s jobs/housing ratio would decrease. The comment goes on to state this 

“completely ignores the actual impact of the Project.” 

As described in the response to comment O1.6, the City acknowledges that the Draft EIR uses the 

General Plan employment assumptions to compare the Project for land use and planning 

purposes, including the City’s policies related to the jobs/housing balance, but disagrees that this 

“ignores” the impacts of the Project. As described in the Draft EIR, the Project requires a General 

Plan amendment to the existing High-Intensity Office/R&D land use designation, which currently 

allows only office/R&D uses up to a maximum of 4.2 million square feet on the Project site 

(2.0 floor area ratio), to consolidate the already-allowed office/commercial on a smaller portion 

of the Project site; include 1,800 residential units, parks, retail establishments, and childcare 

facilities; and limit the maximum allowed for office/R&D to 3 million square feet—1.2 million 

square feet less than currently allowed under the General Plan. The City’s Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment for the Sixth Cycle already assumed 3 million square feet of high-intensity office/R&D 

on the Project site, with no new housing. Therefore, comparing the General Plan’s employee 

assumptions allows a more accurate comparison of the Project in the context of land use and 

planning and the City’s jobs/housing balance. For an analysis of consistency with General Plan 

policies, an overstatement of impacts and/or confusion about consistency (or inconsistency) with 

the General Plan policies could occur if the City were to use a different employee generation rate 

than that used by the General Plan itself in the development and analysis of those policies. The 

Draft EIR discloses the methodology; therefore, the Draft EIR is sufficient as an informational 

document. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.9 The comment states that the Draft EIR concludes the Project will improve the City’s jobs/housing 

balance by assuming an “improperly low number of Project site jobs” above what was assumed in 

the General Plan and notes that using the “actual” estimates of the number of jobs the Project will 

create will increase the City’s jobs/housing ratio. The commenter asserts that using the Project’s 

updated employment projections, 5,867 new jobs and 1,800 new housing units on the site, calculates 

to a jobs/housing ratio of 3.28 on the Project site, which would worsen the City’s jobs/housing 

imbalance. The commenter then describes the conclusion of the Draft EIR that the Project would 

achieve consistency with the General Plan Policies 5.3-1-P18 and 5.10.2-P2 by promoting more 

housing and maintaining the planned levels of commercial development and that adherence with 

these policies would ultimately avoid long-distance commutes and associated VMT. The commenter 

asserts that this conclusion rests on the Draft EIR’s employee generation assumptions and is not 

supported by substantial evidence (see response to comments O1.6 and O1.8).  

The Draft EIR does rely on the General Plan’s own employee generation assumptions when 

comparing the Project’s consistency with the General Plan policies. Please see response to 

comment 01.6. The City disagrees, however, that the conclusions in the Draft EIR are not 

supported by substantial evidence. The State CEQA Guidelines define “substantial evidence” as 

“enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 

argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be 

reached” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15384, subd. [a]). “A court may not set aside an agency's 

approval of an EIR on the ground that an opposite conclusion would have been equally or more 
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reasonable” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, supra at 393 

[citing Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles (1984), 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 401–402]). Using this 

standard, the City concludes that there is substantial evidence to support the use of the General 

Plan employee assumptions in the comparison of the Project’s consistency with the General Plan 

land use policies for the reasons explained in response to comment O1.8. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required.  

O1.10 The commenter states that the Draft EIR uses the General Plan employee projections only for the 

purpose of land use consistency (as opposed to other environmental effects analyzed in other 

chapters), adding that this distinguishes the CEQA analysis on land use and planning from other 

impact areas to “justify” using the different employment generation rate. The commenter cites to 

a quote from the Draft EIR, stating that a land use and planning impact analysis under CEQA must 

evaluate the consistency of a project with relevant local land use policies that have been adopted 

with the intent of mitigating or avoiding an environmental impact, adding that all CEQA impact 

analysis is meant to evaluate a project’s possible impacts on the environment and that there is “no 

justification” for using different employment assumptions when assessing Project impacts. 

The City disagrees with the emphasis and manner in which the comment presents the information 

but confirms the Draft EIR quotes referenced are accurate. As discussed in responses to comments 

O1.6, O1.8, and O1.9, the City acknowledges the Draft EIR relies on the General Plan’s own 

employee generation assumptions when comparing the Project’s consistency with the General 

Plan policies but concludes it was done in a manner that was clear and disclosed to the public and 

supported by substantial evidence, as described in response to comment O1.9. Further, the 

fundamental land use issue is that the existing High-Intensity Office/R&D land use designation 

allows the same amount of office/R&D use contemplated by the Project, regardless of which 

employment factor is used. The Project adds residential uses to that development potential, which 

would improve VMT overall. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.11 The commenter cites to a quote from the Draft EIR that states that the General Plan employment 

generation rate was used to “ensure a consistent comparison of the General Plan and population 

and housing assumption.” The commenter also cites to a quote in the Draft EIR that this was 

selected to “allow a meaningful ‘apples to apples’ comparison…” The commenter states that the 

Project should have used the Project’s updated employment generation rate.  

The City disagrees with the emphasis and manner in which the comment presents the information 

but confirms the Draft EIR quotes referenced are accurate. The comment repeats and rephrases 

the substance of comment O1.10. Please see response to comment O1.10. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required.  

O1.12 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should have used the Draft EIR’s updated employment 

numbers to analyze consistency with the General Plan policies, citing County of Inyo v. Los Angeles 

(1977), 71 Cal. 3rd, 185, 197; doing so is essential to providing the public accurate information 

on the Project’s likely environmental effects. The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR uses an 

“artificially low employment generation rate in its analysis” of land use impacts associated with 

the City’s jobs/housing balance and concludes the City must prepare a revised Draft EIR.  

Please see response to comment O1.10. The City notes that, as discussed in response to comment 

O1.6, the cited County of Inyo case does stand for the general proposition that an accurate and 

stable project description is the “sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” The 

facts of County of Inyo, however, are readily distinguishable, as also discussed in response to 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-200 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

comment O1.6. As discussed above in the responses to comments O1.6, O1.8, and O1.9, in this 

instance, the scope, scale, and components of the Project are clearly and consistently described in 

the Draft EIR. The City’s determination of the use of employment generation rates was clearly 

identified and explained in the Draft EIR. It allows for meaningful public participation and is 

supported by substantial evidence. For the reasons discussed previously in the responses to 

comments O1.6 through O1.12, the City disagrees that a revised EIR is warranted. No revisions to 

the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.13 The commenter notes that the Draft EIR included a population and housing section to 

“characterize the potential for Project-induced population, housing and employment changes that 

may trigger physical environmental effects.” The commenter refers to the prior comments 

regarding land use consistency and employment generation rates and sets forth the population 

and housing assumptions and calculations in the Draft EIR, noting these are based on the General 

Plan employment rates. 

The comment refers to quotes from the Draft EIR, is general in nature, and does not allege any 

specific inadequacies in the Draft EIR. To the extent it refers to prior comments regarding land 

use consistency, please see the responses to comments O1.6 through O1.12. To the extent the 

commenter’s concerns are more specifically detailed elsewhere in the comment letter, the 

concerns are more specifically addressed in those subsequent responses. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required.  

O1.14 The commenter states that the Draft EIR “improperly assumes” the Project will generate a total of 

6,667 office/R&D employees, rather than the 12,564 employees set forth in the Project 

Description, and concludes that this “artificially reduces” the number of employees and results in 

housing demand from an additional 5,897 employees, amounting to 3,780 units (5,897/1.56 

workers per household). The commenter mentions that the Draft EIR calculated the potential 

increase in the City’s population, based on the additional 544 jobs that were not accounted for in 

the General Plan, and estimated the need for 43 housing units/93 new residents. The comment 

goes on to state the resulting housing demand would result in 1,000 new residents. The 

commenter concludes the Draft EIR underestimates impacts on the City’s need for housing units 

and population growth and must be revised. 

This comment repeats and rephrases comment O1.6 and 01.10. Please see the responses to 

comments O1.6, O1.8, O1.9, and O1.10. For the reasons discussed previously, the City disagrees 

that a revised EIR is warranted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.15 The commenter notes that the Project’s consistency with General Plan policies related to 

roadways and public transit relies heavily on the implementation of a Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) plan. However, because the TDM plan has not been prepared or disclosed, 

the commenter asserts the Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence to support this finding.  

First, it should be noted that LOS is no longer the metric for transportation impact analyses under 

CEQA; thus, impacts on the roadway network are not CEQA impacts beyond consideration of 

whether the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and policies listed in the EIR. 

Under CEQA, transportation impacts are based on VMT, which is discussed in depth in the EIR and 

TIA. 

Second, the General Plan policies and goals state that projects should “encourage,” “promote,” and 

“expand” transportation options but do not require set levels of VMT reduction or public transit 
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use. In addition, the Project’s design (as described in Table 3.2-2) is consistent with the goals and 

policies of the General Plan because the Project is in a transit-rich location and will include bicycle 

and pedestrian pathways and other design features that reduce VMT, promote alternative forms 

of transportation, and lower single-occupancy vehicle use. 

As shown in Figure RTC-1, the only General Plan goal that is directive is 5.8.5-GI, which requires 

development projects to submit a draft TDM plan for consideration during entitlement; the final 

TDM plan is approved during the building permit stage and prior to issuance of an occupancy 

permit. Accordingly, the Mission Point Planned Development Rezoning Application, Chapter 2 

(Development Plan), Section 2.10 (TDM), describes the Project’s TDM strategy. This document 

sets forth the Project’s vehicle trip reduction targets, the Project’s intention to form or join a 

Transportation Management Association (TMA), examples of TDM measures that may be 

implemented by the Project, and a requirement to include TDM monitoring and reporting. This 

TDM strategy serves as the draft TDM plan and will be considered during the Project’s entitlement 

hearings. Examples of TDM measures that may be included in the Project’s TDM plan include last-

mile and long-haul shuttle services, transit subsidies for office workers, rideshare matching 

programs for all site workers and residents, preferential parking for carpools and vanpools, 

bikeshare and scooter programs, and parking for carshare service(s). In addition, unbundled 

parking would be implemented for market-rate residential units, which has been shown to reduce 

auto ownership and VMT. The City will impose condition(s) of approval on the Project to prepare 

a TDM plan that is consistent with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to 

transportation, including the CAP requirements to reduce VMT. The TDM plan is thus a Project 

design feature. Although the TDM plan is not a mitigation measure required to reduce Project 

impacts under CEQA, it is included in the MMRP to ensure tracking and enforcement of this 

component of the Project. Furthermore, Project conditions of approval will set forth requirements 

for annual TDM monitoring and reporting; thus, the City will oversee the implementation of the 

TDM plan. Because the Project design has not been completed and future Project tenants are still 

unknown, it is not possible for the Project to finalize the TDM plan at this time. 

Following the standard process established by the City for review of TDM plans, a more detailed 

TDM plan will be submitted to the City Planning Division with the application for a building permit 

for each phase of development. The TDM plan will more fully describe TDM measures, including 

the party responsible for implementing each measure (e.g., developer, tenant, TMA, City). The 

TDM plan will be subject to review and approval by the City, which will ensure that the Project 

will be consistent with the Project’s TDM strategy submitted with the rezoning application, the 

City General Plan (to which the CAP is an appendix), and any related conditions of approval.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.2-19 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR: 

The Project would be consistent with Plan Bay Area 2050 goals and performance targets 

for transportation system effectiveness. Specifically, the Project would increase non-auto 

mode share. The Project, as a mixed-use development, would develop new office, 

residential, retail, community, childcare, and public park uses, thereby reducing demand 

from single-occupancy vehicles. The Project would also develop and implement a TDM 

plan to provide trip reduction measures and reduce vehicular traffic in and around the 

Project site. In addition, the Project site, which is served by public transit facilities, would 

have bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This would also help to reduce demand from single-

occupancy vehicles. The Project would also develop and implement a TDM plan to provide 

trip reduction measures and reduce vehicular traffic in and around the Project site. 
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Project Design Feature TRA-1 would require the Project Sponsor to submit a Final TDM 

plan, which will achieve the VMT reductions set forth in the CAP (Action T-3-1), with the 

application for a building permit for each phase of the Project.  

Project Design Feature TRA-1: Implement a Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) Plan in Accordance with the City of Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan 

The Project Sponsor shall submit a Final TDM plan subject to approval by the City with 

the application for a building permit for each phase of the Project. The Final TDM plan will 

set forth a requirement for the Project Sponsor to form or join a Transportation 

Management Association (TMA) to facilitate the implementation of various TDM 

programs and services on behalf of multiple property owners and/or tenants. 

Furthermore, the TDM plan will set forth requirements for annual TDM monitoring and 

reporting. Examples of TDM measures that may be included in the Project’s TDM plan 

include:  

• Privately operated long-haul commuter shuttle service for office workers with onsite 

shuttle stops.  

• Participation in a City-organized/-operated shuttle service to Caltrain and Bay Area 

Rapid Transit (BART) stations, with onsite shuttle stops available to all site workers 

and residents.  

• Transit subsidy for office workers.  

• Rideshare matching program.  

• “Guaranteed ride home” program for all office workers.  

• Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.  

• Unbundled parking for market-rate residential units.  

• Participation in regional bikeshare and scooter program and/or establishment of 

onsite bicycle and scooter fleet.  

• Bike repair stations and ample bicycle parking.  

• Showers and lockers provided in office buildings.  

• Real-time transit information displayed on screens throughout the site.  

• Onsite parking spaces reserved for car-share service(s) (e.g., ZipCar or equivalent 

provider).  

• Dedicated curb space for ride-hail and taxi-service passenger loading.  

• Onsite transportation coordinator.  

• Website and marketing program to disseminate information on commute options.  

• High-speed internet infrastructure to enable telecommuting.  
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• Distribution of a TDM information packet to new employees and residents. 

• Onsite bicycle and pedestrian network, linking buildings to transit stations and 

nearby trails.  

The City of Santa Clara will review the Final TDM plan to ensure that the proposed TDM 

measures identified in the plan will achieve the following VMT reductions set forth in the 

2022 CAP: 

• A 25 percent reduction in Project-based VMT through active TDM measures for large 

employers with more than 500 employees, including aggressive regulations to reduce 

parking (Action T-3-1)  

• A 20 percent reduction in VMT for multifamily residential, with a 10 percent% 

reduction through active TDM measures, which may require parking maximums 

(Action T-3-1)  

City approval of the Final TDM plan and issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each 

phase of the Project will be dependent upon the City finding that the Final TDM plan 

provides sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the proposed TDM measures will 

achieve the VMT reductions set forth in the 2022 CAP.  

 

Figure RTC-1: City of Santa Clara TDM Process Flowchart 

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 
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O1.16 The commenter notes that the Project’s consistency with General Plan policies related to public 

transit relies largely on the implementation of transit subsidies and last-mile shuttle services 

included in a TDM plan. Yet, the effect of such measures are unknown; therefore, the commenter 

asserts that the Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence to support this finding. The commenter states 

that a revised EIR that discloses mandatory TDM measures and analyses of the Project’s impacts 

on traffic and transit is needed. 

See response to O1.15 for a discussion of the Project’s consistency with General Plan goals and 

policies related to VMT and transit, including CAP requirements to reduce VMT, and how the City’s 

process for reviewing and approving TDM plans for new development projects ensures 

consistency with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to transportation. As 

described in response to comment O1.15, the Project would implement a TDM plan, including 

transit subsidies and rideshare options. In addition, the Project site is in a transit-rich area. 

Nothing in the General Plan requires the Project to guarantee a certain amount of transit usage or 

VMT reduction; thus, the EIR is not required to demonstrate the specific effects of the TDM plan 

on Project transportation activities. Further, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact 

on transportation operations; thus, no mitigation is required. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required.  

O1.17 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the Project’s impacts related to 

the displacement of Levi’s Stadium parking, citing primarily Taxpayers for Accountable Sch. Bond 

Spending v. San Diego Unified Sch. District (“Taxpayers”), 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013,1051 (2013); 

however, parking, or lack thereof, is not a CEQA impact that is required to be analyzed in an EIR. 

Although secondary impacts from the potential for cars to circle in a neighborhood looking for 

parking can be CEQA impacts and necessary to analyze, parking itself is not a CEQA impact. See 

Public Resources Code Section 21099; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and 

County of San Francisco (San Franciscans), 102 Cal. App. 4th 656 (2002), and Save Our Access-San 

Gabriel Mountains v. Watershed Conservation Auth. (Save Our Access), 68 Cal. App. 5th 8, 27 (2021) 

(review denied December 15, 2021, upholding the agency’s analysis of proposed changes to 

parking in a recreational area). In Save our Access, the court noted:  

The CEQA Guidelines in Appendix G list more than 20 potential environmental factors that 

may affect a project’s environmental review. Parking availability has not been on the list since 

2009. The California Natural Resources Agency explained the deletion of the question related 

to parking adequacy from Appendix G in a statement of reasons for amendments to the CEQA 

Guidelines on greenhouse gas emissions: “The Natural Resources Agency is aware of no 

authority requiring an analysis of parking adequacy as part of a project’s environmental 

review. Rather, the Agency concurs with the court in the San Franciscans case that inadequate 

parking is a social impact that may, depending on the project and its setting, result in 

secondary effects. Consistent with existing CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a), deletion of the 

parking adequacy question from Appendix G checklist will ensure that . . . the focus of the 

analysis shall be on the physical changes.” Specifically, the Appendix G checklist contains 

questions asking about possible project impacts on air quality and traffic. The agency’s 

statement lends further credence to the point that parking as an environmental factor is 

dependent “on the project and its setting” 

(Id. at 27 and fn 10 [“The agency concluded: ‘In sum, nothing in the CEQA statute, or cases 

interpreting that statute, require an analysis of parking demand. Further, parking supply is not a 

reasonable proxy for direct physical impacts associated with a project because parking supply 

may in some circumstances adversely affect air quality and traffic while in other circumstances, 
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it may create air quality and traffic benefits. Thus, maintaining the parking question in the general 

Appendix G checklist is not necessary to effectuate the purposes of the CEQA statute.’”]).  

Currently, as discussed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, the Project site contains surface parking 

with a total of 3,300 parking spaces available to Levi’s Stadium patrons on event days. The Project 

anticipates that a portion of the proposed onsite parking supply would be available for use by 

stadium patrons; however, this would be subject to agreement by office tenants. Because the 

future tenants of the Project are not known, the number of spaces to be shared with the stadium 

is still unknown. 

The comment states that one secondary impact from loss of parking is the “impact on local traffic” 

and “traffic congestion.” However, as explained in response to comment 01.14, above, LOS is no 

longer a recognized CEQA impact. Thus, any LOS impacts from traffic due to searching for parking 

is not a CEQA impact. And, the Project site is a largely commercial urban infill location near high-

quality transit, more similar to the facts of the San Franciscans case than the suburban 

neighborhood in the Taxpayers case cited by the comment. Other secondary impacts from the lack 

of parking can include air quality and GHG impacts; however, the EIR explains that, should the 

supply of parking spaces for stadium patrons be reduced as phases of the Project are constructed, 

the Traffic Management and Operations Plan (TMOP) for Levi’s Stadium will be updated to 

provide an equivalent number of parking spaces for the stadium by partnering with other 

property owners around the stadium area; providing parking at more distant locations, combined 

with a shuttle service; or taking other actions, as identified in the EIR for Levi’s Stadium. Further 

the Mission Point Draft EIR evaluated the air quality and GHG impacts for operation of the Project, 

which would account for any secondary impacts associated with use of the Project site for stadium 

parking should that continue.  

The comment also states that reduced parking could create public safety impacts but did not 

specify a safety impact. The commenter merely makes a conclusory statement with no support. 

The comment mentions noise pollution, presumably from increased traffic, but there is no 

evidence of an increase in traffic noise from baseline conditions due to a change in location for 

stadium parking.  

The case law cited by commenter does not support assertions regarding parking impacts. First, 

with the exception of Taxpayers (2013) 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, although parking shortfalls may be 

inconvenient, all the cases agree that parking shortfalls are not in and of themselves a significant 

impact and rejected challenges to CEQA documentation based on parking impacts 

(San Franciscans [2002], 102 Cal. App. 4th 656, 697; Covina Residents for Responsible Dev. v. City of 

Covina [2018], 21 Cal. App. 5th 712, 727 [Covina]; Save Our Access [2021], 68 Cal. App. 5th 8, 25). 

The Taxpayers case is distinguishable. First, that project was evaluated under a mitigated negative 

declaration; therefore, the standard of review was the less strict “fair argument test,” which would 

not apply here. Second, the project in that case resulted in a shortfall in parking due to usage of 

that project site for sporting events on that site. This is different from parking from offsite parking 

for events at Levi’s Stadium that occurs at the Project site. Ultimately, it is Levi’s Stadium’s 

responsibility through the TMOP to secure adequate parking for its venue, whether that is at the 

Project site or not. And, if changes or parking for the stadium are proposed, the potential 

environmental impact would be studied as may be required under CEQA as part of that change 

when the location of any new parking would be known and not speculative. The Project is more 

analogous to the project analyzed in San Franciscans. There the court noted the project was in an 

urban environment and limiting parking furthered the policy of promoting public transit (San 
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Franciscans, 102 Cal. App. 4th, at 697). In Save Our Access, the court discussed and distinguished 

the facts in San Franciscans and Taxpayers (the case cited by the commenter), noting “[t]he project 

in San Franciscans would attract crowds downtown without providing parking for the people who 

might prefer to drive, but the parking deficits would have the environmentally desirable effect of 

increasing reliance on mass transit.” (Id. at 25.) In contrast, the court found the project in 

Taxpayers “would attract out-of-area evening crowds to a suburban neighborhood with narrow 

streets where residents would have a hard time finding parking when they returned home at the 

end of the day.” (Id. at 25.) Third, Taxpayers pre-dates enactment of Public Resources Code 

Section 21099, which clearly articulated that parking impacts for mixed-use projects are not a 

CEQA impact.3 At most, the case law supports the assertion that secondary air quality and GHG 

impacts related to parking can be significant effects. But the City fully evaluated all potential air 

quality and GHG impacts related to operation of the Project site. Impacts related to operation of 

the Levi’s Stadium, including any secondary effects from change in stadium parking venues, are 

properly evaluated in environmental review of the Levi’s Stadium and in any updated TMOP.  

The Draft EIR is sufficient as an information document, and the commenter's request to analyze 

displacement of Levi’s Stadium parking does not require further analysis.  

O1.18 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze or disclose the Project’s impacts related to 

VMT. 

The Santa Clara City Council adopted the Transportation Analysis Policy on June 23, 2020. City of 

Santa Clara, Resolution No. 20-8861, Exhibit A (“Resolution No. 20-8861”); State CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15064.7(b) (A lead agency may adopt a threshold of significance by resolution “developed 

through a public review process and . . . supported by substantial evidence.”). The threshold may 

be “a quantitative, qualitative or performance requirement.” State CEQA Guidelines § 

15064.7(d)(1). The City has the discretion to determine the “appropriate methodology to evaluate 

a project’s vehicle miles traveled.” State CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3(b)(4). The City’s policy sets 

forth screening criteria to identify certain projects that are presumed to have a less-than-

significant impact and do not require a VMT analysis. One such category of projects that do not 

require a VMT analysis are transit-supportive projects. Specific requirements are listed to define 

projects that qualify as a transit-supportive project. The City’s Transportation Analysis Policy was 

adopted through a public hearing process at which time the public had the opportunity to 

comment on the City’s selection of projects that are exempt from conducting a VMT analysis. The 

opportunity to challenge the City’s decision to exempt transit supportive projects has passed. 

The Draft EIR extensively analyzes the Project’s compliance with the City’s criteria for transit 

supportive projects under the City’s Transportation Analysis Policy. See Draft EIR, Section 3.2 

Transportation, (Nov. 2023), at pages 3.2-36–40. The analysis for Impact TRA-5 explains that the 

Project’s proximity to VTA stations and bus routes with 15-minute headways during weekday 

peak commute periods, density and FAR, multimodal circulation, transit-oriented design 

elements, affordable housing plan, and reduced parking ratios satisfy the City’s criteria for transit 

supportive projects. Thus, the Project can be presumed to have a less than significant impact on 

VMT and no further analysis of VMT is required.  

 
3  Public Resources Code Section 21099 (d) (1): “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 

residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.” 
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Although State VMT guidance published by the California Office of Planning and Research 

describes certain circumstances when a presumption of a less-than-significant impact on VMT 

may not apply, this State guidance is not regulatory, and local jurisdictions have the authority to 

adopt their own screening and impact criteria related to VMT. The City’s Transportation Analysis 

Policy clearly states that transit-supportive projects are presumed to have a less-than-significant 

impact without any exceptions. The Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan Draft EIR and the Freedom 

Circle Focus Area and Greystar General Plan Amendment Draft EIR, which are close to the Mission 

Point Project, each contained a similar finding. Both projects were presumed to have a less-than-

significant impact and did not require a VMT analysis because they qualified as transit-supportive 

projects.  

The census data referenced in the comment reflects development patterns found from 2012 to 

2016, which differ substantially from the development pattern proposed to be constructed by the 

Project. The Project would create a high-density, mixed-use development with a comprehensive 

TDM plan that is in proximity to high-quality public transit. In contrast, the surrounding area 

includes predominantly low-density office/R&D campuses without a mix of uses. Furthermore, 

existing developments built prior to 2022 are not subject to the aggressive VMT reductions 

required of new developments by the City’s updated CAP. The census data referenced in the 

comment reflect a large area within the northern portion of the city, including blocks that are not 

within walking distance to high-quality transit. Thus, the census data are not a reliable indicator 

of the transportation mode share for future employees and residents of the Project and are 

unrelated to the methodology used for calculating a project’s VMT impact. In addition, the Project 

will benefit from recent and planned transportation improvements that did not exist when the 

referenced census data were collected, including the Silicon Valley Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 

extension, express lanes on State Route 237 and U.S. 101, and numerous bike/pedestrian 

improvements, including the planned Calabazas Creek Trail and Santa Clara Trail. For all of the 

above reasons, it is expected that the Project would result in a lower percentage of trips by single-

occupant vehicles and shorter vehicle trips than the existing developments in the surrounding 

area, resulting in lower VMT per capita than other developments in the area.  

It should also be noted that neither the number of vehicle trips nor the total VMT generated by 

the Project constitutes a significant impact under CEQA. According to the City’s Transportation 

Analysis Policy, the evaluation of transportation impacts associated with residential 

developments is based on VMT per resident compared to the countywide evaluation of VMT per 

resident. Similarly, the evaluation of transportation impacts associated with employment uses 

(e.g., office) is based on VMT per employee compared to the existing countywide evaluation of 

VMT per employee. By its very nature, the Project, as a high-density, mixed-use development in a 

transit-rich location with an extensive network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities nearby, is 

exactly the type of development that would result in a reduction in VMT per capita compared to 

the VMT per capita associated with existing developments. Furthermore, the Project’s inclusion 

of retail and community spaces within a walkable new neighborhood will reduce the need for 

residents and employees of the Project site to drive to commercial uses in more distant locations. 

Thus, as a transit-supportive development, it can be concluded that the Project would be below 

the applicable threshold of significance for VMT. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.19 The comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates Project trip generation and traffic impacts 

because the Project uses general office building generation rates, but the Project’s zoning allows 

for medical office uses that have higher trip rates. 
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The commenter’s statement links the Project’s trip generation and traffic impacts. However, the 

City’s methodology and thresholds for identifying transportation impacts under CEQA are 

unrelated to the Project’s trip generation. While an increase in trip generation could cause an 

increase in delay and congestion, such measures no longer constitute a significant impact under 

the new State CEQA guidelines. Instead, the Project’s impacts on transportation were evaluated 

based on the potential impacts on VMT. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a 

less than significant impact on VMT because the Project qualifies as a transit supportive project. 

The Project would satisfy the criteria used to define a transit supportive project regardless of the 

mix of general office, laboratory, and medical offices uses because the criteria are not affected by 

trip generation. Thus, this comment is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.  

While not required as part of the CEQA process, a transportation analysis that includes Project 

trip generation estimates and a level of service analysis was conducted according to the City’s 

Transportation Analysis Policy. The Project trip generation estimates contained in the 

Transportation Analysis report assume 3,000,000 square feet of general office space. Although 

the end uses are not yet determined, the proposed PD zoning would also allow for lab/R&D uses 

and medical office space in place of general office uses. In comparison to general office uses, lab 

space would generate traffic at a lower rate while medical office space would generate traffic at a 

higher rate. The City will review subsequent applications for building permits with each phase of 

development to ensure consistency with the project description as evaluated in the 

Transportation Analysis. Additional transportation analyses will be required if the proposed mix 

of uses would generate more trips than previously analyzed.  

O1.20 The comment summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (SWAPE). 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR’s analysis of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts 

violates CEQA because the Draft EIR fails to adopt all feasible mitigation measures to lessen or 

avoid significant air quality impacts and relies on nonmandatory Project design features to 

evaluate the Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP. The comment claims that, as a result, the 

Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to address the purported flaws.  

The assertion that the Draft EIR fails to incorporate all feasible mitigation to reduce the Project’s 

air quality impacts is incorrect. As described in more detail in the responses to comments O1.46 

and O1.48, the mitigation measures proposed by the commenter do not constitute feasible actions 

that would quantifiably reduce emissions or health risks beyond the reductions that would 

already occur under the mitigation measures evaluated in the Draft EIR. No further mitigation is 

available to reduce the Project’s air pollutant emission and health risks. Please refer to the 

responses to comments O1.46 and O1.48 for a more detailed discussion regarding the Draft EIR’s 

inclusion of all feasible mitigation to reduce the Project’s significant air quality impacts.  

Similarly, the assertion that the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s consistency with the City’s 

CAP relies on nonmandatory and unenforceable Project design features is not consistent with the 

analysis contained in the Draft EIR. As described in response to comment O1.47, all design 

features referenced in the CAP checklist are fully integrated into the Project design, are required 

through discretionary approvals prior to Project construction, or are necessary for compliance 

with existing laws, regulations, and requirements. As a result, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the 

Project would be consistent with the City’s CAP, based on the completed CAP checklist, is 

substantiated. Please refer to response to comment O1.47 for a more detailed discussion 

regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP.  
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No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. The comment does not warrant recirculation of the Draft 

EIR.  

O1.21 The comment summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (SWAPE). The 

comment correctly notes that the Project would result in emissions of VOCs, nitrogen oxide (NOX), 

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), and particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10) and that health risks due to these 

emissions would exceed applicable BAAQMD thresholds. However, the comment asserts that the 

Draft EIR does not include feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the significant air quality 

impacts.  

Refer to the responses to comments O1.46 and O1.48 for a detailed discussion regarding the Draft 

EIR’s inclusion of all feasible mitigation to lessen the Project’s significant air quality impacts. 

Because no further mitigation is available to reduce the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions and 

health risks, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that these impacts would be significant and unavoidable 

is warranted. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.22 The comment correctly notes that a lead agency may approve a project with significant 

environmental effects, provided the project has reduced all significant effects to the greatest extent 

feasible. The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to adopt all feasible mitigation measures to 

lessen or avoid significant air quality impacts and that the Draft EIR should be revised.  

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.46 and O1.48 for a more detailed discussion 

regarding the Draft EIR’s inclusion of all feasible mitigation to lessen the Project’s significant air 

quality impacts. As described in response to comment O1.21, no further mitigation is available to 

reduce the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions and health risks, and the Draft EIR’s conclusion 

that these impacts would be significant and unavoidable is warranted.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. The comment does not warrant recirculation of the 

Draft EIR.  

O1.23 The comment summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (SWAPE), 

claiming that the Draft EIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas impacts relies on nonmandatory and 

unenforceable Project design features to demonstrate the Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP.  

The assertion that the Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP relies on nonmandatory and 

unenforceable Project design features is not consistent with the analysis contained in the Draft 

EIR. As described in more detail in response to comment O1.47, all design features referenced in 

the CAP checklist are fully integrated into the original Project design, required through 

discretionary approvals prior to Project construction, or necessary for compliance with existing 

laws, regulations, and requirements. Implementation of the CAP measures is also included in the 

Project’s MMRP as a Project design feature for compliance tracking purposes. As a result, the Draft 

EIR’s conclusion that the Project would be consistent with the City’s CAP, based on the completed 

CAP checklist, is substantiated. Please refer to response to comment O1.47 for a more detailed 

discussion regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s consistency with the 

City’s CAP.  

In Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the second paragraph on page 3.4-24 of the Draft EIR 

has been revised, as follows: 
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The City’s CAP also contains measures aimed at reducing GHG emissions from other sources 

of emissions, such as energy consumption, water use, and waste generation. The Project 

would comply with the required CAP measures aimed at reducing emissions from these 

sources, as shown in the CAP checklist provided in Appendix 3.4. Thus, as shown in the CAP 

checklist provided in Appendix 3.4, the Project would be consistent with all required and 

applicable measures. Furthermore, Project Design Feature GHG-1 would require the Project 

Sponsor to submit evidence to the City demonstrating that all the referenced CAP checklist 

actions would be implemented prior to issuance of the first construction or grading permit 

for the Project. 

Project Design Feature GHG-1: Implement Applicable and Mandatory Actions from 

the City of Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan Compliance Checklist 

The Project Sponsor shall ensure that the Project is consistent with the City of Santa 

Clara’s 2022 CAP by including all mandatory and applicable actions from the City of Santa 

Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan Compliance Checklist (CAP Checklist). Inclusion of the 

following CAP Checklist measures is necessary to ensure the performance standard is 

met:  

• B-1-5: Reach codes for new construction 

• B-2-3: Energy-efficient and electric-ready building code 

• T-1-2: EV charging for all new construction 

• T-2-1: Bicycle and pedestrian master plan implementation 

• T-3-1: TDM plan requirements 

• T-3-3: Transit-oriented development (projects within 0.5 mile of transit corridor 

only) 

• T-3-5: Transportation analysis policy compliance 

• M-1-1: Compliance with State solid waste ordinances 

• N-1-1: Right-of-way tree planting (residential projects only) 

• T-2-3: Bike and shared-mobility improvements 

• M-3-1: Reuse of salvageable building materials 

• N-3-3: Water-efficient landscaping requirements 

• N-3-5: Recycled water connection requirements 

• C-2-2: Onsite and natural stormwater systems 

• M-3-4: Carbon-smart building materials 

The Project Sponsor would also include the following five optional actions from the CAP 

Checklist: 

• B-3-5: Local grid resiliency and energy storage improvements (optional) 

• T-3-4: Telework (optional) 

• N-3-4: Community water portfolio diversion (optional) 
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• T-2-2: Curb management improvements (optional) 

• N-2-3: Sustainable planting guide (optional) 

The Project Sponsor will submit evidence to the City demonstrating that each of the CAP 

Checklist actions listed above would be implemented prior to issuance of the first 

construction or grading permit for the Project.  

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. The comment 

does not warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR.  

O1.24 The commenter states that the Project’s consistency with the City’s CAP has not been evaluated 

properly because the TDM plan for the Project has not been disclosed. The commenter asserts it 

is impossible to evaluate whether the TDM measures can achieve the VMT reductions required by 

the CAP.  

See the responses to comments O1.15 and O1.16, which describe the Project’s TDM strategy and 

how the City’s process for reviewing and approving TDM plans for new development projects 

ensures consistency with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to 

transportation, including the VMT reductions required by the CAP (twenty-five percent reduction 

in VMT). No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.25 The comment summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (Jack 

Meighan). The comment claims that the Draft EIR’s analysis of noise impacts is inadequate, 

asserting that the Draft EIR applies an improper metric to evaluate noise generated by 

construction truck activities and relies on an unsupported significance threshold to evaluate 

vibration generated by nighttime construction activities.  

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.34 through O1.40 for detailed discussion regarding 

the suitability of the noise metric for evaluating construction haul truck noise and the nighttime 

vibration criteria applied in the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s noise impacts. As described in 

the responses to comments O1.34 through O1.40, the metrics and criteria used in the Draft EIR to 

evaluate construction haul truck noise and nighttime vibration impacts, respectively, are 

supported by substantial evidence, and the Draft EIR’s conclusions that noise impacts from 

construction truck activities and vibration impacts from nighttime construction would be less 

than significant are appropriate. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. The comment does not warrant recirculation of the 

Draft EIR.  

O1.26 The comment claims that the Draft EIR applies an improper metric to evaluate noise generated 

by construction truck activities; as a result, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that noise generated by 

construction truck activities would be less than significant is incorrect. The comment 

summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (Jack Meighan), 

including that worst-case daytime and nighttime noise levels from construction haul trucks 

would result in significant impacts, based on hourly noise levels estimated by the commenter’s 

technical consultant. However, as described in response to comment O1.35, analyzing noise 

from construction truck activities using the peak-hour equivalent sound level (Leq) would be 

speculative because peak-hour truck volumes are not known at this time. Instead, the Draft 

EIR uses the day-night level (Ldn) to evaluate noise levels resulting from construction truck 

activity, which is appropriate, given construction haul truck trips are expected to occur 

throughout the day, with limited truck trips occurring during nighttime construction activities, 
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as described in response to comment O1.34. Please refer to the response to comment O1.34 

for a more detailed discussion regarding the Draft EIR’s appropriate use of L dn as a metric for 

quantifying noise levels resulting from construction truck activity.  Moreover, as described in 

the responses to comments O1.37 and O1.38, the commenter’s claims that peak-hour daytime 

and nighttime construction truck activities would result in L eq exceedances are based on the 

assumption that 450 truck trips could occur in 1 hour of daytime construction and 74 truck 

trips would occur in 1 hour of nighttime construction. These assumptions are unreasonable. 

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.37 and O1.38 for detailed explanations of how 

the commenter’s assertions that construction truck activities would result in significant 

daytime and nighttime noise levels are based on flawed assumptions.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. The comment does not warrant recirculation of the 

Draft EIR.  

O1.27 The comment claims that the Draft EIR applies an overly permissive threshold to evaluate vibration 

generated by nighttime construction activities; as a result, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that vibration 

generated by nighttime construction activities would be less than significant is incorrect. Specifically, 

the comment contends that the Draft EIR applies a vibration threshold of 0.1 inch per second (in/sec), 

described as “strongly perceptible,” which is inappropriate for evaluating nighttime vibration. 

Further, the comment summarizes conclusions made by the commenter’s technical consultant (Jack 

Meighan), including that nighttime construction would result in a significant vibration impact, based 

on a threshold with a peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.01 in/sec.  

Response to comment O1.40 includes a detailed discussion regarding the Draft EIR’s use of 

thresholds for evaluating vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities. As noted in 

response to comment O1.40, the assertion that the Draft EIR incorrectly applies a vibration 

threshold of 0.1 in/sec, described as “strongly perceptible,” is unfounded because the Draft EIR 

does not apply this threshold. Rather, on page 3.6-41 in Section 3.6, Noise, the Draft EIR concludes 

that nighttime construction activities would result in perceptible but not distinctly perceptible 

nighttime vibration. Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR makes no reference to the “strongly 

perceptible” vibration classification in its analysis of vibration levels from Project construction. 

Moreover, as described in response to comment O1.40, the threshold recommended by the 

commenter of 0.01 in/sec for intermittent sources, or a vibration decibel level (VdB) of 72 for 

Category 2 receptors, defined as locations where people typically sleep, is insufficient for 

evaluating vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities because it is unlikely that 

nighttime construction would result in vibration events frequently enough to warrant the use of 

this threshold. Response to comment O1.40 describes why the vibration threshold used in the 

Draft EIR is appropriate for evaluating vibration impacts from nighttime construction activities 

at new onsite receptors. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.28 The commenter states that the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that defer the formulation of 

specifics without showing that it is impractical or infeasible to provide those details at this stage and 
that these measures call for the future preparation of basic studies to evaluate the Project’s impacts. 

The commenter then asserts that the Draft EIR does not disclose the severity of the Projects impacts.  

The commenter does not provide any specific examples in this comment of mitigation measures 

without specifics or impacts that are not fully disclosed. Specific topics and mitigation measures 
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are discussed in subsequent comments, and responses are provided below in the responses to 

comments O1.29 and O1.30.  

The essential rule for proper deferral of the specifics of mitigation was established in Sacramento 

Old City Assoc. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991), 229 Cal. App. 3d 1011. Under the reasoning 

established in this case and cited in many decisions since, in order to meet CEQA’s requirements, 

a mitigation measure must meet one of the following basic conditions: 

• The agency must commit itself to the mitigation by identifying and adopting one or more 

mitigation measures for the identified significant effect. The mitigation measure must also set 

out clear performance standards for what the future mitigation must achieve. 

• Alternatively, the agency must provide a menu of feasible mitigation options from which the 

applicant or agency staff members can choose in order to achieve the stated performance 

standards. 

All mitigation measures in the Draft EIR meet these requirements, as explained in more detail in 

the responses to the comments below. Therefore, the Draft EIR fully discloses the severity of the 

Projects impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.29 The comment indicates that, to reduce the Project’s water quality impacts to less than significant, 
the Draft EIR proposes mitigation measures calling for the development of plans to reduce 

impacts; the comment includes excerpts from the mitigation measures on page 3.10-27 of the 

Draft EIR, which refer to preparation of a hydraulic study to evaluate existing and proposed 

stormwater drainage systems (as part of Mitigation Measure WQ-3.1) and preparation and 

implementation of a construction-period Stormwater Drainage Control Plan (as part of Mitigation 

Measure WQ-3.2). The comment indicates that both mitigation measures rely on plans that the 

Project Sponsor would develop later and that the results of the hydraulic study would provide 

information needed to understand potential hydrological and water quality impacts of the Project. 

The comment indicates that the Draft EIR has not evaluated whether the existing and proposed 

stormwater drainage systems that would receive runoff from the Project site would be adequate 

and notes that deferring these studies precludes the understanding of potential impacts prior to 
Project approval. Therefore, the hydraulic study should be completed now.  

The comment indicates that, according to Mitigation Measure WQ-3.1, the Project may require 

modifications, depending on the results of the hydraulic study, and that such modifications to the 

Project would not be binding. The commenter claims is unclear if they would be enforceable.  

The comment indicates that Draft EIR conflicts with State CEQA Guidelines because it does not 

explain why it is infeasible or impractical to perform the studies at this stage of environmental 

review or incorporate the specific details of the plans in the mitigation measures. The comment 

indicates that the Draft EIR should be revised after completing the hydraulic study and 

Stormwater Drainage Control Plan, analyzing and disclosing the Project’s hydrological impacts, 

and committing to specific and definite mitigation measures, as necessary, to reduce such impacts 

to the greatest extent feasible. 

The comment makes multiple references to potential water quality impacts while referring to 

Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2 of the Draft EIR; however, potential impacts of the 

Project related to water quality are addressed under Impact WQ-1, Water Quality, presented on 

pages 3.10-17 to 3.10-22 of the Draft EIR, and generally not addressed by Mitigation Measures 

WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2, which concern potential impacts related to altering drainage patterns and 
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flooding, as presented on pages 3.10-27 and 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR. The only potential water 

quality impact addressed by Mitigation Measure WQ-3.2 is related to prohibiting the storage of 

hazardous materials within special flood hazard zones, as described on page 3.10-28 of the Draft 

EIR.  

As discussed on page 3.10-24 of the Draft EIR and in the response to comment A7.7, above, 

stormwater runoff from the Project site under existing and proposed conditions was analyzed in 

the Draft EIR; it was found that the Project would reduce runoff compared to the existing 

condition. As discussed on page 3.10-27 of the Draft EIR, the Project would include various 

improvements to stormwater drainage systems to account for altered drainage conditions under 

the Project; however, the precise timing for stormwater drainage system construction has not 

been defined. If modifications to the existing stormwater drainage systems are not appropriately 

designed or constructed at the appropriate times with regard to the different phases of Project 

construction, as well as weather conditions (e.g., rain), then runoff from the Project site could 

exceed the capacity of existing or proposed stormwater drainage systems, flooding could occur 

onsite or offsite, and floodflows could be impeded or redirected by the Project. As discussed on 

page 3.10-29 of the Draft EIR, although the Project would result in an overall decrease in 

stormwater runoff from the Project site compared to the existing condition, differing amounts of 

runoff from the Project site could be conveyed to different storm drain systems compared to the 

existing condition; therefore, runoff from the Project site could exceed the capacity of existing or 

proposed stormwater drainage systems if the Project is not appropriately designed and 

constructed. 

As discussed above, the Draft EIR did include an analysis of whether existing and proposed 

stormwater drainage infrastructure would be adequate with respect to receiving runoff from the 

Project. Because the Project would reduce overall runoff compared to the existing condition, any 

potential impacts related to exceeding storm drain capacity and flooding (if identified through 

more detailed analysis) would be localized issues within or adjacent to the Project site that could 

be addressed through Project modifications, as required by Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and 

WQ-3.2, presented on pages 3.10-27 and 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter does not indicate why they believe that Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2 

are not binding or enforceable. As described on pages 3.10-27 and 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR, 

Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2 include requirements that are both binding and 

enforceable because City permits, which would be necessary for construction of the Project, 

would not be issued unless specific performance standards are achieved, as required to be 

demonstrated through detailed hydraulic evaluation. These performance standards would 

include demonstrating that the Project design would achieve City requirements related to 

conveying 10-year peak runoff and flows during 100-year flood events, demonstrating that 

construction-period stormwater runoff would not increase beyond the existing condition, or 

ensuring that existing/proposed offsite stormwater drainage systems would have the capacity 

necessary to convey increased runoff. As described on page 3.10-27 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation 

Measure WQ-3.1 includes very specific details on what must be included and analyzed in the 

hydraulic study. It includes specific examples of the types of feasible modifications that could be 

made to the Project design, if necessary, to address potential drainage related impacts, including 

additional stormwater retention systems and/or changing the size and location of proposed 

storm drain systems on the Project site. As described on page 3.10-28 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation 

Measure WQ-3.2 includes very specific details on what must be included and analyzed in the 

construction-period Stormwater Drainage Control Plan. It includes requirements for specific 
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construction-period actions, thereby ensuring that such actions would not impede stormwater 

flows. These include timing restrictions, along with implementing methods for rerouting flows 

from existing storm drain systems and prohibiting the placement of features that could impede 

or redirect floodflows within special flood hazard zones.  

As discussed above, the Draft EIR indicated that the precise timing for stormwater drainage 

system construction has not been defined. Potential impacts related to drainage alterations would 

be dependent on such timing, with consideration of Project phasing and weather conditions. 

Detailed timing and phasing information, as well as detailed design plans, goes beyond the level 

of detail that is typically available during the environmental review process. It would be infeasible 

to generate and impractical to assume during the preliminary Project design phase; therefore, the 

potential for localized drainage capacity issues/flooding to occur under the Project must be 

further evaluated when detailed timing/phasing information and design plans are available. If the 

potential for drainage capacity issues/flooding is identified, it would be appropriately addressed 

by Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2, presented on pages 3.10-27 and 3.10-28 of the Draft 

EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.30 The comment indicates that Mitigation Measure GEO-3.1 on page 3.9-18 of the Draft EIR directs 

the Project Sponsor to define in the Project plans the extent and depth of the fill materials that 

would be placed on the Project site. The comment then includes this text: “To do so, it directs the 

Project Sponsor to hire a qualified geotechnical engineer to prepare a design-level geotechnical 

report for the Project.” The comment indicates that the geotechnical report is fundamental to 

assessing the Project’s environmental impacts. 

The comment indicates that the geotechnical report must include settlement analysis and 

includes an excerpt from Mitigation Measure GEO-3.1 regarding requirements for a pre-

construction survey and settlement monitoring if settlement analysis indicates that existing 

offsite improvements could be adversely affected by settlement as a result of the Project. The 

comment asserts that the geotechnical report should have already been completed; if it had 

identified a need for a pre-construction survey and settlement monitoring to reduce adverse 

impacts, that could have been incorporated as a binding mitigation measure. 

The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not demonstrate why it is infeasible to perform 

the settlement analysis and include specific details regarding mitigation at this stage. The 

comment indicates that the Draft EIR fails to disclose the severity of the Project’s impacts and the 

probability of their occurrence before the Project is approved.  

The comment implies that the design-level geotechnical report would define the extent and depth 

of the fill materials that would be placed on the Project site; however, as described on page 3.9-

18 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure GEO-3.1 requires to the Project Sponsor to define the 

extent and depth of the fill materials that would be placed on the Project site in the Project plans. 

The design-level geotechnical report would be required to include an analysis of the potential 

total and differential settlement associated with the placement of defined amounts of fill material, 

among other requirements.  

As described on page 3.9-1 of the Draft EIR, a preliminary geotechnical evaluation has been 

prepared for the Project to develop preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding 

appropriate foundation types, design parameters, and seismic coefficients for Project 

development. Performing an environmental review based on preliminary geotechnical reports 

and recommendations is standard practice because certain details of a project’s final design 
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(e.g., final grading plans, dewatering/shoring plans, building loads) are often not available during 

the preliminary design phase when environmental review is typically performed. As described on 

page 3.9-17 of the Draft EIR, information regarding structural loads and the depth of basements 

was not available when the estimated settlement figures in the preliminary geotechnical 

evaluation were developed; the settlement estimates can be refined once building designs, loads, 

and grading plans are available. Generating final building designs, loads, and grading plans during 

the preliminary Project design phase would be infeasible to generate and impractical to assume. 

The preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the Project includes enough information regarding 

geologic and soil conditions at the Project site to adequately evaluate the potential impacts of the 

Project related to geology and soils and ensure that the potential impacts would be mitigated to the 

greatest extent feasible through implementation of detailed mitigation measures that include specific 

requirements, performance standards, and examples of feasible mitigation approaches, as required 

by CEQA.  

The commenter does not indicate why Mitigation Measure GEO-3.1 is not binding. As described 

on page 3.9-18 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure GEO-3.1 includes requirements that are 

binding because City permits, which would be necessary for the Project, would not be issued 

unless specific performance standards are achieved. These performance standards would include 

developing allowable settlement amounts, demonstrating through settlement analysis whether 

the Project could result in an exceedance of allowable settlement amounts, describing measures 

that would be implemented to ensure that potential damage from settlement would be minimized 

and addressed during construction prior to the City issuing grading or building permits, and 

performing a pre-construction survey, settlement monitoring, and repairs, as necessary, prior to 

the City issuing building occupancy permits. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not improperly defer 

analysis and is compliant with CEQA.  

O1.31 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR is inadequate under CEQA for the reasons stated above in 

the comment letter and that it must be recirculated. This is a summary conclusion comment and does 

not present new information not already responded to in the responses to comments above. As 

described in the responses to comments O1.1 through O1.30, the Draft EIR is legally adequate under 

CEQA, provides acceptable mitigation measures, and fully discloses the Projects impacts. 

Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.  

O1.32 The commenter introduces a letter from Wilson IHRIG by discussing the Draft EIR’s acoustic analysis 

and expressing concern regarding nearby sensitive uses. In addition, the commenter discusses his or 

her credibility in the field of acoustics.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.33 The comment summarizes adverse health effects associated with exposure to elevated noise levels 

and claims that an adequate evaluation of noise impacts must correlate noise levels with impacts on 

human health. 

In response to this comment, the following text will be added after the subsection titled 

“Groundborne Vibration” in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR on page 3.6-4: 
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Human Response to Noise  

Noise can have a range of effects on people, including hearing damage, sleep interference, 

speech interference, performance interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. 

Each of these is briefly described below. 

• Hearing Damage. A person exposed to high noise levels can suffer either gradual or 

traumatic hearing damage. Gradual hearing loss occurs with repeated exposure to 

excessive noise levels and is most commonly associated with occupational noise 

exposures in heavy industry or other very noisy work environments. Traumatic hearing 

loss is caused by sudden exposure to an extremely high noise level, such as a gunshot or 

explosion at very close range. The potential for noise-induced hearing loss is not 

generally a concern in typical community noise environments. Noise levels in 

neighborhoods, even in very noisy airport environs, are not loud enough to cause 

hearing loss. 

• Sleep Interference. Exposure to excessive noise levels at night has been shown to 

cause sleep disturbance. Sleep disturbance refers not only to awakening from sleep 

but also to effects on the quality of sleep such as altering the pattern and stages of 

sleep. World Health Organization guidelines recommend noise limits of 30 dBA Leq 

(8-hour average) for continuous noise and 45 dBA Lmax for single sound events inside 

bedrooms at night to minimize sleep disturbance.1b  

• Speech Interference. Speech interference can be a problem in any situation where 

clear communication is desired but is often of particular concern in learning 

environments (such as schools) or situations where poor communication could 

jeopardize safety. Normal conversational speech inside homes is typically in the 

range of 50 to 65 dBA,1c and any noise in this range or louder may interfere with 

speech. As background noise levels rise, the intelligibility of speech decreases and the 

listener fails to recognize an increasing percentage of the words spoken. A speaker 

may raise his or her voice in an attempt to compensate for higher background noise 

levels, but this in turn can lead to vocal fatigue for the speaker. 

• Performance Interference. Excessive noise has been found to have various 

detrimental effects on human performance, including information processing, 

concentration, accuracy, reaction times, and academic performance. Intrusive noise 

from individual events can also cause distraction. These effects are of obvious 

concern for learning and work environments.  

• Physiological Responses. Acute noise has been shown to cause measurable 

physiological responses in humans, including changes in stress hormone levels, pulse 

rate, and blood pressure. The extent to which these responses cause harm or are signs 

of harm is not clearly defined, but it has been postulated that they could contribute to 

stress-related diseases, such as hypertension, anxiety, and heart disease. However, 

research indicates links between environmental noise and permanent health effects 

are generally weak and inconsistent. Statistically significant health risks have been 

found for extended exposure to very high noise levels, such as for workers exposed 

to high levels of industrial noise for 5 to 30 years.1d 
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• Annoyance. The subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction are 

possibly the most difficult to quantify, and no accurate method exists to measure 

these effects. This difficulty arises primarily from differences in individual sensitivity 

and habituation to sound, which can vary widely from person to person. What one 

person considers tolerable can be unbearable to another of equal hearing acuity. An 

important tool in estimating the likelihood of annoyance due to a new sound is by 

comparing it to the existing baseline or “ambient” environment to which that person 

has adapted. In general, the more the level or tonal (frequency) variations of a sound 

exceed the previously existing ambient sound level or tonal quality, the less 

acceptable the new sound will be. 

In most cases, effects from sounds typically found in the natural environment would be 

limited to annoyance or interference. Physiological effects and hearing loss would be 

more commonly associated with human-made noise, such as in an industrial or 

occupational setting. 

1b  Berglund, B., T. Lindvall, D. H. Schwela, and World Health Organization. 1999. 

Guidelines for Community Noise. Available: https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/ 

10665/66217/a68672.pdf?sequence=1. Accessed: January 2024. 
1c  Pearsons, K. S., R. L. Bennett, and S. A. Fidell. 1977. Speech Levels in Various Noise 

Environments. Office of Health and Ecological Effects, Office of Research and 

Development, U.S. EPA. 
1d  Berglund, B., T. Lindvall, D. H. Schwela, and World Health Organization. 1999. 

Guidelines for Community Noise. Available: https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/ 

10665/66217/a68672.pdf?sequence=1. Accessed: January 2024. 

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

O1.34 The comment claims that the Draft EIR fails to adequately evaluate the effects of noise caused by 

construction truck activity at offsite receptors by using Ldn as a metric for quantifying offsite noise 

levels associated with construction truck activity, based on the assertion that Ldn is not an 

appropriate metric for temporary sources. In addition, the comment states that the Ldn metric is 

typically used for “overall traffic analysis.” 

The commenter’s assertion that Ldn is not an appropriate metric for quantifying noise levels from 

construction truck activity is incorrect. Construction haul trips would be dispersed throughout 

the day, over 11 hours of potential construction activity, with a limited number of truck trips 

occurring during nighttime construction activities. Construction haul trucks would not be 

excessively concentrated in short periods of time because the logistical coordination required to 

access the site limits the amount of truck traffic that can occur. Construction truck traffic may not 

be distributed exactly uniformly throughout the work day; however, such uniformity is not a 

prerequisite for using the Ldn metric. This point is illustrated by the commenter because the logic 

of the commenter's assertion that the Ldn metric is typically used for overall traffic analysis but 

not for noise sources that have peak hours is not consistent. Traffic patterns comprise peak times 

of the day when volumes are higher, such as during typical rush-hour periods. Thus, “overall 

traffic analysis” is a source with peak hours, yet the commenter indicates that using the Ldn metric 

for this type of analysis is appropriate. Consequently, it is also appropriate to use the Ldn metric 

to evaluate construction haul truck traffic, particularly because construction haul truck trips are 
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expected to operate continuously throughout the day, with limited truck trips also occurring 

during nighttime hours. Therefore, Ldn is an appropriate metric to use and is not “improper.” 

The Draft EIR’s analysis of noise from construction haul trucks conservatively evaluated the 

number of one-way truck trips that could occur on a worst-case day, though there would be 

substantially fewer truck trips during most of the construction period. Moreover, the analysis 

conservatively assumed that 100 percent of haul trucks would travel east on Old Glory Lane, then 

north on Great America Parkway, en route to Stevens Creek Quarry or Zanker Recycling, though 

it is expected that only a portion of the total number of haul trucks would access these facilities. 

Thus, even when applying conservative assumptions that could result in overstated noise levels, 

the Draft EIR shows that noise impacts related to construction haul truck activity would be less 

than significant. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.35 The comment claims that peak-hour Leq is a more appropriate metric for quantifying offsite noise 

levels from construction truck activity because it accounts for “unequal trip distribution, where an 

uneven number of trips affects one period significantly more than other periods.” The commenter 

also refers to a noise ordinance from the City of Santa Clarita; however, the Project site is in Santa 

Clara; thus, the ordinances of the City of Santa Clarita have no relevance to the Project. 

The Draft EIR uses Ldn to evaluate noise levels resulting from construction truck activity, which is 

appropriate, given that construction haul truck trips are expected to occur throughout the day, 

with only a limited number of truck trips occurring during nighttime construction, as described 

in response to comment O1.34. Further, as noted in response to comment O1.34, there is a 

contradictory assertion in the commenter’s logic because “overall traffic analysis,” for which the 

commenter states that Ldn is an appropriate metric, is itself made up of periods of unequal trip 

distribution (i.e., during peak hours). Construction truck traffic is similar in that traffic volumes 

may not be distributed exactly uniformly across the workday, but Ldn is nevertheless an 

appropriate metric for the reasons described in response to comment O1.34. In addition, peak-

hour construction haul truck volumes are not known at this time. It would be speculative to 

assume an exact peak-hour truck trip number. As such, analyzing noise from construction truck 

activities using peak-hour Leq would be speculative and may not provide an accurate 

representation of potential impacts.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.36 The comment claims that the Draft EIR’s use of Ldn as a metric for quantifying offsite noise levels 

associated with construction truck activity is inappropriate because Ldn does not account for large 

changes that can occur over multiple hours. The comment also claims that the Draft EIR assumes 

that the truck traffic will be evenly distributed over 24 hours and that a worst-case scenario may 

occur during the nighttime hours. 

As described in the responses to comments O1.34 and O1.35, the Draft EIR uses Ldn to evaluate 

noise levels resulting from construction truck activity, which is appropriate, given that 

construction haul truck trips are expected to occur throughout the day, with only a limited 

number of truck trips occurring during nighttime construction. Further, the commenter’s 

assertion that the Draft EIR assumes that truck traffic will be evenly distributed over 24 hours is 

not correct. The commenter, in comment O1.34, states that Ldn is typically used for “overall traffic 

analysis,” which is contradictory to the assertion in comment O1.36 that using the Ldn metric 



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-220 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

implies that traffic is evenly distributed over 24 hours. Traffic on roadways varies by hour of the 

day, with peak volumes occurring during the typical rush-hour periods. Thus, contrary to the 

commenter’s assertion, the Ldn metric is used in many situations where traffic volumes are not 

evenly distributed throughout the day. The assertion that the Ldn metric is not appropriate to use 

for construction haul truck traffic because there may be peak hours when volumes are higher is 

thus incorrect, based on the commenter’s own separate assertion that such a metric is appropriate 

for “overall traffic analysis.” In addition, analyzing noise from construction truck activities using 

peak-hour Leq would be speculative because peak-hour truck volumes are not known at this time.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.37 The comment estimates that the quietest peak-hour Leq noise level measured near the Project site 

would be exceeded by 3 decibels (dB) with the addition of 450 truck trips per hour, or 65 percent 

of the maximum number of haul trips per day, implying that peak-hour daytime construction 

truck activities could result in significant noise levels. 

The claim that peak-hour daytime construction truck activities would result in an Leq exceedance, 

based on the assumption that 450 truck trips, or 65 percent of total daily trips, could occur in 

1 hour of daytime construction is not a reasonable assumption. The assumption that 450 truck 

trips would occur in 1 hour of daytime construction implies that approximately 7.5 trips would 

occur per minute, or one trip every 8 seconds, which is not logistically manageable and thus not a 

reasonable assumption for daytime peak-hour truck activities. As such, the commenter’s 

assertion that a 3 dB increase could occur is based on an unreasonably high potential peak-hour 

truck volume. The assertion does not constitute reliable evidence that peak-hour noise levels from 

construction truck activities would be significant. CEQA requires an analysis of reasonably 

foreseeable impacts from the Project, not those that are speculative or unlikely to occur (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[d]).  

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.34 and O1.35 for a detailed discussion of the Draft 

EIR’s appropriate use of Ldn instead of peak-hour Leq to evaluate noise impacts from construction 

truck activity. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.38 The comment estimates that the quietest noise level measured near the Project site would be 

exceeded by 3 dB with the addition of 74 truck trips per hour, or 11 percent of the maximum 

number of haul trips per day, implying that nighttime construction truck activities could result in 

significant noise levels. The comment also cites the lowest recorded hourly measurement from 

Table 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR. 

The claim that nighttime construction truck activities would result in an Leq exceedance, based on 

the assumption that 74 truck trips, or 11 percent of total daily trips, would occur in 1 hour of 

nighttime construction, is not a reasonable assumption. The assumption that 74 truck trips would 

occur in 1 hour of nighttime construction implies that approximately one trip would occur per 

minute, which is not a reasonable frequency for off-peak nighttime construction activities. As 

such, the comment’s assertion that a 3 dB increase could occur is based on an unreasonably high 

potential hourly nighttime truck volume. The assertion does not constitute reliable evidence that 

hourly nighttime noise from construction truck activities would be significant. CEQA requires an 

analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts from the Project, not those that are speculative or 

unlikely to occur (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[d]).  



City of Santa Clara 
 

Response to Comments 

 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

3-221 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.34 and O1.35 for a detailed discussion of the Draft 

EIR’s appropriate use of Ldn instead of peak-hour Leq to evaluate noise impacts from construction 

truck activity. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.39 The commenter claims that worst-case and nighttime offsite truck trips could result in significant 

impacts and therefore should be studied further. The comment suggests that, if impacts are found, 

mitigation should be implemented to reduce noise levels. However, as described in the responses 

to comments O1.37 and O1.38, the commenter’s claims that peak-hour daytime and nighttime 

construction truck activities would result in an Leq increase of more than 3 dB, assuming that 450 

truck trips could occur in 1 hour of daytime construction and 74 truck trips would occur in 1 hour 

of nighttime construction, are not reasonable assumptions. Please refer to the responses to 

comments O1.37 and O1.38 for detailed explanations of why the commenter’s assertions that 

construction truck activities would result in significant daytime and nighttime noise levels are not 

based on reasonable assumptions. Please also refer to the responses to comments O1.34 and 

O1.35 for a detailed discussion of why the Draft EIR’s use of Ldn is appropriate for evaluating noise 

impacts from construction truck activity. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.40 The comment claims that the Draft EIR relies on an overly permissive threshold to evaluate 

vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities. The comment asserts that Caltrans’ 

“barely perceptible” threshold of 0.01 in/sec for intermittent sources should be used to evaluate 

vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities because it aligns with the Federal 

Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) threshold of 72 VdB for Category 2 receptors, defined as 

locations where people typically sleep. The comment explains the mathematical conversion 

between PPV and root-mean-square vibration velocity, based on the FTA’s Transit Noise and 

Vibration Impact Assessment. The comment contends that, when applying the threshold of 72 VdB, 

the Project’s nighttime construction activities may result in a significant vibration impact. 

However, FTA’s threshold of 72 VdB for Category 2 receptors is inappropriate for evaluating 

vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities because this threshold applies to 

vibration events that would occur more frequently than nighttime construction activities. 

Specifically, FTA’s threshold of 72 VdB for Category 2 receptors, from Table 6-3 of FTA 2018,4 

corresponds to “frequent” vibration events (e.g., from transit vehicles). FTA defines “frequent” as 

vibration events occurring more than 70 times per day, while “occasional” and “infrequent” 

correspond to 30 to 70 events per day and fewer than 30 events per day, respectively.5 Note that 

the Draft EIR’s analysis of vibration resulting from nighttime construction activities 

conservatively assumes that receptors would be located a worst-case distance of 100 feet from 

vibration-generating activities. This worst-case distance would most likely occur for a very 

limited period of time because vibration-generating construction activities would occur primarily 

farther from onsite receptors, resulting in lower vibration levels. As a result, it is unlikely that 

nighttime construction would result in more than 30 vibration events within 100 feet of new uses. 

Rather, construction equipment may occasionally pass within 100 feet of onsite sensitive land 

uses during nighttime hours but would not spend an extended amount of time at that distance. 

 
4  Federal Transit Administration. 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. FTA Report 0123. Available: 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-
vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf. Accessed: January 2024. 

5  Ibid. 
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The types of activities that would occur during the nighttime hours (e.g., material unloading, 

utility connections, concrete pours) would generally involve equipment that is less intensive than 

a vibratory roller and thus would generate a PPV of less than 0.026 in/sec. The Draft EIR’s use of 

0.026 in/sec for onsite receptors is thus conservative, and commenter’s implication that this level 

of vibration would occur frequently is not reasonable. The Draft EIR’s threshold is also consistent 

with State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, which states that the EIR should analyze whether the 

Project would “generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels”, and the 

City’s Code, which states that “it shall be unlawful for any person to operate or cause, permit, or 

allow the operation of any fixed source of disturbing, excessive, or offensive vibration.” FTA’s 

threshold of 72 VdB for Category 2 receptors is thus inappropriate for evaluating vibration 

resulting from nighttime construction activities because nighttime construction activities would 

not result in “frequent” vibration events within 100 feet of new onsite receptors. Because the 

estimated PPV of 0.026 in/sec would be above the “barely perceptible” threshold and below the 

“distinctly perceptible” threshold and would occur under very limited circumstances, it is 

reasonable to conclude that onsite sensitive land uses would not be exposed to excessive levels of 

vibration during nighttime hours. Thus, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that nighttime construction 

activities would result in a less-than-significant vibration impact is warranted and based on an 

appropriate vibration threshold.  

It should also be noted that the Draft EIR’s analysis of vibration levels at new onsite receptors is 

conservative because the courts have determined that CEQA aims primarily to reduce the impacts 

of a project on the existing environment rather than a project’s effects on itself (see California 

Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District). The generation of 

groundborne vibration that does not even meet the criteria for “distinctly perceptible” should not 

be considered a notable exacerbation of existing conditions. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s analysis 

regarding vibration impacts at new onsite receptors represents a conservative analysis, and the 

less-than-significant impact conclusion with respect to vibration is appropriate. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.41 The comment summarizes prior assertions that the Draft EIR applies an improper metric to 

evaluate noise generated by construction truck activities and relies on a significance threshold 

that is too high for evaluating vibration generated by nighttime construction activities.  

Please refer to the responses to comments O1.34 through O1.40 for a detailed discussion 

regarding the suitability of the noise metric and vibration criteria applied in the Draft EIR’s 

analysis of the Project’s noise impacts.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.42 The commenter provides a resume to substantiate the qualifications of the commenter.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.43 The commenter reiterates information provided in the Project description.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 
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O1.44 The comment claims that the Draft EIR fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s air quality and 

greenhouse gas impacts and recommends preparation of an updated EIR to adequately assess and 

mitigate potential air quality and greenhouse gas impacts.  

This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy, 

accuracy, or completeness of the analysis of physical environmental impacts presented in the 

Draft EIR. The responses to comments O1.46, O1.47, and O1.48 address the specific issues raised 

by the commenter regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s air quality and greenhouse 

gas impacts.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.45 The comment summarizes the Project’s estimated construction and operational emissions and 

health risks, noting that emissions and health risks are expected to exceed applicable BAAQMD 

thresholds, as disclosed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, in Tables 3.3-10, 3.3-12, and 

3.3-14. 

This comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of 

the analysis of physical environmental impacts presented in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required.  

O1.46 The comment claims that the significant and unavoidable conclusions in Section 3.3, Air Quality, 

of the Draft EIR in Impact AQ-2 and Impact AQ-3 are unsubstantiated because the Draft EIR fails 

to implement all feasible mitigation to lessen or avoid significant effects. The comment asserts 

that the EIR should not be approved until it is updated to include mitigation measures for reducing 

emissions to less-than-significant levels. 

Please refer to response to comment O1.48 regarding the Draft EIR’s inclusion of all feasible 

mitigation measures to lessen or avoid Impacts AQ-2 and AQ-3. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required.  

O1.47 The comment claims that the Draft EIR fails to demonstrate that the Project would be consistent with 

the City’s 2022 CAP because the design features referenced in the CAP checklist are not formally 

included as mitigation measures and not guaranteed to be implemented, monitored, and enforced.  

The commenter’s claim that the Draft EIR fails to demonstrate that the design features referenced 

in the CAP checklist would successfully be incorporated into the Project’s design or be 

implemented with certainty is incorrect. The design features referenced in the CAP checklist, 

while they may not be included as mitigation measures, would be required by local, regional, and 

State regulations; involve mandatory discretionary approvals by the City; or be fully integrated 

into the Project design, as identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, changes to which could 

warrant further environmental review. In addition, implementation of the CAP actions is included 

as a Project design feature in the EIR and in the MMRP for administrative convenience.  

Design elements that are enforceable through local regulations involve the Project’s electric-vehicle 

(EV) charging infrastructure and its all-electric design, with a potential exception regarding the use 

of natural gas for certain R&D uses. These features would be implemented and enforceable through 

the City’s recently adopted “Reach Code,” which includes requirements for EV charging 

infrastructure in new construction and prohibits new connections to natural gas infrastructure, with 

limited exceptions, as described in the section titled “Natural Gas” in Chapter 2, Project Description, 

of the Draft EIR on page 2-32.  
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Other design features referenced in the CAP checklist involve mandatory discretionary approvals 

by the City. For example, regarding the Project’s consistency with CAP measure T-3-1, TDM Plan 

Requirements, as shown in the excerpt included in the comment, discretionary approval of the 

TDM plan is required prior to development at the Project site. Specifically, as described in 

response to comment O1.15, a detailed TDM plan will be submitted to the City Planning Division 

with the application for a building permit for each phase of development. City staff members will 

review the TDM plan to ensure consistency with the City General Plan, to which the CAP is an 

appendix. As described in response to comment O1.16, because City Council adopted VMT 

reduction requirements for new development projects in support of the City’s greenhouse gas 

reduction goals, after considering public testimony and evidence in support of and in opposition 

to the CAP, it is appropriate to assume that the Project’s TDM plan can and will achieve the VMT 

reductions required by the CAP. See the responses to comments O1.15 and O1.16 for more 

detailed discussions of the Project’s TDM strategy, the City’s process for reviewing and approving 

TDM plans for new development projects, and the VMT reductions required by the CAP. Thus, 

construction of the Project cannot commence without approval of the TDM plan, which would 

result in VMT reductions in line with CAP checklist measure T-3-1. As a result, despite the 

assertion in the comment that the design features referenced in the CAP checklist may be removed 

from the Project’s design altogether, approval of the TDM plan is required for the Project to move 

forward, and the Draft EIR’s evaluation of this required element as part of the original Project 

design is appropriate. 

All remaining design elements referenced in the CAP checklist are fully integrated into the original 

Project design, as identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, changes to which could warrant 

further environmental review. Regarding the Project’s consistency with CAP measure T-2-1, 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans Implementation, as shown in the excerpt provided in the 

comment, the design elements associated with improving existing pedestrian and bicycle 

infrastructure are described in the transportation impact analysis (Appendix 3.2 to the Draft EIR), 

as noted in the CAP checklist and in the sections titled “Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation” and 

“Energy and Carbon” in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on pages 2-13 and 2-33. 

Other Project design features referenced in the CAP checklist and described in more detail in 

Chapter 2, Project Description, include:  

• Energy efficiency, waste reduction, water conservation, and landscaping in the section titled 
“Sustainability Features” in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on pages 2-32 

through 2-34; 

• Management of construction materials in the section titled “Construction Spoils, Debris, and 

Materials” in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on page 2-36; 

• Recycled water infrastructure in the section titled “Utilities” in Chapter 2, Project Description, 

of the Draft EIR on page 2-25; and 

• Onsite and natural stormwater systems in the section titled “Storm Drain and Water and 

Ecosystems” in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on pages 2-31 and 2-34, 

respectively. 

All of the design features referenced in the CAP checklist are necessary for compliance with 

existing laws, regulations, and requirements; required through discretionary approvals prior to 

Project construction; or fully integrated into the original Project design, changes to which could 

warrant further environmental review. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project 
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would be consistent with the City’s 2022 CAP, based on the design elements and commitments 

referenced in the CAP checklist, is substantiated. Nonetheless, in response to this comment, and 

to provide further substantiation that the design features referenced in the CAP checklist would 

be implemented, monitored, and enforced, Project Design Feature GHG-1 would require the 

Project Sponsor to submit evidence to the City demonstrating that all the referenced CAP 

Checklist actions would be implemented prior to issuance of the first construction or grading 

permit for the Project. Please see response to comment O1.23 for the text that was revised in the 

Draft EIR related to this topic.  

This revision does not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

O1.48 The comment proposes consideration of the list of mitigation measures identified in the Southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2020 regional transportation plan/sustainable 

communities strategy (RTP/SCS) program EIR. The comment requests preparation of a revised 

EIR, along with adopting all feasible mitigation measures, providing an updated analysis of air 

quality and greenhouse gas emissions, and demonstrating that mitigation measures have been 

implemented to reduce emissions to less-than-significant levels. 

Though the list of mitigation measures provided in the comment represents recommendations 

for the SCAG region, which does not have jurisdiction over the Project site, the viability of these 

measures for reducing the Project’s emissions beyond the reductions that would occur pursuant 

to the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR has nonetheless been considered. As 

described below, the mitigation measures proposed by the commenter do not constitute feasible 

actions that would quantifiably reduce emissions or health risks beyond the reductions that 

would already occur under the mitigation measures evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

As shown in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR and identified in the comment, emissions 

resulting from Project operation as well as concurrent construction and operation would exceed 

applicable BAAQMD thresholds. As a result, the Draft EIR identifies and incorporates several 

mitigation measures to reduce emissions. Specifically, Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 requires 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency– (EPA-) approved Tier 4 Final diesel engines. Mitigation 

Measure AQ-2.2 ensures that BAAQMD best management practices (BMPs), as well as additional 

construction-related mitigation measures, would be implemented during Project construction. To 

reduce fugitive emissions of reactive organic gas (ROG) throughout operations, Mitigation 

Measures AQ-2.3 and AQ-2.4 would require the Project Sponsor to use architectural coatings and 

cleaning supplies with a low VOC content at all Project buildings. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.5 

would require the Project Sponsor to replace gas-powered landscape equipment with zero-

emission landscape equipment, thereby reducing emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 by 

eliminating the use of internal-combustion engines for landscaping activities. Finally, Mitigation 

Measure AQ-2.6 would require the Project Sponsor to install EPA-approved Tier 4 Final stationary 

emergency generators, if commercially available in a timely manner, thereby reducing the 

Project’s ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions.  

The mitigation measures described above and incorporated in the Draft EIR would be comparable 

to or more effective with respect to reducing emissions than many of those proposed in the 

comment. Specifically, Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would be consistent with the recommendations 

for reducing dust emissions from BAAQMD, the air district with local air quality jurisdiction over 

the Project site, and comparable to or more effective with respect to reducing dust emissions than 

those proposed in the comment, such as “[minimizing] land disturbance,” “[suspending] grading 
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and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour,” and “[stabilizing] the surface of 

dirt piles if not removed immediately,” as mentioned in the comment. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.2 

would require EPA-approved Tier 4 Final diesel engines, the most stringent efficiency tier for off-

road construction equipment, and be more effective with respect to reducing emissions from off-

road construction equipment than “[requiring] contractors to assemble a comprehensive 

inventory list… of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) construction equipment,” as 

mentioned in the comment. Moreover, many of the measures proposed in the comment would not 

quantifiably reduce emissions or health impacts, such as “[requiring] contractors to assemble a 

comprehensive inventory list…of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) construction 

equipment,” “[providing] information to air quality-related programs to schools,” “[working] with 

local cities to install adequate signage that prohibits truck idling in certain locations,” and 

“[consulting] with the SCAG Environmental Justice Toolbox for potential measures to address 

impacts to low-income and/or minority communities,” as mentioned in the comment. These 

actions, although they may result in positive changes, would not quantifiably reduce air pollutant 

and greenhouse gas emissions generated by Project construction and operation.  

Finally, the Project already incorporates the measures recommended in the comment associated 

with “[exceeding] Title-24 Building Envelope Efficiency Standards,” as applicable to the Project. 

For example, the Project would exceed the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) 

mandatory requirements by complying with the City’s recently adopted Reach Code, which 

includes more stringent EV charging requirements for new construction and prohibits new 

connections to natural gas infrastructure, with limited exceptions. Moreover, as described in 

Chapter 2, Project Description, the Project would “[provide] pedestrian network improvements,” 

“traffic calming measures” through the TDM plan, and “bike parking” as part of the original Project 

design. Thus, the measures proposed in the comment would not quantifiably reduce emissions 

from Project construction and operation beyond the reductions that would occur under the 

mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR and would not lessen the Project’s significant air 

quality impacts.  

Even with the mitigation outlined in the Draft EIR, Project operation as well as concurrent 

construction and operation would generate levels of emissions that would exceed the applicable 

BAAQMD mass emissions thresholds. Similarly, health risks and PM2.5 concentrations would 

exceed BAAQMD thresholds, even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2.1 and AQ-2.2.  

As noted in the Draft EIR, most of the emissions that would contribute to the exceedance from 

ROG emissions would result from the volume of consumer products used. However, the City and 

Project Sponsor have minimal control over what consumer products users purchase. There are 

no additional mitigation measures to reduce ROG emissions from consumer products. 

Furthermore, vehicles traveling to and from the Project site represent a large portion of the 

Project’s ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions. Aside from the Project’s transportation-efficient design 

features, TDM plan, and strategies to encourage alternative methods of transportation, there are 

no onsite mitigation measures to reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from the site. 

Regarding PM2.5 concentrations, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce the concentrations 

because of the nature of the emissions source (i.e., the large number of privately owned vehicles 

traveling on public roadways). The Project Sponsor has little control over this type of emissions 

source. Nonetheless, as described above, the Project would reduce the demand for motor vehicle 

travel by promoting transportation efficiency, implementing a TDM plan, and exploring 

alternative transit methods.  
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As described above, none of the mitigation measures proposed in the comment represent feasible 

methods, beyond those that the Project Sponsor has already committed to, for reducing emissions 

from the aforementioned sources. No further mitigation is available to reduce the Project’s ROG, 

NOx, PM10 emissions and health risks.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.49 The commenter provides a disclaimer at the end of the letter, discussing the right to revise or 

amend the comment given the availability of new information in the future.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.50 The commenter provides resumes to substantiate the qualifications of the commenter.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.51 The comment states they have reviewed the VMT and traffic impacts of the Project.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.52 The commenter states that the Project includes a mix of housing and commercial uses and asserts 
that the commercial uses are dominant in the mix and would therefore exacerbate the extreme 

housing shortage in Santa Clara and the greater region. 

See response to comment O1.6 for a discussion of the Project’s impacts related to population and 

housing. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.53 The commenter notes that the Draft EIR omitted a full VMT analysis because the Project is 

characterized as a “transit-supportive project.” The comment quotes commute length data and 

census data to support the need for a full analysis of VMT and mitigation for Project VMT impacts.  

See response to comment O1.18 for a discussion of the Project’s impacts related to VMT. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.54 The commenter requests that any requirements on the Project to implement commute reduction 

programs, including significant parking charges for all employees, be identified now and included 

in Project planning and parking planning. 

See response to comment O1.15, which describes the Project’s TDM strategy and discusses how 

the City’s process for reviewing and approving TDM plans for new development projects ensures 

consistency with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to transportation, 

including the CAP requirements to reduce VMT. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.55 The commenter states that the Draft EIR underestimates trip generation because the Project 

allows for medical offices but uses a lower trip generation rate.  

See response to comment O1.19 for a discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office space. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.56 The commenter states that the Draft EIR parking analysis is inaccurate because it does not 

account for visitors to medical offices and is based on unreasonable mode-share assumptions for 
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office employee commutes. The commenter asserts the parking analysis should be redone to 

include the effects of the TDM program.  

See response to comment O1.19 for a discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office space. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Per Assembly Bill 2097, the Project is not required to provide parking because of its proximity to 

public transit. Nevertheless, a parking analysis was conducted to support the conclusion that the 

Project meets the definition of a transit-supportive project, per the City’s Transportation Analysis 

Policy. Based on the parking ratios in the City’s Zoning Code, the Project would not provide excess 

parking and would qualify as transit supportive under this metric.  

Although not required under CEQA, a shared parking analysis was conducted to evaluate the 

adequacy of the proposed parking supply under the shared parking strategy to be implemented 

by the Project. Parking data from a variety of sources were used in this analysis. The mode-split 

assumptions used to develop the office parking ratios in the shared parking analysis are 

consistent with the forecasts developed using the City travel demand forecast model. The City 

model reflects the effect of the Project’s proximity to transit, its internalization of trips, and the 

TDM reductions per the CAP that were in effect when the transportation analysis was initiated. 

Subsequently, the City updated the CAP, which will impose more stringent requirements to 

reduce vehicle travel on the Project site. Therefore, the shared parking analysis contained in the 

Transportation Analysis Policy is conservative in that it may overstate the parking demand 

generated by the Project under the updated CAP. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.57 The commenter states that the Draft EIR discloses significant traffic impacts and unmitigated traffic 

impacts from the Project at numerous intersections and freeway segments. 

The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

transportation with Mitigation Measure TRA-1.1, Construction Management Plan.  

In accordance with SB 743 and the City’s Transportation Analysis Policy, the Project’s effects on 

delay and level of service at study intersections and freeway segments no longer constitute a 

significant impact under CEQA. Regardless, as required by the City’s Transportation Analysis 

Policy, a level-of-service analysis for key intersections and freeway segments is included. 

Locations that would be adversely affected by the addition of Project-generated traffic were 

identified, and recommendations for improvements were provided, where feasible. 

Recommended improvements included additional turn lanes, signals, contributions to planned 

freeway improvements, and multimodal improvements. The City may impose conditions of 

approval on the Project to construct or fund the improvements recommended to address level-

of-service deficiencies. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.58 The commentor suggests that the extent of the Project’s significant and unmitigated traffic impacts 

is an indication that the Project’s jobs/housing imbalance is too great. 

See response to comment O1.57 for a discussion of the Project’s transportation impacts under 

CEQA and the Project’s effects on intersection and freeway levels of service.  

As described on page 3.1-13 of the Draft EIR, upon build-out of the Project, the jobs/housing ratio 

would decrease from 2.15 (without Project) to 2.11 (with Project) in 2035 compared to 2.42 in 

2008. Under the Project, the jobs/housing ratio would improve. Please see response to comment 
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01.6, O1.8, O1.9, and O1.10 for a detailed discussion of the Project’s job/housing impact. No 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.59 The commenter states that higher trip generation rates from medical office use would make the 

Project’s traffic impacts even greater. 

Refer to response to comment O1.19 for a discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office 

space. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.60 The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the impacts of parking changes for Levi’s 

Stadium events. 

See response to comment O1.17 for a discussion of parking at Levi’s Stadium events. No revisions 

to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.61 The commenter suggests that the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative would reduce in-

commuting, decrease traffic impacts, and provide a better jobs/housing balance. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, both the Project and the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative 

would cause less-than-significant impacts on transportation with mitigation. Compared to the 

Project, the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips per 

day. Similarly, total VMT would also decrease compared to VMT under the Project. However, it 

should be noted that the City’s adopted thresholds that define significant transportation impacts 

under CEQA are based on VMT per capita or VMT per employee rather than total VMT, total daily 

vehicle trips, or measures of congestion, including delay or level of service. VMT per capita and 

VMT per employee under this alternative would tend to be similar to the Project because of the 

substantially similar residential and employment characteristics of this alternative. Both the 

Project and the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative would qualify as a transit-

supportive project and thus be assumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.  

Regarding the jobs/housing ratio, the commenter is correct in stating that the Reduced 

Office/Increased Housing Alternative would result in greater improvement in the jobs/housing 

imbalance compared with the Project. However, both the Project and the Reduced 

Office/Increased Housing Alternative would result in an improvement to the jobs/housing ratio, 

resulting in no impact under CEQA. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.62 The comment reiterates two of the Project objectives identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, 

of the Draft EIR. The comment then states the estimated daily residential and employment trips 

generated by the Project.  

The City disagrees with the emphasis and manner in which the comment presents the information 

but confirms the Draft EIR information referenced is accurate. The comment does not contain 

questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No substantive response 

is required. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.63 The commenter notes that the Draft EIR omitted a full VMT analysis because the Project is 

characterized as a “transit-supportive project.” The comment quotes commute travel length and 

census data to support the need for a full analysis of VMT and mitigation for the Project’s VMT 

impacts.  

See response to comment O1.18 for a discussion of the Project’s impacts related to VMT.  
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It should be noted that the VMT heat map presented in this comment was prepared using the VTA 

travel demand model for the 2015 base year. Like the census data referenced in this and an earlier 

comment (O1.18), the heat map reflects historical development patterns and travel 

characteristics that differ substantially from the 2030 and 2035 travel patterns expected with the 

Project.  

The Project would create a high-density, mixed-use development; in 2015, the surrounding area 

included predominantly low-density office/R&D campuses without a mix of uses. Furthermore, 

the heat map does not reflect the effect of the aggressive VMT reductions required of new 

developments by the City’s updated CAP. In addition, the Project would benefit from recent and 

planned transportation improvements that were not present in 2015, including the Silicon Valley 

BART extension, express lanes on State Route 237 and U.S. 101, and numerous bike/pedestrian 

improvements, including the planned Calabazas Creek Trail and Santa Clara Trail. Therefore, the 

VMT heat map is not representative of the future VMT per employee that would be generated by 

the Project. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.64 The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to include adequate VMT mitigation because the 

TDM plan has not been completed and the effectiveness of the TDM plan in reducing VMT has not 

been quantified. 

See the responses to comments O1.15 and O1.16, which describe the Project’s TDM strategy and 

how the City’s process for reviewing and approving TDM plans for new development projects 

ensures consistency with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to 

transportation, including the VMT reductions required under the CAP. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. 

O1.65 The commenter states that the Project is required to reduce VMT per employee by 25 percent 

through an active TDM, according to the CAP. The commenter asserts the TDM plan for the Project 

should be completed now and included in Project planning to ensure achievement of the VMT 

reduction required by the CAP. 

See the responses to comments O1.15 and O1.16, which describe the Project’s TDM strategy and 

how the City’s process for reviewing and approving TDM plans for new development projects 

ensures consistency with the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan related to 

transportation, including the VMT reductions required under the CAP. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. 

O1.66 The commentor states that the Draft EIR underestimates the trips generated by the Project 

because it does not consider medical offices uses that would be permitted.  

Refer to response to comment O1.19 for a discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office 

space. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.66 The comment claims that higher trip generation would result in increased emissions. 

The comment correctly notes that increases in vehicle trips generally correspond to greater air 

pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. However, as described in the responses to comments 

O1.19, the trip generation estimates disclosed in the Draft EIR and evaluated in the air quality and 

greenhouse gas impact analyses are consistent with the proposed land use types and sizes. Refer 

to response to comment O1.19 for a detailed discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office 

space.  
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No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.68 The comment states that the inclusion of medical office uses in the Project would generate more 

trips compared to the existing General Plan designation, which does not permit medical facilities, 

except for pharmacies.  

A General Plan amendment would be required to implement the Project. The amendment would 

designate the Project site with a new General Plan land use designation, Urban Center Mixed Use, 

with a “Mixed-Use” classification. The Project site also would be rezoned to Planned Development. 

Planned Development zoning districts are intended for sites with a mix of integrated land uses 

that are not permitted to be combined in other zoning districts. See response to comment O1.19 

for further discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office space. No revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. 

O1.69 The commenter states that the Draft EIR parking analysis is flawed because it does not account 

for visitors to office uses and is based on unreasonable mode-share assumptions for office 

employee commutes. The comment asserts that the parking analysis should be redone to include 

the effects of the TDM program. 

See the response to comments O1.19 and O1.56 for discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical 

office space and parking. While not required as part of the CEQA process, a shared parking 

analysis was included in the Transportation Analysis report that assumes 3,000,000 square feet 

of general office space. Although the end uses are not yet determined, the proposed PD zoning 

would also allow for lab/R&D uses and medical office space in place of general office uses. In 

comparison to general office uses, lab space would generate demand for parking at a lower rate 

while medical office space would generate demand for parking at a higher rate. The City will 

review subsequent applications for building permits with each phase of development to ensure 

consistency with the project description as evaluated in the Transportation Analysis. 

Furthermore, the City will require the Project to prepare and implement a Parking Management 

Plan to ensure that the Project’s parking facilities meet the needs of all users. Additional parking 

analyses and/or revisions to the Project’s Parking Management Plan will be required if the 

proposed mix of uses would generate more demand for parking than previously analyzed. 

Although the parking analysis does not explicitly separate out visitor parking demand from 

employee and resident parking demand, the parking ratios used in the shared parking analysis 

reflect all users, including visitors. For office space, the assumed parking ratio of 2.5 spaces per 

1,000 square feet is based on an employee density of four employees per 1,000 square feet. 

However, although an office may have total employment that equates to four employees per 1,000 

square feet, not all employees are present on the site every weekday. An assumption that office 

employees average 2.5 weeks of vacation per year would reduce average employee attendance by 

about 5 percent. Employee absences due to illnesses or other attendance-related reasons average 

about 3 percent.6 Thus, considering vacations, illness, and other reasons for absence, employee 

 
6  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Division of Labor Force Statistics. 2024. Labor Force Statistics from the Current 

Population Survey. January 26. Available: https://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat47.htm. Accessed: February 14, 2024. 
Employed professional and related occupations had an average absence rate of 3.1 percent in 2023. Absences are 
defined as instances when persons who usually work 35 or more hours per week (full time) worked less than 35 
hours during the reference week for one of the following reasons: own illness, injury, or medical problems; child 
care problems; other family or personal obligations; civic or military duty; and maternity or paternity leave. 
Excluded are situations in which work was missed because of vacation or personal days, holiday, labor dispute, 
and other reasons.  
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attendance, on average, was about 8 percent below total office employment, reducing the office 

employee parking demand to 2.3 spaces per 1,000 square feet. The 2020 Urban Land Institute 

publication Shared Parking, third edition, estimates that visitor parking demand at general office 

buildings peaks at an average of 0.2 space per 1,000 square feet on weekdays. Thus, employee 

absences are expected to leave an ample number of parking spaces for office visitors. 

Furthermore, given that many companies continue to allow office workers to work remotely one 

or more days each week, the assumed rate of 2.5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of office 

space is expected to be adequate for both employees and visitors. No revisions to the Draft EIR 

are required.  

O1.70 The commenter states that the Draft EIR discloses significant traffic impacts and unmitigated 

traffic impacts from the Project at numerous intersections and freeway segments and that these 

traffic impacts are an indication that the Project’s jobs/housing imbalance is too great. 

See response to comment O1.57 for a discussion of the Project’s transportation impacts under 

CEQA and the Project’s effects on intersection and freeway levels of service. Please see response 

to comment 01.58 regarding the Project’s job/housing balance. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required.  

O1.71 The comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates project trip generation and traffic impacts 

from potential medical office use. 

Refer to response to comment O1.19 for a discussion of the Project’s inclusion of medical office 

space. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

O1.72 The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the impacts of removing parking used 

by Levi’s Stadium events. 

See response to comment O1.17 for a discussion of parking for Levi’s Stadium events. No revisions 

to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.73 The commenter suggests that the Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative would reduce 

in-commuting, decrease traffic impacts, and provide a better jobs/housing balance. 

See response to comment O1.61 for a discussion of the Reduced Office/Increased Housing 

Alternative. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

O1.74 The commenter provides a resume to substantiate the qualifications of the commenter.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.75 This comment shows the request sent to the City on November 21, 2023 (Exhibit D), for access to 

all documents relied upon in the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.76 This comment shows the request sent to the City on December 4, 2023 (Exhibit E), for access to 

all documents relied upon in the Draft EIR. The City provided a full response to this letter on 

December 21, 2023, also included as Exhibit H in this comment letter.  
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The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.77 This comment shows the request sent to the City on December 15, 2023 (Exhibit F), for an 

extension of the comment period. The City provided a full response to this letter on December 21, 

2023, also included as Exhibit H in this comment letter.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.78 This comment shows the public records request sent to the City on November 21, 2023 

(Exhibit G), for access to public records related to the Project.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 

O1.79 This comment shows the response sent by the City on December 21, 2023 (Exhibit H), for all 

requests sent in Exhibits D, E, F, and G.  

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

analysis. No substantive response is required. 
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Chapter 4  
Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter includes revisions to the Draft EIR by errata, as allowed by CEQA. The revisions are presented 

in the order they appear in the Draft EIR, with the relevant page number(s) indicated with italicized print. 

New or revised text is shown with underline for additions and strike-out for deletions.  

All text revisions provide clarification or additional detail. After considering all comments received on the 

Draft EIR, the Lead Agency has determined that the changes do not result in a need to recirculate the Draft 

EIR. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[a], recirculation is required when new significant 

information results in changes to the EIR that deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 

on a substantial adverse environmental effect or feasible mitigation measure or an alternative that was 

not adopted, including disclosure of one of the following: 

⚫ A new significant environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation measure 

proposed to be implemented; 

⚫ A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation measures are 

adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; 

⚫ A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, considerably different from others previously 

analyzed, that clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but that the 

project’s proponents decline to adopt; or 

⚫ The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[a]). 

Recirculation of a Draft EIR is not required where the new information merely clarifies, amplifies, or 

makes minor modifications to an adequate EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[b]). The 

information provided below merely clarifies and supports the analysis in the Draft EIR or makes minor 

changes consistent with the criteria in Section 15088.5(b). 

General Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Executive Summary 

On page ES-1 of the Executive Summary, the following text has been revised: 

The Project would include up to 4,913,000 gross square feet (gsf) of new development, including 

approximately 1.8 million gsf of residential uses (up to 1,800 units), approximately 3 million gsf of 

office/research-and-development (R&D)1 space, approximately 100,000 gsf of neighborhood retail uses, 

and approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare facilities, along with 3,000 gsf of community space. An 

approximately 27,00018,000-square-foot electrical substation would also be constructed to support the 

Project.2 Parking would be provided in a mix of subsurface and aboveground parking facilities. In 

addition, the Project would include up to approximately 16 acres of publicly accessible open space at 
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grade level as well as approximately 10 acres of private open space for residential and office uses;3 new 

bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular circulation routes; and upgraded and expanded infrastructure.  

1  Although the end uses are not yet determined, the Project may include lab/R&D uses. For CEQA purposes, up 
to 30 percent laboratory use has been assumed. All future references to “office” include permitted lab/R&D 
uses. 

2  The size, design, and location of the substation are subject to final discussions with Silicon Valley Power. 
3  Additional private open space will be provided on terraces, balconies, and rooftops. These spaces are not 

included as part of the calculations. 

On page ES-27, the following revision was made to mitigation measure CUL-2.2: 

CUL-2.2: Conduct Cultural Resource Sensitivity Training Prior to Project-Related Ground Disturbance 

and Stop Work if Archaeological Deposits Are Encountered during Ground- Disturbing Activities. Prior 

to any Project-related ground disturbance, the Project Sponsor shall ensure that all construction 

workers who directly oversee excavation or operate ground-disturbing vehicles receive training, 

which shall be overseen by a qualified profession archaeologist who is experienced in teaching non-

specialists, to ensure that contractors can recognize archaeological artifacts and deposits, as well as 

tribal cultural resources, in the event that any are discovered during construction. Construction 

personnel directly overseeing excavation, or operating ground-disturbing vehicles, will be required 

to participate in this preconstruction training.  

On pages ES-28 and ES-29 the following revision was made to the mitigation measures column and 

mitigation measure BIO-1.1: 

Implement Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1. 

BIO-1.1: Protect Roosting Bats. To avoid impacts on roosting bats that may utilize trees and/or vacant 

buildings in the Project area for day roosting, the Project Sponsor shall retain a qualified wildlife 

biologist to conduct a survey for roosting bats no sooner than 14 days prior to the start of demolition 

of any vacant buildings with ingress and egress points, as determined by a qualified wildlife biologist, 

that could be used by bats or the removal of suitable roosting vegetation (i.e., trees) for bats. If building 

demolition or vegetation removal efforts do not begin within the 14 days following the survey for 

roosting bats, another survey shall be required. Trees adjacent to the transmission line routing 

options would not require surveys for bats because they would not be affected by construction 

activities. If roosting bats are detected, the biologist shall enact a 150-foot (minimum) no-work buffer 

from the perimeter of the area the bats are thought to be occupying and confer with CDFW to 

determine potential roost protection or roost eviction practices, such as installing one-way exclusion 

devices or using lights to deter roosting.  

On pages ES-29 and ES-30 the following revision was made to mitigation measure BIO-4.1:  

BIO-4.1: Protect Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, the Project Sponsor and its contractor shall avoid 

conducting vegetation removal during the migratory bird season (February 1 through August 31). If 

Project-related activities must take place during the migratory bird season, the Project Sponsor shall 

retain a qualified wildlife biologist to conduct a survey for nests of migratory birds. Surveys for 

nesting migratory birds shall occur within 3 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance 

and vegetation removal in areas that will be affected by Project construction activities. Multiple nest 

surveys shall be required if construction is phased or when construction work stops for more than 2 

weeks at a portion of the site where suitable nesting habitat occurs within the minimum nest buffer 

zone widths described below remains. If construction is ongoing for multiple years, these surveys 

shall be conducted each year. 
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The following text on pages ES-37 and ES-38 have been revised: 

Impact C-GEO-1: Cumulative Seismicity 
Impacts. The Project, in combination with other 
foreseeable development in the vicinity, would 
not directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death, involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground 
shaking, or seismically related ground failure. 

NILTS None Required N/A 

Impact C-GEO-2: Cumulative Erosion or Loss 
of Topsoil. The Project, in combination with 
other foreseeable development in the vicinity, 
would not result in substantial soil erosion or 
loss of topsoil. 

NILTS None Required  N/A 

Impact C-GEO-3: Cumulative Collapse of 
Unstable Soil. The Project, in combination with 
other foreseeable development in the vicinity, 
would not result in collapse of unstable soil.  

NIS Implement Mitigation 
Measure GEO-3.1. None 
Required 

LTSN/A 

Impact C-GEO-4: Cumulative Settlement or 
Subsidence of Unstable Soil. The Project, in 
combination with other foreseeable 
development in the vicinity, could result in static 
settlement or subsidence, but such impacts 
would be adequately addressed by mitigation. 

S Implement Mitigation 
Measure GEO-3.1. 

LTS 

Impact C-GEO-5: Cumulative Expansive Soil 
Impacts. The Project, in combination with other 
foreseeable development in the vicinity, would 
not create substantial direct or indirect risks to 
life or property as a result of being located on 
expansive soil. 

NILTS None Required  N/A 

The following text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 has been revised on pages ES-46 and ES-47: 

HAZ-2.1: Subsurface Contamination. The Project Sponsor shall engage with an appropriate regulatory 

agency (e.g., the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board, Santa Clara County DEH, DTSC) to provide 

oversight for additional subsurface investigation at the Project site and proposed transmission line 

routes for the Project, prepare and implement a Soil and Groundwater Management Plan (SGMP), and 

implement remedial actions, as necessary and required by the appropriate regulatory agency. When 

site uses and building layouts/designs are finalized and available, additional soil vapor testing shall 

be performed to evaluate the need for vapor intrusion mitigation measures. The additional subsurface 

investigation activities shall include, to the extent required by the appropriate regulatory agency, 

investigation of potential contamination along the proposed transmission line routes for the Project 

and investigation of potential contamination source areas/features of environmental concern (e.g., 

former hazardous materials storage areas, clarifiers/sumps/vaults and associated piping, possible 

UST areas) to define the extent of subsurface contamination at the Project site… 

The following text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 has been revised on pages ES-46 and ES-47: 

If remedial actions are required for any portion of the Project site or proposed transmission line 

routes for the Project, the Project Sponsor shall submit to the City evidence of approvals from all 

applicable regulatory oversight agencies for any proposed remedial action plans prior to the City 

issuing any demolition, grading, or building permits for that portion of the Project site or transmission 

line route. 



City of Santa Clara 

 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

4-4 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

Chapter 1, Introduction 

On page 1-2 of Section 1.2, Project Overview, of the introduction, the following has been revised: 

The Project site is located on nine parcels (assessor’s parcel numbers [APNs] 104-04-150, 104-04-

142, 104-04-143, 104-04-151, 104-04-112, 104-04-113, 104-04-065, 104-04-111, 104-04-064), 

totaling approximately 46 acres, as well as Democracy Way, a privately owned street subject to an 

existing public right-of-way (ROW) easement that covers approximately 2.6 acres, for a combined 

total Project area of 48.6 acres. The Project would result in 4,913,000 gross square feet (gsf) of new 

development, including approximately 1.8 million gsf of residential uses (up to 1,800 units), 

approximately 3 million gsf of office/R&D1 space, approximately 100,000 gsf of neighborhood retail 

uses, and approximately 10,000 gsf of childcare facilities, along with 3,000 gsf of community spaces. 

An approximately 27,00018,000 gsf electrical substation would also be constructed to support the 

Project. Parking would be provided in a mix of subsurface and aboveground parking facilities. In 

addition, the Project would include up to approximately 16 aces of publicly accessible open space as 

well as approximately 10 acres of private open space for residential and office uses;2 new bicycle, 

pedestrian, and vehicular circulation routes; upgraded and expanded infrastructure; and the new 

electrical substation.3  

1  Although the end uses are not yet determined, the Project may include lab/R&D uses. For CEQA purposes, up 
to 30 percent laboratory use has been assumed. All future references to “office” include permitted lab/R&D 
uses. 

2  Additional private open space will be provided on terraces, balconies, and rooftops. These spaces are not 
included as part of the calculations. 

3  The size, design, and location of the substation are subject to final discussions with Silicon Valley Power. 

Chapter 2, Project Description 

On page 2-1, the second sentence of the second paragraph has been revised as follows: 

An approximately 27,00018,000 gsf electrical substation would also be constructed to support the 

Project.2 

2  Details regarding the substation are subject to change; Silicon Valley Power will coordinate the precise size, 
dimensions, and layout during the design phase of the substation.  

On page 2-6, the “Substation” row of Table 2-2, Proposed Development at the Project Site, has been revised 

as follows: 

Table 4-1. Proposed Development at the Project Site 

Land Use Development Potential 

Residential  Up to 1,800,000 gsf (1,800 units) 

Office  Up to 3,000,000 gsf 

Retail Up to 100,000 gsf 

Childcare 

Community Amenity 

Up to 10,000 gsf 

Up to 3,000 gsf 

Total Up to 4,913,000 gsf 

Substation Approximately 27,000Up to 18,000 gsf 

Source: Kylli, Inc., 20243. 
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On page 2-9, the “Area C” row of Table 2-3, Proposed Development by Development Area Program has 

been revised as follows: 

Table 4-2. Proposed Development by Development Area Programa 

Area 

Size 

(acres) Heightb 

Accessible Grade-Level Open 
Space/Private Podium-Level 

Open Spacec 
Development 
Type 

Building Area 

(gsf)d 

A 13.3 123 feet Approximately 3.2/2.5 acres 

Office 

Retail 

Community 

Area A Total 

1,176,000 

30,000 

3,000 

1,209,000 

B 8.9 153 feet Approximately 2.9/1.4 acres 

Office 

Retail 

Area B Total 

1,034,000 

43,000 

1,077,000 

C 12.7 132 feet Approximately 5.2/2.4 acres 

Office 

Retail 

Substation 

Area C Total 

790,000 

19,000 

27,00018,000e 

809,000 

D 13.7 202 feet Approximately 4.8/3.9 acres 

Residential 

Retail 

Childcare 

Area D Total 

1,800,000 

8,000 

10,000 

1,818,000 

Total  
48.6 
acres 

 Approximately 16/10 acres  4,913,000 

Source: Kylli Inc., 20243. 

Notes: 
a. This table is provided for CEQA analysis purposes only. Actual maximum development standards would be 

established in the General Plan amendment and PD zoning. 
b. Height values represent anticipated maximums. Approximate heights are based on the City’s [proposed] 

definition of height measurement in Santa Clara City Code Section 18.30.040, which states that “the height of a 

structure shall be measured as the vertical distance from the elevation of the finished grade to the highest point 

of the structure. This would be the coping of a flat roof, or the deck line of a mansard roof, or to the highest gable 

of a pitched or hip roof.” All building heights (including antennas, chimneys, elevators, radio towers, mechanical 

appurtenances, parapets, and screens) are subject to Federal Aviation Administration height restrictions. 
c. Note that City parkland dedication is included within these calculations, out of which approximately 10 acres 

would be part of the accessible grade-level open space designation and approximately 2.5 acres would be part of 

the private podium-level open space located exclusively on the residential podium in Area D. 
d. Note that the total “building area” shows the maximum build-out that could occur.  
e. The electrical substation square footage is not included in the Area C total because it is not a building area that 

would be occupied. 

 

The following text has been revised on page 2-13: 

Lastly, the following additional onsite and offsite transportation improvements would be included as 

part of the Project: 

• Signalize the Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Drive East intersection, 

• Add a second eastbound right-turn lane on Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane. 

• Signalize the Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Driveway B intersection. 
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• Signalize the Patrick Henry Drive and Kylli Drive West intersection. 

• Prohibit inbound and outbound left-turns at the Patrick Henry Drive and Kylli Project Driveway 

A intersection. 

• Widen westbound approach to include one right-turn lane and one left-turn lane at the Patrick 

Henry Drive and Kylli Project Driveway D intersection. 

The following text has been revised and added on page 2-32: 

The Project would include a number of measures to minimize the amount of energy used, as described 

under Sustainability Features. Nonetheless, the Project is expected to result in an increase in demand 

for electricity. The increased demand would exceed the capacity of the existing electric distribution 

system. Therefore, an approximately 27,00018,000 gsf electrical substation would be constructed 

onsite to support the Project. The at-grade substation would be located on the east side of the Project 

site, in Area C, with no parking above or below. The substation could also support the electrical needs 

of the adjacent Santa Clara North area. SVP will coordinate the precise size, dimensions, and layout of 

the substation during the design phase. The proposed design, which is standard in the United States, 

would include indoor gas-insulated switchgear with less-flammable oil-filled transformers. A 

minimum setback of 24 feet would be provided along the street frontage.  

SVP analyzed various transmission line routing options to connect the new substation to the existing 

SVP electrical system. Of these, two options, “Routing Option 1” (the preferred option) and “Routing 

Option 3” (the alternative option), were selected by SVP for analysis as part of the Project. The routing 

options are shown in Figures 2-16 and 2-17. New transmission lines would be placed underground 

within the Project site and within public rights-of-way to connect to existing underground transmission 

lines. SVP will coordinate with the City and SFPUC to obtain all required approvals for the selected 

transmission line routing. No new overhead transmission lines are proposed under either option. 

Routing Option 1 (Preferred SVP Option) 

As shown in Figure 2-16, Routing Option 1 would intersect the existing NRS-MIS transmission line at 

the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides Drive. The existing NRS-MIS line would be 

split into two new segments and given the designations NRS-DEM and DEM-MIS. The new NRS-DEM 

line would run along the existing NRS-MIS overhead 60 kV transmission line and along the existing 

NRS-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line to the point of intersection where a new underground 

60 kV transmission line would run north along Old Ironsides Drive from Patrick Henry Drive and enter 

the new substation on the Project site. A new DEM-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line would 

exit the substation and run south along Old Ironsides Drive, connecting to the existing NRS-MIS 

underground 60 kV transmission line at the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides and 

enter the Mission substation, which is south of the Project site. No changes are proposed to the 

existing MIS-JUL transmission lines exiting the MIS substation. 

Routing Option 3 (Alternative SVP Option) 

As shown in Figure 2-17, Routing Option 3 would intersect the existing NRS-MIS transmission line at 

the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides Drive. The existing NRS-MIS line would be 

split into two new segments and given the designations NRS-DEM and DEM-MIS. The new NRS-DEM 

line would run along the existing NRS-MIS overhead 60 kV transmission line and along the existing 

NRS-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line to the point of intersection where a new 

underground60 kV transmission line would run north along Old Ironsides Drive from Patrick Henry  



Figure 2-16
Conceptual Project Electrical Transmission Routing – Option 1

Mission Point Project

IC
F 

G
ra

ph
ic

s 
- 1

03
98

0 
(2

-9
-2

02
4)

 J
C

Source: BKF, 2024



Figure 2-17
Conceptual Project Electrical Transmission Routing – Option 3
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Drive and enter the new substation on the Project site. A second new underground 60 kV 

transmission line, exiting out of the new DEM substation, would briefly run south along Old 

Ironsides Drive before turning west to cross the Project site and then turning south to follow 

Patrick Henry Drive to intersect the existing NRS-MIS underground transmission line and create 

the new DEM-MIS 60 kV transmission line. The DEM-MIS 60 kV transmission line would then enter 

the existing Mission substation, south of the Project site. No changes are proposed to the existing 

MIS-JUL transmission lines exiting the MIS substation. 

The following text on page 2-36 has been revised as follows: 

The Project would include below-grade features for structured parking, areas for service access to 

buildings, and other below-finished-grade functions. The maximum depth of the proposed 

excavation would be approximately 16 feet for the one level of below-grade parking and up to a 

depth of approximately 28 feet for jack-and-bore pits to install transmission lines within a San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission easement. 

On page 2-38, the following bullets have been added under the “Approvals by Responsible Agencies” section: 

⚫ Silicon Valley Power – Approval, ownership, operation, and maintenance of substation and 
related infrastructure. 

⚫ San Francisco Public Utilities Commission – Approval of encroachment permits within 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) ROW. 

Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis 
The following text has been clarified on page 3-3 in the first paragraph: 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be included in the Final EIR. Before 

the City Council approves the Project, it must adopt the MMRP. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15097, an MMRP is a mechanism for monitoring and reporting revisions to a project , or 

the conditions of approval that a public agency has required as mitigation to lessen or avoid a 

significant environmental effect, and tracking and enforcement of project design features for 

administrative convenience. The City can conduct the reporting or monitoring, or it can delegate 

the responsibilities to another public agency or private entity that accepts the delegation. The 

MMRP for the Project will identify the following: the specific monitoring actions that shall be taken, 
the party responsible for implementing the mitigation measures or project design features, the 

various City departments or other entities that shall oversee completion of the mitigation  or 

project design features, and a timeline for implementation of the measures or project design 

features. The responsible departments or other entities shall ensure implementation of the 

measures or project design features. Implementation of the mitigation measures, consistent with 

the MMRP, would reduce the severity of many of the significant impacts identified in this Draft EIR 

or eliminate them.  

Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning 
The following text has been revised on pages 3.1-8 and 3.1-9 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in 

the Draft EIR: 

…As depicted in Figures 3.1-3 through 3.1-5, the Project site is entirely outside the Airport 

Influence Area (AIA) for SJC; however, the applicable Part 77 notification requirements are 

discussed in more detail under Impact LU-3. Under Part 77, any proposed structure on the Project 
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site that could extend above an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the 

runways of SJC would require submittal to the FAA for airspace safety review. This imaginary 

surface extends from approximately 168 feet above ground level (AGL) at the southeast portion of 

the Project site to approximately 185 feet AGL at the northwest portion of the Project site.   

The following text has been revised on page 3.1-14 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft 

EIR: 

Construction  

Conflicts with the CLUP for SJC would not occur during construction of the Project because no 

permanent structures would be constructed during this phase. Any proposed structure or building, 

including temporary construction cranes, on the Project site that could exceed an imaginary 

surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the runways of SJC (this imaginary surface 

extends from approximately 168 feet AGL at the southeast portion of the Project site to 

approximately 185 feet AGL at the northwest portion of the Project site) would require submittal 

to the FAA for airspace safety review. For each building or structure with a maximum proposed 

height exceeding this imaginary surface, the Project must obtain a “Determination of No Hazard” 

from the FAA for each rooftop corner and any additional higher points.  Compliance with conditions 

set forth by the FAA in its determinations would ensure that the Project would not create any 

conflicts with the CLUP for SJC during construction. Therefore, there would be no impact during 

construction.  

The last paragraph has been revised on page 3.1-15 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft 

EIR: 

The maximum heights of new buildings within the Project area would comply with the height 

regulations and restrictions established by the FAA; applicable maximum height requirements 

would vary across the Project area, up to a maximum of approximately 202 feet above the existing 

grade or approximately 217 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Compliance with FAA regulations 

would ensure that the Project would not introduce new buildings that would exceed applicable 

FAA Part 77 height limits.  

Figure 3.1-4 has been revised on page 3.1-17 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft EIR. 

The revised figure replaced the 2022 aircraft noise contours graphic with the 2037 aircraft noise 

contours graphic from the 2020 San José Airport Master Plan.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.1-19 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft 

EIR: 

Noise. CLUP noise contours use the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) to depict noise 

disruptions from aviation, with a penalty added at night when aviation noise could affect onsite 

residents the most. The CLUP uses 60, 65, 70, and 75 A-weighted decibel (dBA) CNEL noise 

contours and includes different types of noise mitigation, based on the type of use exposed to 

aviation noise.  
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The following text has been revised in Table 3.1-3 on page 3.1-58 of Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, in 

the Draft EIR:  

General Plan Goal/Policy Consistency Analysis 

Policy 5.10.6-P7: Implement 
measures to reduce interior 
noise levels and restrict 
outdoor activities in areas 
subject to aircraft noise in 
order to make 
Office/research and 
Development uses compatible 
with the Norman Y. Mineta 
International Airport land use 
restrictions 

CONSISTENT. The Project site is adjacent to but outside the AIA of SJC. 
The Project would include utility work within Old Ironsides Drive, 
which is within the AIA of SJC. However, the Project site does not fall 
within the 60 65 dBA CNEL noise contour (i.e., the lowest noise 
contour for aircraft noise presented) for SJC and would thus not be 
exposed to aircraft noise above 60 65 dBA. Therefore, although the 
Project site may receive some noise from existing aircraft noise, 
people living and working at the Project site would not be greatly 
affected by aircraft noise.  

 

Section 3.2, Transportation 

The following text has been revised on page 3.2-1 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR: 

This section is based on the information provided in the Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development 

Transportation Analysis (Appendix 3.2)1a and Errata to Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development 

Transportation Analysis1b (Appendix 3.2) prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.  

1a  Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2023. Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development Transportation 
Analysis. Prepared for ICF Jones & Stokes. The Hexagon transportation analysis (with appendices) is on file 
with the City of Santa Clara; the Hexagon report is also included as Appendix 3.2 to this EIR. 

1b  Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2024. Errata to Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development 
Transportation Analysis. Prepared for ICF Jones & Stokes. The Hexagon transportation analysis errata (with 
appendix) is on file with the City of Santa Clara; the Hexagon memo is also included as Appendix 3.2 to this 
EIR. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.2-17 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR: 

Thus, a transportation analysis, which evaluates the Project’s consistency with the LOS standards set 

forth in the City’s General Plan and identifies feasible improvements to remedy any deficiencies, was 

prepared by Hexagon and included in Appendix 3.2. This transportation analysis evaluates CEQA-

required transportation issues, including an assessment of VMT according to the City’s screening 

criterion; hazards; emergency access; impacts on bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities; and 

potential conflicts with any adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. It also includes, for separate use 

by the City, a non-CEQA analysis of road operations that identifies potential adverse effects on 

intersection operations resulting from anticipated Project-generated traffic and recommends 

measures to improve conditions. Subsequently, the Errata to Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use 

Development Transportation Analysis was prepared by Hexagon and included in Appendix 3.2 to 

provide additional information and clarification regarding the operation and lane configuration of 

selected intersections immediately adjacent to the Project site. The errata memorandum does not 

change the findings of the Draft EIR regarding the Project’s transportation impacts. As explained in 

the transportation analysis, adverse LOS effects do not constitute significant impacts under CEQA and 

are included solely for informational purposes. 
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The following text has been revised on page 3.2-19 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR: 

The Project would be consistent with Plan Bay Area 2050 goals and performance targets for 

transportation system effectiveness. Specifically, the Project would increase non-auto mode share. 

The Project, as a mixed-use development, would develop new office, residential, retail, community, 

childcare, and public park uses, thereby reducing demand from single-occupancy vehicles. The Project 

would also develop and implement a TDM plan to provide trip reduction measures and reduce 

vehicular traffic in and around the Project site. In addition, the Project site, which is served by public 

transit facilities, would have bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This would also help to reduce demand 

from single-occupancy vehicles. The Project would also develop and implement a TDM plan to provide 

trip reduction measures and reduce vehicular traffic in and around the Project site. Project Design 

Feature TRA-1 would require the Project Sponsor to submit a Final TDM plan, which will achieve the 

VMT reductions set forth in the CAP (Action T-3-1), with the application for a building permit for each 

phase of the Project.  

Project Design Feature TRA-1: Implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan 

in Accordance with the City of Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan  

The Project Sponsor shall submit a Final TDM plan, subject to approval by the City, with the application 

for a building permit for each phase of the Project. The Final TDM plan will set forth a requirement for 

the Project Sponsor to form or join a Transportation Management Association (TMA) to facilitate the 

implementation of various TDM programs and services on behalf of multiple property owners and/or 

tenants. Furthermore, the TDM plan will set forth requirements for annual TDM monitoring and 

reporting. Examples of TDM measures that may be included in the Project’s TDM plan include:  

• Privately operated long-haul commuter shuttle service for office workers with onsite shuttle stops.  

• Participation in a City-organized/-operated shuttle service to Caltrain and Bay Area Rapid Transit 

(BART) stations, with onsite shuttle stops available to all site workers and residents.  

• Transit subsidy for office workers.  

• Rideshare matching program.  

• “Guaranteed ride home” program for all office workers.  

• Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.  

• Unbundled parking for market-rate residential units.  

• Participation in regional bikeshare and scooter program and/or establishment of onsite bicycle 

and scooter fleet.  

• Bike repair stations and ample bicycle parking.  

• Showers and lockers provided in office buildings.  

• Real-time transit information displayed on screens throughout the site.  

• Onsite parking spaces reserved for car-share service(s) (e.g., ZipCar or equivalent provider).  

• Dedicated curb space for ride-hail and taxi-service passenger loading.  

• Onsite transportation coordinator.  
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• Website and marketing program to disseminate information on commute options.  

• High-speed internet infrastructure to enable telecommuting.  

• Distribution of a TDM information packet to new employees and residents. 

• Onsite bicycle and pedestrian network, linking buildings to transit stations and nearby trails.  

The City of Santa Clara will review the Final TDM plan to ensure that the proposed TDM measures 

identified in the plan will achieve the following VMT reductions set forth in the 2022 CAP: 

• A 25 percent reduction in Project-related VMT through active TDM measures for large employers 

with more than 500 employees, including aggressive regulations to reduce parking (Action T-3-1).  

• A 20 percent reduction in VMT for multifamily residential, with a 10 percent reduction through 

active TDM measures, which may require parking maximums (Action T-3-1).  

City approval of the Final TDM plan and issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each phase of the 

Project will be dependent upon the City finding that the Final TDM plan provides sufficient evidence 

to demonstrate that the proposed TDM measures will achieve the VMT reductions set forth in the 

2022 CAP.  

The last paragraph on page 3.2-32 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR has been revised, as 

follows: 

The Project is expected to implement a TDM plan (Project Design Feature TRA-1) that would include 

transit subsidies and shuttles to and from the Sunnyvale Caltrain station, the Milpitas Bay Area Rapid 

Transit (BART) station, and the Great America Rail station, along with other measures to increase 

public transit ridership…  

The following text has been revised on page 3.2-35 of Section 3.2, Transportation, in the Draft EIR: 

The Project’s internal pedestrian connections would be consistent with General Plan Policies 5.8.5-P3 

and 5.9.1‐P4, while the planned trail along adjacent to the SFPUC ROW would be consistent with 

General Plan Policy 5.8.4-P6.  

Section 3.3, Air Quality 

The following text in the third paragraph on page 3.3-30 of Section 3.3, Air Quality, has been revised: 

As part of the Clean Air Plan, BAAQMD identifies transportation control measures to decrease 

emissions of criteria pollutants, TACs, and GHGs by reducing demand for motor vehicle travel, 

promoting efficient vehicles and transit service, decarbonizing transportation fuels, and electrifying 

motor vehicles and equipment. As described in Section 3.2, Transportation, the Project qualifies as a 

“transit-supportive project” and, thus, is exempt from a detailed VMT analysis. In addition to reducing 

demand for motor vehicle travel and promoting transportation efficiency, the Project would develop 

and implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan (Project Design Feature TRA-1) 

that would provide trip reduction measures to reduce emissions from vehicular traffic in and around 

the Project site. Finally, the Project would explore alternative transit methods, such as bicycle- and 

pedestrian-friendly streets, connections to existing bicycle networks and public transit, bicycle 

parking, showers and lockers, low-emission car-share systems, preferential carpool/vanpool parking, 

electric-vehicle charging stations, and TDM information. 
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The following text has been revised on page 3.3-34 of Section 3.3, Air Quality: 

As shown in Table 3.3-8, below, maximum daily unmitigated emissions would exceed the BAAQMD 

NOX thresholds during the 6 years of construction but would not exceed the thresholds for any other 

pollutants. 

The following table note has been added to the “Maximum Daily Emissions (lb/day)a,b” table heading in 

Table 3.3-8, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors, on 

pages 3.3-34 and 3.3-35 of Section 3.3, Air Quality: 

c.  Refer to the Mission Point Project Revised Substation Design and Transmission Lines Memorandum 
(Substation Memo) regarding construction of the revised substation design and transmission line. As 
described in the Substation Memo, the revised substation design, including the transmission lines, would 
have a minor effect on criteria pollutant emissions during construction and would not change any of the 
conclusions presented in this section. However, construction of the transmission lines would most likely 
result in higher daily emissions than those shown in this table for 2025 and 2026. 

The following table note has been added to the “Project Build-Out” table heading in Table 3.3-9, Estimated 

Maximum Daily Operational Emissions (Existing Conditions, Project Uses, and Net Emissions), on page 

3.3-37 of Section 3.3, Air Quality: 

b.  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding operation of the revised substation design. As described in the 
Substation Memo, emissions associated with the substation are conservatively evaluated in this section, and 
operation of the revised substation design would have no potential to change overall Project emissions in a 
meaningful way. 

The following text under the “Fugitive Dust” heading on pages 3.3-44 and 3.3-45 of Section 3.3, Air Quality, 

has been revised: 

During grading and excavation associated with construction, localized fugitive dust would be 

generated. The amount of dust generated by a project is highly variable and dependent on the size of 

the disturbed area at any given time, the amount of activity, soil conditions, and meteorological 

conditions. BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines consider dust impacts to be less than significant if BAAQMD’s 

construction BMPs are employed to reduce such emissions. Because BAAQMD’s Basic Construction 

Mitigation Measures would be implemented, per Mitigation Measure AQ-2.2, construction-related 

fugitive dust emissions would not expose receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or risks. 

The impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

The following table note has been added to Table 3.3-14, Estimated Mitigated Project-Level Health Risk 

Results from Modeled Scenarios, on pages 3.3-46 and 3.3-47 of Section 3.3, Air Quality: 

c.  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding operation of the revised substation design. As described in the 
Substation Memo, the revised substation design and construction of the transmission line would not alter 
the results of the construction HRA. 

Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The following table note has been added to the “Annual GHG Emissionsa (MTCO2e)” table heading in Table 

3.4-6, Greenhouse Emissions by Construction Year (MTCO2e per year), on page 3.4-19 of Section 3.4, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

b  Refer to the Mission Point Project Revised Substation Design and Transmission Lines Memorandum 
(Substation Memo) regarding construction of the revised substation design and transmission line. As 
described in the Substation Memo, construction-related emissions may be marginally higher with the revised 
substation design relative to the original design resulting from the additional haul truck trips and equipment 
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use that would be needed. However, the minor additional emissions associated with the revised substation 
design would not change the section’s conclusion that the Project’s construction GHG emissions would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

The following table note has been added to the “Annual GHG Emissionsa (MTCO2e)” table heading in Table 

3.4-7, Operational Greenhouse Emissions by Sector for 2034 (MTCO2e), on page 3.4-22 of Section 3.4, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

b  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding the revised substation design. As described in the Substation Memo, 
the revised substation design would not affect the Project’s operational emissions because there would be 
no change in the type of emissions sources between the original and revised design. 

In Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the second paragraph on page 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised, as follows: 

…Moreover, the Project would implement a TDM plan (Project Design Feature TRA-1), including 

measures expected to achieve the CAP-required VMT reductions for residential and non-residential 

uses. As described in the Project’s rezoning application, measures that may be included in the TDM 

plan include: 

In Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the second paragraph on page 3.4-24 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised, as follows: 

The City’s CAP also contains measures aimed at reducing GHG emissions from other sources of 

emissions, such as energy consumption, water use, and waste generation. The Project would comply 

with the required CAP measures aimed at reducing emissions from these sources, as shown in the 

CAP checklist provided in Appendix 3.4. Thus, as shown in the CAP checklist provided in Appendix 

3.4, the Project would be consistent with all required and applicable measures. Furthermore, Project 

Design Feature GHG-1 would require the Project Sponsor to submit evidence to the City 

demonstrating that all the referenced CAP checklist actions would be implemented prior to issuance 

of the first construction or grading permit for the Project. 

Project Design Feature GHG-1: Implement Applicable and Mandatory Actions from the City of 

Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan Compliance Checklist 

The Project Sponsor shall ensure that the Project is consistent with the City of Santa Clara’s 2022 CAP 

by including all mandatory and applicable actions from the City of Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action 

Plan Compliance Checklist (CAP Checklist). Inclusion of the following CAP Checklist measures is 

necessary to ensure the performance standard is met:  

⚫ B-1-5: Reach codes for new construction 

⚫ B-2-3: Energy-efficient and electric-ready building code 

⚫ T-1-2: EV charging for all new construction 

⚫ T-2-1: Bicycle and pedestrian master plan implementation 

⚫ T-3-1: TDM plan requirements 

⚫ T-3-3: Transit-oriented development (projects within 0.5 mile of transit corridor only) 

⚫ T-3-5: Transportation analysis policy compliance 

⚫ M-1-1: Compliance with State solid waste ordinances 

⚫ N-1-1: Right-of-way tree planting (residential projects only) 
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⚫ T-2-3: Bike and shared-mobility improvements 

⚫ M-3-1: Reuse of salvageable building materials 

⚫ N-3-3: Water-efficient landscaping requirements 

⚫ N-3-5: Recycled water connection requirements 

⚫ C-2-2: Onsite and natural stormwater systems 

⚫ M-3-4: Carbon-smart building materials 

The Project Sponsor would also include the following five optional actions from the CAP Checklist: 

⚫ B-3-5: Local grid resiliency and energy storage improvements (optional) 

⚫ T-3-4: Telework (optional) 

⚫ N-3-4: Community water portfolio diversion (optional) 

⚫ T-2-2: Curb management improvements (optional) 

⚫ N-2-3: Sustainable planting guide (optional) 

The Project Sponsor will submit evidence to the City demonstrating that each of the CAP Checklist 

actions listed above would be implemented prior to issuance of the first construction or grading 

permit for the Project.  

In Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the second paragraph on page 3.4-26 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised, as follows: 

As discussed above, the City of Santa Clara 2022 Climate Action Plan Compliance Checklist outlines the 

CAP actions that are applicable to new development and that can be used to demonstrate 

conformance with the CAP. As discussed above, the CAP checklist was completed for the Project using 

information provided by the Project Sponsor (Project Design Feature GHG-1) (see Appendix 3.4).53 As 

shown in the CAP checklist, the Project would be consistent with all required and applicable measures. 

Furthermore, as described in Impact GHG-1, the Project would align with CAP strategies to reduce 

GHG emission from transportation, the predominant source of emissions during Project operation, 

and other sources of emissions, such as energy consumption, water use, and waste generation. 

Therefore, operation of the Project would not conflict with implementation of the City’s CAP or 

attainment of local GHG reduction targets, which are designed to attain the statewide GHG targets for 

2030 and 2045 mandated by SB 32 and AB 1279, respectively. 

53 The City’s 2022 Climate Action Plan Compliance Checklist (CAP Checklist) notes that projects involving 
General Plan amendments may not use the CAP Checklist and should quantify emissions. Although the Project 
involves a General Plan amendment, the CAP Checklist measures are nonetheless applicable to the Project 
and, if implemented, would reduce Project-generated GHG emissions.  

Section 3.5, Energy 

The first paragraph on page 3.5-14 in Section 3.5, Energy, of the Draft EIR, has been revised, as follows: 

Operation of the Project would result in the consumption of electricity, natural gas, diesel, and 

gasoline (e.g., for emergency generator testing, heating, cooling, landscape maintenance, vehicle trips 

to/from the Project site). Operational energy consumption was evaluated under existing-year (2022) 

and build-out-year (2034) conditions. The Project would take a number of actions to reduce energy 
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consumption (e.g., acquire LEED Silver and Gold certification, comply with the increasingly stringent 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency and Green Building standards). Mobile fuel usage would be 

reduced through an extensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program (Project Design 

Feature TRA-1). Mobile fuel would also be displaced through use of electric-vehicle charging stations. 

Energy use related to solid waste would be reduced through diversion, recycling, and composting 

programs. The Project also would incorporate onsite solar generation as well as water and waste 

reduction measures, including low-water landscaping, low-flow toilets, and low-flow faucets. 

The last two paragraphs have been revised on page 3.5-15 in Section 3.5, Energy, of the Draft EIR: 

The Project would install rooftop photovoltaic panels to generate renewable energy onsite in the 

form of solar power to offset some of the Project’s operational energy consumption. Furthermore, 

the Project would implement a robust TDM program (Project Design Feature TRA-1) for the site 

that would encourage alternative modes of transportation to reduce single-occupant vehicle use 

as well as energy consumption from vehicle usage. The Project’s TDM program may include, as 

appropriate for the applicable use, connections to existing bicycle networks and public transit, 

bicycle parking, showers and lockers, low-emission car-share systems, preferential 

carpool/vanpool parking, electric-vehicle charging stations, and TDM program information, which 

would reduce VMT and, consequently, the amount of energy (i.e., gasoline and diesel) consumed.  

An analysis was performed, in addition to the evaluation of the Project’s operational energy 

consumption, to determine whether the energy demand generated by the Project could be served 

by existing energy infrastructure or if additional infrastructure and capacity would be needed. As 

described above, the Project would result in an increase in demand for electricity, an increase that 

could exceed the capacity of the existing SVP electric distribution system. Therefore, an 

approximately 27,000 18,000 gsf electrical substation would be constructed onsite to support the 

Project. The at-grade substation would be located on the east side of the Project site, in Area C, and 

have no parking above or below… 

The following text has been added on page 3.5-16 in Section 3.5, Energy, of the Draft EIR: 

SVP would coordinate the precise size, dimensions, and layout for the substation during the design 

phase of the Project. In addition, SVP analyzed various transmission line routing options to connect 

the new substation to the existing SVP electrical system. Of these, two options, “Routing Option 1” 

(the preferred option) and “Routing Option 3” (the alternative option), were selected by SVP for 

analysis as part of the Project. The routing options are shown in Figures 2-16 and 2-17. New 

transmission lines would be placed underground within the Project site and within public rights-

of-way to connect to existing underground transmission lines. SVP will coordinate with the City 

and SFPUC to obtain all required approvals for the selected transmission line routing. No new 

overhead transmission lines are proposed under either option. For more details see “Electric and 

Energy System” in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft EIR.  
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Section 3.6, Noise 

The following text has been added after the subsection titled “Groundborne Vibration” in Section 3.6, 

Noise, of the Draft EIR on page 3.6-4: 

Human Response to Noise  

Noise can have a range of effects on people, including hearing damage, sleep interference, speech 

interference, performance interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. Each of these is 

briefly described below. 

• Hearing Damage. A person exposed to high noise levels can suffer either gradual or traumatic 

hearing damage. Gradual hearing loss occurs with repeated exposure to excessive noise levels 

and is most commonly associated with occupational noise exposures in heavy industry or 

other very noisy work environments. Traumatic hearing loss is caused by sudden exposure to 

an extremely high noise level, such as a gunshot or explosion at very close range. The potential 

for noise-induced hearing loss is not generally a concern in typical community noise 

environments. Noise levels in neighborhoods, even in very noisy airport environs, are not loud 

enough to cause hearing loss. 

• Sleep Interference. Exposure to excessive noise levels at night has been shown to cause sleep 

disturbance. Sleep disturbance refers not only to awakening from sleep but also to effects on the 

quality of sleep such as altering the pattern and stages of sleep. World Health Organization 

guidelines recommend noise limits of 30 dBA Leq (8-hour average) for continuous noise and 

45 dBA Lmax for single sound events inside bedrooms at night to minimize sleep disturbance.1b  

• Speech Interference. Speech interference can be a problem in any situation where clear 

communication is desired but is often of particular concern in learning environments (such as 

schools) or situations where poor communication could jeopardize safety. Normal conversational 

speech inside homes is typically in the range of 50 to 65 dBA,1c and any noise in this range or 

louder may interfere with speech. As background noise levels rise, the intelligibility of speech 

decreases and the listener fails to recognize an increasing percentage of the words spoken. A 

speaker may raise his or her voice in an attempt to compensate for higher background noise 

levels, but this in turn can lead to vocal fatigue for the speaker. 

• Performance Interference. Excessive noise has been found to have various detrimental effects 

on human performance, including information processing, concentration, accuracy, reaction 

times, and academic performance. Intrusive noise from individual events can also cause 

distraction. These effects are of obvious concern for learning and work environments.  

• Physiological Responses. Acute noise has been shown to cause measurable physiological 

responses in humans, including changes in stress hormone levels, pulse rate, and blood pressure. 

The extent to which these responses cause harm or are signs of harm is not clearly defined, but it 

has been postulated that they could contribute to stress-related diseases, such as hypertension, 

anxiety, and heart disease. However, research indicates links between environmental noise and 

permanent health effects are generally weak and inconsistent. Statistically significant health risks 

have been found for extended exposure to very high noise levels, such as for workers exposed to 

high levels of industrial noise for 5 to 30 years.1d 
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• Annoyance. The subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction are possibly the 

most difficult to quantify, and no accurate method exists to measure these effects. This difficulty 

arises primarily from differences in individual sensitivity and habituation to sound, which can 

vary widely from person to person. What one person considers tolerable can be unbearable to 

another of equal hearing acuity. An important tool in estimating the likelihood of annoyance due 

to a new sound is by comparing it to the existing baseline or “ambient” environment to which that 

person has adapted. In general, the more the level or tonal (frequency) variations of a sound 

exceed the previously existing ambient sound level or tonal quality, the less acceptable the new 

sound will be. 

In most cases, effects from sounds typically found in the natural environment would be limited to 

annoyance or interference. Physiological effects and hearing loss would be more commonly 

associated with human-made noise, such as in an industrial or occupational setting. 

1b  Berglund, B., T. Lindvall, D. H. Schwela, and World Health Organization. 1999. Guidelines for Community 

Noise. Available: https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/66217/a68672.pdf?sequence=1. 

Accessed: January 2024. 
1c  Pearsons, K. S., R. L. Bennett, and S. A. Fidell. 1977. Speech Levels in Various Noise Environments. Office of 

Health and Ecological Effects, Office of Research and Development, U.S. EPA. 
1d  Berglund, B., T. Lindvall, D. H. Schwela, and World Health Organization. 1999. Guidelines for Community 

Noise. Available: https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/66217/a68672.pdf?sequence=1. 

Accessed: January 2024. 

Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, on pages 3.6-8 and 3.6-9, has been revised, as follows.  

Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission  

The Santa Clara Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) was established to ensure appropriate 

development of areas surrounding public airports in Santa Clara County. Its intent is to minimize the 

public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards and ensure that the approaches to airports are 

kept clear of structures that could pose an aviation hazard. The ALUC formulates and maintains 

Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) for airports within the county. The ALUC reviews general plans 

and applicable specific plans for the county as well as the cities of San José and Santa Clara to determine 

if the plans and regulations are consistent with the policies of the CLUP for San José International Airport. 

The ALUC also reviews proposed amendments to general plans, specific plans, and zoning and building 

regulations that may affect land uses in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of San José International Airport 

to determine if the proposed amendments are consistent or inconsistent with the CLUP.  

The CLUP for San José International Airport includes several policies that pertain to noise compatibility 

and are relevant to the Project.4  

• Policy N-1. The CNEL method of representing noise levels shall be used to determine if a specific land 

use is consistent with the CLUP.  

• Policy N-2. In addition to the other policies herein, the noise compatibility policies presented in Table 4-

1 [Table 3.6-5, below] shall be used to determine if a specific land use is consistent with this CLUP.  

• Policy N-3. Noise impacts shall be evaluated according to the Aircraft Noise Contours presented in 

Figure 5 [2022 Aircraft Noise Contours].  

• Policy N-4. No residential or transient lodging construction shall be permitted within the 65 dB CNEL 

contour boundary unless it can be demonstrated that the resulting interior sound levels will be less 

than 45 dB CNEL and no outdoor patios or outdoor activity areas are associated with the residential 
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portion of a mixed-use residential project or a multi-unit residential project. (Soundwall noise 

mitigation measures are not effective in reducing noise generated by aircraft flying overhead.)  

• Policy N-5. All property owners within the AIA who rent or lease their property for residential use 

shall include in their rental/lease agreement a statement advising the tenant that he or she is living 

within a high noise area and the exterior noise level is predicted to be greater than 65 dB CNEL in a 

manner that is consistent with current State law, including Assembly Bill 2776 (2002).  

• Policy N-6. Noise level compatibility standards for other types of land uses shall be applied in the 

same manner as the above residential noise level criteria. Table 4-1 [Table 3.6-5, below] presents 

acceptable noise levels for other land uses in the vicinity of the airport.  

• Policy N-7. Single-event noise levels from single aircraft overflights are also to be considered when 

evaluating the compatibility of highly noise-sensitive land uses such as schools, libraries, outdoor 

theaters, and mobile homes. Single-event noise levels are especially important in the areas that are 

regularly overflown by aircraft but may not produce significant CNEL contours, such as the down-

wind segment of the traffic pattern and airport entry and departure flight corridors. 

The CLUP also summarizes land use compatibility standards from the General Plan for the impact 

area of San José International Airport, as shown in Table 3.6-5.  

Table 3.6-5. CLUP Land Use Compatibility Standards 

Land Use Category 

CNEL 

55–60 60–65 65–70 70–75 75–80 80–85 

Residential (low-density single-family, duplex, 
mobile homes) 

* ** *** **** **** **** 

Residential (multi-family, condominiums, 
townhouses) 

* ** *** **** **** **** 

Transient lodging (motels, hotels) * * ** **** **** **** 

Schools, libraries, indoor religious assemblies, 
hospitals, nursing homes 

* *** **** **** **** **** 

Auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters * *** *** **** **** **** 

Sports arenas, outdoor spectator sports, parking * * * ** *** **** 

Playgrounds, neighborhood parks * * *** **** **** **** 

Golf courses, riding stables, water recreation 
areas, cemeteries 

* * * ** *** **** 

Office buildings, business commercial and 
professional, retail 

* * ** *** **** **** 

Industrial, manufacturing, utilities, agriculture * * * *** *** **** 

* Generally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings 

involved are of normal conventional construction, without special noise-insulation requirements. Mobile homes 
may not be acceptable in these areas. Some outdoor activities may be adversely affected. 

**Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis 
of the noise-reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the design. 
Outdoor activities may be adversely affected. 

Residential: Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh-air supply systems or air-
conditioning, will normally suffice. 

*** Generally Unacceptable: New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise-reduction requirements must be made and 

needed noise insulation features must be included in the design. Outdoor activities are likely to be adversely affected. 

**** Unacceptable: New construction or development shall not be undertaken. 
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4  Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. 2016. Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Available: https://stgenpln.blob.core.windows.net/document/ 

ALUC_SJC_CLUP.pdf. Accessed: August 22, 2023. 

In Section 3.6, Noise, the fourth sentence in the second paragraph on page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR has been 

revised, as follows: 

However, the Project site is not within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise (i.e., above 6065 dBA) 

from San José International Airport (Figure 3.1-4). 

In Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, footnotes 10 and 28 on pages 3.6-12 and 3.6-41, respectively, have 

been revised, as follows: 

Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. 2020. 2037 CNEL Contours Airport Master Plan. 

Amended: April 28, 2020. Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San José 

International Airport. Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission. Adopted: May 25, 2011. 

Amended: November 16, 2016. 

The fourth sentence in the third paragraph on page 3.6-41 of the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

However, the Project site does not fall within the 6065 dBA CNEL noise contour (i.e., the lowest noise 

contour for aircraft noise) for San José International Airport and thus would not be exposed to aircraft 

noise above 6065 dBA (Figure 3.1-4). 

The table note for the “Substation” column heading in Table 3.6-9, Construction Noise Levels by 

Construction Activity (Leq),a on pages 3.6-23 and 3.6-24 of Section 3.6, Noise, has been revised as follows: 

d.  The substation construction activity comprises multiple subphases of construction (such as building shell 
and sitework); however, the worst-case noise is shown in one column to simplify the table. Presenting the 
substation noise separately is conservative because it is likely that the substation would be constructed with 
the rest of the Project and activities would be indistinguishable. Refer to the Mission Point Project Revised 
Substation Design and Transmission Lines Memorandum (Substation Memo) regarding construction of the 
revised substation design and transmission line. As described in the Substation Memo, noise levels from 
construction of the substation would not be expected to increase if the revised substation design is 
implemented. Similarly, construction of the transmission line would result in noise levels comparable to 
those presented above and is thus not expected to worsen noise impacts at sensitive land uses.  

The following footnote has been added after the first sentence of the first paragraph in the section titled 

Mechanical Equipment Noise on page 3.6-32 of Section 3.6, Noise.  

All equipment would be designed, selected, and operated such that all property-line noise ordinance 
requirements would be met.17a 

17a  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding operation of the revised substation design. As described in the 
Substation Memo, the increased square footage with the revised substation design would not increase the 
operational noise levels described below. 

Footnote 17 has been revised on page 3.6-32 of Section 3.6, Noise, as such: 

Typical cooling towers and exhaust fans, such as those proposed for the Project, can produce sound 

levels of approximately 70 dBA and 38 dBA at 50 feet, respectively.17b 

17b Hoover and Keith. 2000. Noise Control for Buildings, Manufacturing Plants, Equipment, and Products. 
Houston, TX.  
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The following table note has been added to Table 3.6-12, Vibration Source Levels for Daytime 

Construction Equipment, on page 3.6-39 of Section 3.6, Noise: 

d.  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding construction of the revised substation design and transmission line. 
As described in the Substation Memo, vibration levels from construction of the substation would not be 
expected to increase if the revised substation design is implemented. Similarly, construction of the 
transmission line would result in vibration levels comparable to those presented above and is thus not 
expected to worsen vibration impacts at sensitive land uses.  

The following table note has been added to Table 3.6-13, Vibration Source Levels for Nighttime 

Construction Equipment, on page 3.6-39 of Section 3.6, Noise: 

c.  Refer to the Substation Memo regarding construction of the revised substation design and transmission line. 
As described in the Substation Memo, vibration levels from construction of the substation would not be 
expected to increase if the revised substation design is implemented. Similarly, construction of the 
transmission line would result in vibration levels comparable to those presented above and is thus not 
expected to worsen vibration impacts at sensitive land uses.  

Section 3.7, Cultural Resources 

In Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, the third paragraph on page 3.7-13 has been revised as follows: 

Project construction would require below-grade excavations of up to 16 feet for parking, service 

access to buildings, foundations, and most utilities and up to a depth of approximately 28 feet for jack-

and-bore pits to install transmission lines within a San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

easement. Therefore, excavations related to Project construction could encounter archaeological 

deposits and result in an adverse change to a buried archaeological deposit that could qualify as a 

historical resource and/or unique archaeological resource. Thus, significant impacts related to 

buried archaeological deposits could result from construction of the Project. 

In Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, the last paragraph on page 3.7-14 has been revised as follows: 

The results of the NWIC records search conducted in 2019 and 2022 and the historic-period maps and 

aerial photographs indicate that no known previously recorded dedicated cemeteries or cultural 

resources that include human remains are located within or adjacent to the Project site. However, 

given the sensitivity for buried pre-European contact archaeological deposits, as well as requirements 

for below-grade excavations up to 16 feet for parking, service access to buildings, foundations, and 

most utilities and up to a depth of approximately 28 feet for jack-and-bore pits to install transmission 

lines within a San Francisco Public Utilities Commission easement, the potential exists for 

encountering unknown remains associated with archaeological deposits. 

Section 3.8, Biological Resources 

Footnotes 1 and 2 on page 3.8-1 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR have been revised as 

follows: 

1 California Natural Diversity Database. 2022. RareFind 5. California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(version 5.2.14). Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) (version 5.108.157). Last 
updated in BIOS on October 31, 2022. Available: https://apps.wildlife.ca.gov/bios/?al=ds85. Accessed: 
November 7, 2022, and February 2, 2024. 

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2022. IPaC Species List. Available: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. Accessed: 
November 15, 2022, and February 2, 2024. 
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The following text has been revised on page 3.8-6 in the subsection titled “Environmental Setting” of 

Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

The 48.6-acre Project site is currently occupied by four light industrial buildings that were 

constructed in the late 1970s on the northern 10-acre portion of the site; a paved surface parking lot 

with approximately 5,081 parking spaces is located south of Democracy Way. The primary use of the 
parking lot is temporary event parking for Levi’s Stadium, which uses 3,300 parking spaces. The rest of 

the parking spaces are used by Amazon as drivers’ training grounds. The site is surrounded by low-

intensity office and light industrial complexes with ornamental landscaping. The two underground 

transmission line routing options are planned under existing paved roads that are surrounded by 

additional office and industrial complexes with ornamental landscaping.  

The Project site is relatively flat, with an elevation that ranges from approximately 7 to 18 15 feet 

above mean sea level. The Natural Resources Conservation Service has mapped soils on the eastern 

portion of the Project site as Urbanland-Hangerone complex and on the western portion as 

Urbanland-Embarcadero complex. Soils on Routing Option 1 are mapped entirely as Urbanland-

Hangerone complex, and soils on Routing Option 3 are the same as those found on the Project site. 

Both soil map units are associated with basin floors and composed of alluvium derived from 

metamorphic or sedimentary rocks, which occurred at this location prior to urban development. 

Hangerone soil profiles are composed primarily of clay; Embarcadero soil profiles include silty clay 

and clay loam. Both are poorly drained. 5 

Because the entire Project site has been modified for human use, it does not support any natural plant 

communities. Except for parking lot margins, medians, and landscaped areas, which are overgrown 

with weeds and nonnative grasses and/or planted with ornamental trees or shrubs, the entire site is 

dominated by buildings and pavement. There are no streams or hydrological features, including 

wetlands or non-wetland waters of the United States or waters of the State, that would be subject to 

USACE or Regional Water Board jurisdiction on or adjacent to the Project site; the nearest 

hydrological feature is Calabazas Creek, located approximately more than 500 feet (0.1 mile) west of 

the site. The Project site is separated from Calabazas Creek by a row of office buildings west of Patrick 

Henry Drive. The biological communities on the Project site (i.e., developed/landscaped and ruderal) 

reflect the disturbed and developed nature of the site. A brief description of each vegetation 

community on the Project site is provided below. 

5 Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2019. Custom Soil Resource Report for Santa Clara Area, California, 
Western Part. Web Soil Survey. Available: https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov. Accessed: November 7, 
2022, and February 2, 2024. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.8-7 in the subsection titled “Developed/Landscaped” of 

Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Currently, 350 trees, composed of 26 species, are planted as ornamental landscaping on the Project 

site. Ornamental trees adjacent to the transmission line routing options were not surveyed because 

they would not be affected by construction activities related to the transmission line routing. Chinese 

elm (Ulmus parvifolia), Canary Island pine (Pinus canariensis), blackwood acacia (Acacia 

melanoxylon), and Canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepsis) are the most abundant tree species on the 

Project site.  
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The following text has been revised on page 3.8-9 in the subsection titled “Special-Status Plant Species” of 

Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Based on the results of the CNDDB and CNPS online inventory queries, 165 special-status plant species 

were identified in the Project region (see Table 3.8-1 at the end of this section). 

The following text has been revised on page 3.8-9 in the subsection titled “Special-Status Wildlife Species” 

of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Based on the results of the CNDDB and IPaC online inventory queries, as well as local species 

knowledge, 331 special-status animal species were identified in the Project region (see Table 3.8-2 at 

the end of this section). Upon further review of local habitat conditions and the specifics regarding 

documented CNDDB occurrence records, 254 of the original 331 special-status wildlife species were 

deemed to have no potential to occur on the Project site because the site lacks suitable habitat, the 

site is outside the species’ known range, the species are presumed extirpated from the Project region, 

and/or evidence exists that the species do not occur in the Project vicinity.  

The following text has been added on page 3.8-9 in the subsection titled “Special-Status Wildlife Species” 

of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

…The nearest documented occurrence of pallid bat is more than 5 miles from the Project site. 

Townsend’s big‐eared bat, a California species of special concern, may forage over the Project site. 

Although the Project site does not contain caves, tunnels, and mines that are utilized by this species, 

Townsend’s big‐eared bat may occasionally day roost within vacant structures on the Project site, 

especially if the structures are undisturbed. However, a large level of bat colony roosting is highly 

unlikely on the Project site because of intense surrounding urbanization and the species being 

extremely sensitive to human disturbance. Although there is one documented occurrence of 

Townsend’s big‐eared bat within 5 miles of the Project site, the record is presumed extirpated because 

the record is attributed to a fallow farm, which has been demolished and replaced with residences 

since the observation. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.8-11 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Interfere with Movement of Native Resident or Migratory Fish Species (BIO-4). There are no 

hydrological features onsite; the nearest hydrological feature is Calabazas Creek, located 

approximately more than 500 feet (0.1 mile) west of the site. In addition, in accordance with General 

Plan Policy 5.10.1-P2, the Project Sponsor will follow the guidelines and standards for lands near 

streams to protect them as well as riparian habitats. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on 

the movement of fish species.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.8-12 in the subsection titled “Construction” of Section 3.8, 

Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Common native bird species not identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status species by USFWS 

or CDFW are protected by both State (California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513) and 

federal (MBTA) laws. Common bats species are protected by State (California Fish and Game Code 

Section 4150) law. Pallid bat and Townsend’s big-eared bat have has been special-status species since 

their its designation by CDFW as a species of special concern.  
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The following text has been revised on page 3.8-12 in the subsection titled “Construction” of Section 3.8, 

Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

BIO-1.1: Protect Roosting Bats. To avoid impacts on roosting bats that may utilize trees and/or 

vacant buildings in the Project area for day roosting, the Project Sponsor shall retain a 

qualified wildlife biologist to conduct a survey for roosting bats no sooner than 14 days 

prior to the start of demolition of any vacant buildings with ingress and egress points, as 

determined by a qualified wildlife biologist, that could be used by bats or the removal of 

suitable roosting vegetation (i.e., trees) for bats. If building demolition or vegetation 

removal efforts do not begin within the 14 days following the survey for roosting bats, 

another survey shall be required. Trees adjacent to the transmission line routing options 

would not require surveys for bats because they would not be affected by construction 

activities. If roosting bats are detected, the biologist shall enact a 150-foot (minimum) no-

work buffer from the perimeter of the area the bats are thought to be occupying and 

confer with CDFW to determine potential roost protection or roost eviction practices, 

such as installing one-way exclusion devices or using lights to deter roosting.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.8-13 in the subsection titled “Construction” of Section 3.8, 

Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR: 

Currently, there are approximately 350 ornamental and landscaping trees on the Project site and four 

buildings, all of which are planned for removal. Trees along streets adjacent to the transmission line 

routing options are located outside of the Project boundaries and would not be affected by 

construction activities. Impacts on native migratory birds, including tree-nesting raptors, could 

involve direct impacts from the removal of nesting trees or shrubs, or other nesting substrate (e.g., 

buildings), as well as indirect impacts from increases in noise and human activity near nesting habitat. 

The following text has been revised on pages 3.8-15 and 3.8-16 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the 

Draft EIR: 

BIO-4.1:  Protect Nesting Birds. To the extent feasible, the Project Sponsor and its contractor shall 

avoid conducting vegetation removal during the migratory bird season (February 1 

through August 31). If Project-related activities must take place during the migratory 

bird season, the Project Sponsor shall retain a qualified wildlife biologist to conduct a 

survey for nests of migratory birds. Surveys for nesting migratory birds shall occur 

within 3 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbance and vegetation 

removal in areas that will be affected by Project construction activities. Multiple nest 

surveys shall be required if construction is phased or when construction work stops for 

more than 2 weeks at a portion of the site where suitable nesting habitat occurs within 

the minimum nest buffer zone widths described below remains. If construction is 

ongoing for multiple years, these surveys shall be conducted each year. 

The following text has been added on page 3.8-22 in Table 3.8-1 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Plagiobothrys 
glaber 
Hairless 
popcornflower 

 –/–/1A Coastal valleys from 

Marin County to San 

Benito County. 

Alkaline 
meadows. 

Apr–May None. Suitable 
habitat is not 
present. 
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The following text has been added on page 3.8-27 in Table 3.8-2 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Rana boylii 
Foothill yellow-
legged frog 

T/E Occurs in the Klamath, 
Cascade, north Coast, 
south Coast, Transverse, 
and Sierra Nevada Ranges 
up to approximately 1,800 
meters (6,000 feet). 

Creeks or rivers in 
woodland, forest, mixed-
chaparral, and wet 
meadow habitats with 
rock and gravel substrate 
and low overhanging 
vegetation along the 
edge. Usually found near 
riffles with rocks and 
sunny banks nearby. 

None. Suitable 
habitat is not 
present. 

 

The following text has been added on page 3.8-31 in Table 3.8-2 of Section 3.8, Biological Resources, in the 
Draft EIR: 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

Townsend’s 
big‐eared bat 

–/SSC Widespread 
throughout 
California, from 
low desert to 
mid‐elevation 
montane 
habitats. 

Distribution is 
strongly correlated 
with the availability of 
caves and cave-like 
roosting habitat, 
including abandoned 
mines; utilizes 
buildings, bridges, 
rock crevices, and 
hollow trees as roost 
sites. Will night roost 
in more open settings, 
including under 
bridges. Foraging 
associations include 
edge habitats along 
streams, adjacent to 
and within a variety of 
wooded habitats. 

Low. Suitable habitat is not 
present; however, this species 
may occasionally day roost 
within large trees with suitable 
exfoliating bark or cavities or 
abandoned/vacant structures 
within the Project area, especially 
if properties are left undisturbed 
for a long period of time. Large 
bat colony roosting is highly 
unlikely within the Project area 
due to intense surrounding 
urbanization because the species 
is known to be very sensitive to 
human disturbance. The one 
CNDDB record within 5 miles of 
the Project site is presumed 
extirpated because the location 
where found has been 
redeveloped from a farm into 
residences.  

 

Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 

The following text has been revised on page 3.9-12 of Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR: 

The study area for paleontological resources is defined by a 150-foot buffer outside the extent of 

disturbance plus underlying units to the maximum depth of excavation, 284 feet bgs. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.9-17 of Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR: 

Construction of the Project would require excavation up to a depth of approximately 16 feet for the 

one level of below-grade parking and up to a depth of approximately 28 feet for jack-and-bore pits to 

install transmission lines within a San Francisco Public Utilities Commission easement. Shoring would 

be required to restrain the sidewalls of the excavations laterally, ensuring that they would not 

collapse, and limit the movement of adjacent improvements, such as public streets, sidewalks, and 
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utilities. Appropriate shoring that meets applicable regulatory standards will be specified in the 

detailed construction documents prepared for the Project. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.9-20 of Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR: 

The Project would be located in areas that are underlain by geologic units that have yielded 

scientifically important fossil finds, including vertebrate remains. Disturbance of, damage to, or loss 

of paleontological resources with high paleontological potential would constitute a significant impact. 

As stated above in Table 3.9-4, the Project is located on a geologic unit with high paleontological 

potential. The Project involves excavation to a maximum depth of 1628 feet bgs in sediments that 

have been previously disturbed at ground surface… 

The following text has been revised on page 3.9-22 of Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR: 

Impact C-GEO-1: Cumulative Seismicity Impacts. The Project, in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not directly or indirectly cause potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, involving rupture of a 

known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismically related ground failure. 

(No ImpactLess than Significant) 

Construction and Operation 

Potential impacts of the Project related to seismicity would be localized and specific to the Project site 

and would not combine with other projects to create a cumulative impact. Therefore, no impact 

related to seismicity would result from the Project under cumulative conditions, and no mitigation 

would be necessary.  

Impact C-GEO-2: Cumulative Erosion or Loss of Topsoil. The Project, in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil. (No ImpactLess than Significant) 

Construction and Operation 

Potential impacts of the Project related to erosion or loss of topsoil would be localized and specific to 

the Project site and would not combine with other projects to create a cumulative impact. Therefore, 

no impact related to erosion or loss of topsoil would result from the Project under cumulative 

conditions, and no mitigation would be necessary.  

Impact C-GEO-3: Cumulative Collapse of Unstable Soil. The Project, in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not result in the collapse of unstable soil. (No 

ImpactLess than Significant) 

The following text has been revised on page 3.9-23 of Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, in the Draft EIR: 

Impact C-GEO-5: Cumulative Expansive Soil Impacts. The Project, in combination with other 

foreseeable development in the vicinity, would not create substantial direct or indirect risks to 

life or property as a result of being located on expansive soil. (No ImpactLess than Significant) 
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Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The following text has been revised on page 3.10-13 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

The majority of the Project site is mapped by FEMA as being in Zone X, which are areas protected by 

levees from the 1-percent-annual-chance flood (also known as a 100-year flood hazard zone). FEMA 

mapping indicates that levees along Calabazas Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek contain the 1-

percent-annual-chance flood discharge within the creek channels in the vicinity of the Project site. 

The area of Democracy Way within the Project site and two areas within Old Ironsides Drive adjacent 

east of the Project site are mapped by FEMA as being in Zone AO, a special flood hazard area subject 

to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood, usually sheet flow on sloping terrain, with a 

flooding depth of 1 foot. An area within Patrick Henry Drive south of the Project site (where offsite 

utility work could occur under Routing Option 3 of the Project) is mapped by FEMA as being in Zone 

AH, a special flood hazard area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood, with a 

flooding depth of 1 to 3 feet (usually areas of ponding) and base flood elevations determined.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.10-19 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

…Therefore, dewatering at the Project site and offsite utility work could contribute to further 

saltwater intrusion, which would be a significant impact related to groundwater quality.  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, no hazardous materials releases have 

been reported in the vicinity of the Project site that would be likely to significantly affect the Project 

site; however, several hazardous materials users are in the vicinity of the Project site. VOCs have been 

detected in soil vapor at one property (3000 Patrick Henry Way), which is south of the Project site 

and near the area where offsite utility work could occur under Routing Option 3 of the Project. If leaks 

or spills occur at these facilities, contamination could affect the Project site or proposed transmission 

line routes for the Project. As discussed under Environmental Setting, subsurface investigations at the 

Project site have identified only low levels of VOCs and TPH as diesel and motor oil in groundwater at 

the Project site. Because of the extensive amount of excavation that would be required for the Project, 

some areas of subsurface contamination on the Project site could be removed during excavation 

activities, which would have a beneficial effect with respect to groundwater quality. In addition, 

subsurface contamination could be present in areas of the Project site that would not be excavated 

during dewatering in other areas because of the phasing of construction or because the areas would 

be outside of the proposed subsurface parking structures. Previously unidentified groundwater 

contamination could be present in areas near the Project site because of previous and existing 

commercial/industrial land uses in the Project area. Therefore, dewatering activities at the Project 

site or for off-site utility work could contribute to the migration of potentially contaminated 

groundwater to previously uncontaminated areas, which would be a significant impact related to 

groundwater quality.  

MITIGATION MEASURES. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-1.1 would ensure that the 

significant impacts related to saltwater intrusion during dewatering would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level. The measure would evaluate the potential for saltwater intrusion through 

geotechnical analysis and modeling and require the Project to use shoring systems that would limit 

dewatering volumes and durations to the maximum extent possible, if necessary, by Valley Water. In 

addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-1.1 and HAZ-2.1 (discussed in Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials) would ensure that the significant impact related to the migration 
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of contaminated groundwater would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by ensuring that 

subsurface contamination at the Project site and along proposed transmission line routes for the 

Project would be further investigated and remediated, if necessary, under the oversight of a 

regulatory agency and that modeling of the proposed dewatering activities would include an 

evaluation of the potential for… 

The following text has been revised on page 3.10-21 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Valley Water has indicated that, according to its records, there are eight active wells on the Project 

site. If the wells will not be used following development of the Project site, they must be properly 

destroyed under permits from Valley Water. According to a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

(ESA) prepared for the Project site in 2022, groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the 

Project site during investigations conducted between 1989 and 1994, and the monitoring wells were 

reportedly destroyed under permits from Valley Water in 1995. The Phase I ESA did not identify any 

current water supply wells or groundwater monitoring wells at the Project site;44a however, Valley 

Water’s Well Information App44b indicates that there are two active monitoring wells at the Project 

site, one in the northeast corner of the Project site and one in the southwest portion near Patrick 

Henry Drive. The Well Information App also identifies seven destroyed monitoring wells on the 

Project site. therefore, it is not clear if there are active wells present on the Project site. Operation of 

the Project would not involve the use of wells on the Project site; therefore, any wells on the Project 

site, if currently present, should be properly destroyed… 

44a Cornerstone Earth Group. 2022. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 49-acre Old Ironsides Drive, 
Tasman Drive, Democracy Way, and Patrick Henry Drive Parcels, Santa Clara, California. July 25.  

44b  Valley Water. 2024. Well Information App. Available: https://www.valleywater.org/contractors/doing-
businesses-with-the-district/wells-well-owners/well-information-app. Accessed: January 12, 2024. 

The following text has been revised on pages 3.10-22 to 3.10-23 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, in the Draft EIR: 

Construction of the Project would require excavation for utilities and below-grade parking. Such 

excavation would extend to a maximum depth of approximately 16 feet on the Project site and up to 
a depth of approximately 28 feet for jack-and-bore pits to install transmission lines within a San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission easement., which is These depths of excavation would be 

below the shallow groundwater table; therefore, construction dewatering for excavation would be 

required. The geotechnical engineer for the Project prepared a dewatering memorandum that 

described the estimated excavation dewatering flow rates associated with construction on the 

Project site, based on a review of subsurface information for the Project site. The dewatering 

memorandum indicates that the estimated excavation dewatering flow rates for the Project would 
be between 0.7 and 4.2 gallons per minute for each of the four areas on the Project site if the Project 

is constructed in four phases. Although construction in the four areas would start at different times, 

for purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that two areas of construction (Areas B and D) could 
have some overlap in their dewatering periods. Additional dewatering for depressurization purposes 

could be needed in the deeper sand lenses, which could require additional dewatering, with flow 

rates estimated to be between 7.3 and 8.5 gallons per minute for each area of construction. The 

duration of dewatering was estimated to be from 398 to 493 days for each area of construction. 

Excavation dewatering flow rates associated with offsite utility work (including the installation of 

transmission lines) have not been estimated; however, the volume and duration of dewatering for 

offsite utility work would be relatively minor compared to the dewatering required for construction 

on the Project site due to the relatively limited excavation size and duration associated with utility 
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work. Therefore, dewatering volumes or durations for offsite utility work are not discussed below, 

although such dewatering is considered contributory to the potential construction dewatering 

related impacts that are discussed below.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.10-24 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

The below-grade structures on the Project site would be waterproofed; therefore, operational 

dewatering would not be required following the completion of construction. As discussed under 

Environmental Setting, the Project site is currently covered by 24.5 acres of impervious surfaces 

(pavement and roofs), 20.8 acres of pervious crushed aggregate, and 3.4 acres of pervious 

landscaping. The Project would include 32.3 acres of impervious surfaces (pavement and roofs) and 

16.3 acres of pervious landscaping. Although the Project would increase the amount of impervious 

surface by 7.8 acres compared to the existing condition, it would also increase the amount of pervious 

landscaping by 7.8 12.9 acres compared to the existing condition, which would result in a decrease in 

stormwater runoff from the Project site compared to the existing condition because landscaping has 

a much lower runoff rate (and therefore a higher infiltration rate) than the compacted crushed 

aggregate that currently covers a large portion of the Project site. The total stormwater runoff 

discharge rate for the Project site was estimated to be 7.79 cubic feet per second under existing 

conditions and 6.14 cubic feet per second under the proposed conditions with the Project… 

The following text has been revised on page 3.10-26 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Construction of the Project would alter drainage patterns by excavating areas for subsurface parking 

structures and utilities, placing fill material to raise some areas of the Project site above existing 

grades, creating new structures and areas of landscaping and pavement, removing and replacing 

existing stormwater drainage systems, and adding new stormwater drainage systems. As discussed 

under Environmental Setting, the area of Democracy Way within the Project site and two areas within 

Old Ironsides Drive adjacent east of the Project site are mapped by FEMA as being in Zone AO, a special 

flood hazard area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood (usually sheet flow on 

sloping terrain), with a flooding depth of 1 foot. An area within Patrick Henry Drive south of the 

Project site (where offsite utility work could occur under the new Routing Option 3 of the Project) is 

mapped by FEMA as being in Zone AH, a special flood hazard area subject to inundation by the 1-

percent-annual-chance flood, with a flooding depth of 1 to 3 feet (usually areas of ponding). Therefore, 

construction of the Project could alter flooding conditions.  

The following text has been revised at the bottom of page 3.10-29 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, in the Draft EIR: 

As described under Impact WQ-3, the area of Democracy Way within the Project site and two areas 

within Old Ironsides Drive adjacent east of the Project site are mapped by FEMA as being in special 

flood hazard areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood, with a flooding depth 

of 1 foot. An area within Patrick Henry Drive south of the Project site (where offsite utility work could 

occur under the new Routing Option 3 of the Project) is mapped by FEMA as being in special flood 

hazard areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood, with a flooding depth of 1 

to 3 feet.  
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The following text has been revised on page 3.10-30 of Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Construction  

If hazardous materials are stored during construction within special flood hazard areas and flooding 

occurs, the Project could result in a release of pollutants due to inundation, which would be a 

significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-3.2 would ensure that this 

potential impact would be less than significant with mitigation by requiring hazardous materials not 

to be stored in special flood hazard areas during construction of the Project. This impact would be 

less than significant with mitigation. 

Operation  

The Project would include the placement of fill material and structures within the special flood hazard 

area mapped within Democracy Way. The finished floor elevations of the proposed structures would 

be above the base flood elevation, and the subsurface portions of structures would be flood proofed, 

in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 15.45 of the City Code. The minimum building floor 

elevation for the Project would be 15 feet NAVD88, as recommended by the Project-specific SLR study, 

to accommodate potential flooding from Calabazas Creek and accommodate up to 4 feet of SLR 

(projected for 50 to 60 years in the future) from coastal flooding.56 Because the Project would be 

designed to accommodate future flooding and SLR, the Project would not be at risk from pollutants 

being released due to inundation during operation. This impact would be less than significant with 

mitigation. 

56  Moffatt & Nichol. February 28, 2019—memorandum to Andrea Jones, Kylli, Inc., 3005 Democracy Way, Santa 
Clara, CA.   

Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The following text has been revised on page 3.11-3 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in 

the Draft EIR: 

FAR Part 77 requires FAA notification of any construction or alteration located within an extended 

zone defined by an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) outward for several 

miles (20,000 horizontal feet) from an airport’s runways or otherwise standing more than 200 feet 

above ground level.  

The following text has also been revised on pages 3.11-7 and 3.11-8 of Section 3.11, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission  

The Santa Clara Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) was established to ensure appropriate 

development of areas surrounding public airports in Santa Clara County. Its intent is to minimize the 

public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards and ensure that the approaches to airports 

are kept clear of structures that could pose an aviation hazard. The ALUC formulates and maintains 

Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) for airports within the county. The ALUC reviews general 

plans and applicable specific plans for the county as well as the cities of San José and Santa Clara to 

determine if the plans and regulations are consistent with the policies of the CLUP for San José 

International Airport. The ALUC also reviews proposed amendments to general plans, specific plans, 

and zoning and building regulations that may affect land uses in the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of 
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San José International Airport to determine if the proposed amendments are consistent or 

inconsistent with the CLUP. The ALUC encourages local jurisdictions to submit referrals to the 

commission for developments that include the construction of structures that would be more than 

200 feet above ground level to verify compliance with FAR Part 77 and ALUC policies. 

The following text has been revised on page 3.11-9 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in 

the Draft EIR: 

• Policy 5.10.5-P29: Continue to refer proposed projects located within the Airport Influence Area 

to the Airport Land Use Commission. 

• Policy 5.10.5-P30: Review the location and design of development within Airport Land Use 

Commission jurisdiction for compatibility with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

• Policy 5.10.5-P32: Encourage all new projects within the Airport Influence Area to dedicate an 

avigation easement. 

Footnote 10 on page 3.11-11 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR has been 

revised as such: 

10a  Tier 1 ESLs are the most conservative ESLs established by the Regional Water Board and account for all 
possible exposure pathways and receptors.  

The following text has been added after the bulleted list on page 3.11-12 of Section 3.11, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

A review of the State Water Board’s GeoTracker database10b and DTSC’s EnviroStor database10c 

indicates that there is one property with known subsurface hazardous materials contamination near 

the area where offsite utility work could occur under Routing Option 3 of the Project. This property 

is at 3000 Patrick Henry Way, which is south of the Project site; VOC contamination has been identified 

in soil vapor beneath this property. A subsurface investigation indicates that the likely source for the 

soil vapor detections may be the migration of contamination from neighboring properties through 

storm drains or sewer lines.10d Given the past and current commercial/industrial land uses, which 

may have involved the storage and use of hazardous materials, it is possible that previously 

unidentified subsurface contamination could be present near or within the proposed transmission 

line routes for the Project. 

10b State Water Resources Control Board. 2024. GeoTracker. Available: https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. 
Accessed: February 2, 2024. 

10c Department of Toxic Substances Control. 2024. EnviroStor. Available: https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/ 
public/. Accessed: February 2, 2024. 

10d Roux Associates, Inc. 2022. Additional Subsurface Environmental Investigation, 3000 Patrick Henry Drive, 
Santa Clara, California. August 30. 

The following text has been revised on pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-14 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

Airport-related hazards are generally associated with aircraft accidents, particularly during 

takeoff and landing. Other airport operation hazards include incompatible land uses, power 

transmission lines, wildlife hazards (e.g., bird strikes), and tall structures that penetrate the 

regulated surfaces surrounding an airport. The Project site is adjacent to but outside the AIA of 

San José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-3 in Section 3.1, Land Use). The Project would 

include utility work within Old Ironsides Drive, which is within the AIA of San José International 
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Airport. The Project site is approximately 1 mile northwest of the nearest Airport Safety Zone of 

San José International Airport but not within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise (i.e., above 

6560 decibels) (see Figure 3.1-4 in Section 3.1, Land Use).19a The Project site is in an area where 

maximum building heights, based on FAR Part 77, range from approximately 350 feet above mean 

sea level (MSL) in the southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 380 feet MSL in the 

northwest portion of the Project site (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use), as identified in the 

CLUP for San José International Airport.19b  

Under FAA Regulations, Part 77, any proposed structure on the Project site that could extend above 

an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the runways of San José 

International Airport would require submittal to the FAA for airspace safety review. This imaginary 

surface extends from approximately 168 feet above ground level (AGL) at the southeast portion of the 

Project site to approximately 185 feet AGL at the northwest portion of the Project site. 

19a  Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport. 2020. 2037 CNEL Contours Airport Master Plan. Amended: 
April 28, 2020.  

19b Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San José International Airport. Santa Clara County 
Airport Land Use Commission. Adopted: May 25, 2011. Amended: November 16, 2016. 

The following text has been added to the end of the subsection titled “Subsurface Contamination” on page 

3.11-19 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

As discussed under Environmental Setting, above, VOCs have been detected in soil vapor at one 

property (3000 Patrick Henry Way), which is south of the Project site near the area where offsite 

utility work could occur under Routing Option 3 of the Project. Given the past and current 

commercial/industrial land uses, which may have involved the storage and use of hazardous 

materials, it is possible that previously unidentified subsurface contamination could be present near 

or within the proposed transmission line routes for the Project.  

The following text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 has been revised on page 3.11-20 of Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

HAZ-2.1:  Subsurface Contamination. The Project Sponsor shall engage with an appropriate 

regulatory agency (e.g., the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Board, Santa Clara County 

DEH, DTSC) to provide oversight for additional subsurface investigation at the Project site 

and proposed transmission line routes for the Project, prepare and implement a Soil and 

Groundwater Management Plan (SGMP), and implement remedial actions, as necessary 

and required by the appropriate regulatory agency. When site uses and building 

layouts/designs are finalized and available, additional soil vapor testing shall be 

performed to evaluate the need for vapor intrusion mitigation measures. The additional 

subsurface investigation activities shall include, to the extent required by the appropriate 

regulatory agency, investigation of potential contamination along the proposed 

transmission line routes for the Project and investigation of potential contamination 

source areas/features of environmental concern (e.g., former hazardous materials 

storage areas, clarifiers/sumps/vaults and associated piping, possible UST areas) to 

define the extent of subsurface contamination at the Project site. 



City of Santa Clara 

 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

4-35 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

The following text of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2.1 has been revised on page 3.11-21 of Section 3.11, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

If remedial actions are required for any portion of the Project site or proposed transmission line 

routes for the Project, the Project Sponsor shall submit to the City evidence of approvals from all 

applicable regulatory oversight agencies for any proposed remedial action plans prior to the City 

issuing any demolition, grading, or building permits for that portion of the Project site or transmission 

line route.  

The following text has been revised on pages 3.11-21 and 3.11-22 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, in the Draft EIR: 

As discussed under Environmental Setting, above, the Project site is adjacent to but outside of the AIA 

for San José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-3 in Section 3.1, Land Use). The Project site is 

approximately 1 mile northwest of the nearest Airport Safety Zone of San José International Airport 

but not within areas that are exposed to aircraft noise (i.e., above 65 decibels) (see Figure 3.1-4 in 

Section 3.1, Land Use). The Project site is in an area where maximum building heights, based on FAR 

Part 77, range from approximately 350 feet MSL in the southeast portion of the Project site to 

approximately 380 feet MSL in the northwest portion of the Project site, as identified in the CLUP for 

San José International Airport (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use).31 

31  Windus, Walter B. 2011. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for San José International Airport. Santa Clara County 
Airport Land Use Commission. Adopted: May 25, 2011. Amended: November 16, 2016.  

Construction 

Construction of the Project would include utility work within Old Ironsides Drive, which is within the 

AIA of San José International Airport; however, utility work would not create aviation hazards 

because it would not involve tall structures or other potential aviation hazards (e.g., reflective 

surfaces or lighting). The tallest buildings proposed for the Project would have a height of up to 202 

feet AGL. The ground surface elevation of the Project site is 10 to 18 feet NAVD 88,32 and the MSL 

elevation in the vicinity of the Project site is approximately 3.4 feet NAVD 88;33 therefore, the 

proposed buildings on the Project site could reach an elevation of approximately 217 feet MSL., which 

is well below the maximum building heights for the Project site, based on FAR Part 77, of 

approximately 350 to 380 feet MSL (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 3.1, Land Use).34 Any proposed 

structure or building, including temporary construction cranes, on the Project site that could exceed 

an imaginary surface radiating at 100:1 (horizontal:vertical) from the runways of San José 

International Airport (this imaginary surface extends from approximately 168 feet AGL at the 

southeast portion of the Project site to approximately 185 feet AGL at the northwest portion of the 

Project site) would require submittal to the FAA for airspace safety review. For each building or 

structure with a maximum proposed height exceeding this imaginary surface, the Project must obtain 

a “Determination of No Hazard” from the FAA for each rooftop corner and any additional higher 

points. The heights of the cranes that would be used during construction are unknown at this time but 

would be well below the maximum building heights for the Project site (350 to 380 feet MSL), based 

on FAR Part 77.  

Structures in any location that exceed 200 feet above the ground level, including construction cranes, 

would require FAA notification for construction or alteration. Compliance with conditions set forth 

by the FAA in its determinations FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for San José International Airport would 

ensure that the Project would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential construction impacts 

of the Project related to aviation hazards would be less than significant. 
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Operation 

As discussed above, the proposed buildings on the Project site could reach an elevation of 

approximately 217 feet MSL, which is well below the maximum allowable building height for the 

Project site, based on FAR Part 77, of approximately 350 to 380 feet MSL (see Figure 3.1-5 in Section 

3.1, Land Use and Planning). Compliance with FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for San José International 

Airport would ensure that the Project would be reviewed by the FAA and that any recommendations 

from the FAA for alteration of the Project’s designs, markings, or lighting would be implemented to 

ensure that operation of the Project would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential 

operational impacts of the Project related to aviation hazards would be less than significant. 

32  BKF. 2018. 3005 Democracy Way, Existing Site Boundary and Easement Plan. July 25.  
33  AECOM. 2016. San Francisco Bay Tidal Datums and Extreme Tides Study, Final Report. February.  
34  A previous version of the Project from 2018 included much taller buildings that conflicted with FAA height 

limits. This previous version of the Project was the subject of the NOP comment discussed at the beginning 
of this chapter regarding building height. The Project was redesigned to its current form with reduced 
building heights that are below FAA limits.  

The following text has been revised on page 3.11-26 of Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in 

the Draft EIR: 

Construction 

Construction of cumulative projects would be required to comply with FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for 

San José International Airport (as applicable), ensuring that they would not create aviation hazards. 

As discussed under Impact HAZ-3, above, compliance with FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for San José 

International Airport would ensure that construction of the Project would be reviewed by the FAA 

and that any recommendations from the FAA for the alteration of the Project’s designs, markings, or 

lighting would be implemented. Similarly, the cumulative projects would also be reviewed and 

required to comply with CLUP, FAA, and ALUC recommendations (as applicable) such that significant 

impacts would not result. These procedures and reviews would ensure that the Project and 

cumulative projects taken together would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential 

construction impacts of the Project associated with aviation hazards would not be cumulatively 

considerable. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Operation 

Operation of cumulative projects would be required to comply with FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for San 

José International Airport (as applicable), ensuring that they would not create aviation hazards. As 

discussed under Impact HAZ-3, above, compliance with FAR Part 77 and the CLUP for San José 

International Airport would ensure that operation of the Project would be reviewed by the FAA and 

that any recommendations from the FAA for the alteration of the Project’s designs, markings, or 

lighting would be implemented. Similarly, the cumulative projects would also be reviewed and 

required to comply with CLUP, FAA, and ALUC recommendations (as applicable) such that significant 

impacts would not result. These procedures and reviews would ensure that the Project and 

cumulative projects taken together would not create aviation hazards. Therefore, potential 

operational impacts of the Project associated with aviation hazards would not be cumulatively 

considerable. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation 

The following text in the first paragraph on page 3.13-9 of Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, in 

the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

Huerta Middle School has six to eight 39 classrooms and support spaces. 

The following text under the “Operation” heading on page 3.13-18 of Section 3.13, Public Services and 

Recreation, in the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

Assuming that no additional library space is added within the city, a population of 151,715 residents 

would result in 0.69 square foot of library space per capita, still above the 0.3 square foot per capita 

APA suggests as the minimum for a city of this sizeexceeding the APA’s suggested minimum of 0.3 

square foot per capita for libraries that serve 50,000 people or more. 

The first sentence in the second paragraph on page 3.13-19 of Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, 

in the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

The adopted City General Plan does not consider residential development at the Project site. 

The first sentence in the second full paragraph on page 3.13-22 of Section 3.13, Public Services and 

Recreation, in the Draft EIR has been revised, as follows: 

The adopted City General Plan does not consider residential development at the Project site. 

Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems 

The following text has been revised in the first paragraph on page 3.15-1 of Section 3.15, Utilities and 

Service Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

…The analysis is based on the City of Santa Clara (City) 2010–2035 General Plan (General Plan), the 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) and the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management 

Plans (UWMPs), the South Bay Water Recycling Strategic and Master Planning Report, and the 
following documents, all of which are on file with the City: Storm Drainage Study,1 Water Supply 

Assessment (Appendix 3.15),2 and Sanitary Sewer Capacity Technical Memorandum,3a and the 

Conceptual Transmission Lines Exhibits.3b, 3c 

3a  City of Santa Clara Water and Sewer Utilities Department. 2023. Sanitary Sewer Capacity Evaluation. June 7.  
3b  BNF Engineers. 2024. Conceptual Transmission Lines Exhibit-Option 1. January 2024 
3c BNF Engineers. 2024. Conceptual Transmission Lines Exhibit-Option 3. January 2024 

The following text has been revised in the footnote on page 3.15-8 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service 

Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

9  City of Santa Clara. 2022. Climate Action Plan. Available: https://www.santaclaraca.gov/our-
city/departments-a-f/community-development/planning-division/general-plan/climate-action-plan. 
Accessed: February 1,August 24, 2023. 

The following text has been revised in the footnote on page 3.15-10 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service 

Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

11  Santa Clara Valley Water District and City of San José. 2014. South Bay Water Recycling, Strategic and Master 
Planning. Volume 1: Report. Available: https://www.valleywater.org/sites/default/ files/335%20P3%
20Related%20Reports%20SBWR%20Stratigic%20and%20Master%20Plan%20-%20Report%20%28Vol.1
%29% 20%281%29.pdf. Accessed: February 1,August 24, 2023. 



City of Santa Clara 

 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

 

Mission Point Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

4-38 
April 2024 

ICF 103980.0.001 

 

The following text has been revised in the footnote on page 3.15-11 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service 

Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

14  City of Santa Clara. 2016. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. C.3 Stormwater 
Handbook. Guidance for Implementing Stormwater Requirements for New Development and 
Redevelopment Projects. Available: https://scvurppp.org/2016/06/20/c-3-stormwater-handbook-june-
2016/. Accessed: February 1, 2023.August 24, 2023. 

The following text has been revised in the second paragraph on page 3.15-22 of Section 3.15, Utilities and 

Service Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the precise timing for the stormwater 

drainage system construction discussed above has not been defined. If modifications to the existing 

stormwater drainage systems are not appropriately designed or constructed at the appropriate times 

with regard to the different phases of Project construction, as well as weather conditions (e.g., rain), 

then runoff from the Project site could exceed the capacity of existing or proposed stormwater 

drainage systems, thereby requiring the construction of additional stormwater drainage facilities, 

which would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-3.1 and WQ-3.2, 

described in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, would ensure that potential operational 

construction impacts of the Project related to exceeding the capacity of existing or proposed 

stormwater drainage systems would be less than significant with mitigation. 

The following text has been revised on pages 3.15-23 and 3.15-24 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service 

Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

The Project is expected to result in an increase in demand for electricity, an increase that could exceed 

the capacity of the existing electric distribution system. Therefore, an approximately 1827,000-gross-

square-foot (gsf) electrical substation would be constructed onsite to support the Project. The at-

grade substation would be located on the east side of the Project site, in Area C, and have no parking 

above or below. This substation could also support electrical needs at the adjacent Santa Clara North 

area. SVP will coordinate the precise size, dimensions, and layout of the substation during the design 

phase of the Project. The proposed design, which is standard in the United States, would include 

indoor gas-insulated switchgear with less flammable oil-filled transformers. A minimum setback of 

24 feet would be provided along the street frontage.  

SVP analyzed various transmission line routing options to connect the new substation to the existing 

SVP electrical system. Of these, two options, “Routing Option 1” (the preferred option) and “Routing 

Option 3” (the alternative option), were selected by SVP for analysis as part of the Project. The routing 

options are shown in Figures 2-16 and 2-17 in Chapter 2, Project Description. New transmission lines 

would be placed underground within the Project site and within public rights-of-way to existing 

underground transmission lines. SVP will coordinate with the City and SFPUC to obtain all required 

approvals for the selected transmission line routing. No new overhead transmission lines are 

proposed under either option. 

As shown in Figure 2-16, Routing Option 1 would intersect the existing NRS-MIS transmission line at 

the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides Drive. The existing NRS-MIS line would be 

split into two new segments and given the designations NRS-DEM and DEM-MIS. The new NRS-DEM 

line would run along the existing NRS-MIS overhead 60 kV transmission line and along the existing 

NRS-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line to the point of intersection where a new underground 

60 kV transmission line would run north along Old Ironsides Drive from Patrick Henry Drive and enter 

the new substation on the Project site. A new DEM-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line would 
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exit the substation and run south along Old Ironsides Drive, connecting to the existing NRS-MIS 

underground 60 kV transmission line at the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides and 

enter the Mission substation, which is south of the Project site. No changes are proposed to the 

existing MIS-JUL transmission lines exiting the MIS substation. 

As shown in Figure 2-17, Routing Option 3 would intersect the existing NRS-MIS transmission line at 

the intersection of Patrick Henry Drive and Old Ironsides Drive. The existing NRS-MIS line would be 

split into two new segments and given the designations NRS-DEM and DEM-MIS. The new NRS-DEM 

line would run along the existing NRS-MIS overhead 60 kV transmission line and along the existing 

NRS-MIS underground 60 kV transmission line to the point of intersection where a new underground 

60 kV transmission line would run north along Old Ironsides Drive from Patrick Henry Drive and enter 

the new substation on the Project site. A second new underground 60 kV transmission line, exiting 

out of the new DEM substation, would briefly run south along Old Ironsides Drive before turning west 

to cross the Project site and then turning south to follow Patrick Henry Drive to intersect the existing 

NRS-MIS underground transmission line and create the new DEM-MIS 60 kV transmission line. The 

DEM-MIS 60 kV transmission line would then enter the existing Mission substation, south of the 

Project site. No changes are proposed to the existing MIS-JUL transmission lines exiting the MIS 

substation.  

The following text has been revised in Table 3.15-7, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rate by Land Use, 

on page 3.15-28 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, in the Draft EIR: 

Substation Up to 
1827,000 gsf 

5 lbs/1,000 sq 
ft/day 

90 lbs 
.05 ton 

16 

The following text has been revised on page 3.15-31 of Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, in the 

Draft EIR: 

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 

The Project is expected to result in an increase in demand for electricity, an increase that could exceed 
the capacity of the existing electric distribution system. Therefore, an approximately 1827,000 gsf 

electrical substation would be constructed onsite to support the Project. The at-grade substation 

would be located on the east side of the Project site, in Area C, and have no parking above or below. 
This substation could also support electrical needs at the adjacent Santa Clara North area. SVP will 

coordinate the precise size, dimensions, and layout of the substation during the design phase of the 

Project. The proposed design, which is standard in the United States, would include indoor gas-

insulated switchgear with less flammable oil-filled transformers. A minimum setback of 24 feet would 

be provided along the street frontage.  

The substation and both Routing Option 1 (Preferred SVP Option) and Routing Option 3 (Alternative 

SVP Option) for the substation, as detailed above in Impact UT-1 under Electricity, Natural Gas, and 

Telecommunications, would be maintained and overseen by the City’s public utility provider, SVP. SVP’s 

2018 Strategic Plan addresses the challenges facing the utility over the next 10 years. The plan allows 

the City’s electric utility to be agile, transparent, and accountable as SVP prepares for future challenges 

and accounts for the increase in electricity demand and facility planning. As such, there would be no 

cumulative impacts from development on the City’s electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications 

facilities, which includes consideration of the two substation routing options. The Project would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications. 
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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Chapter 5, Alternatives 

The following row in Table 5-2, Code Compliant Alternative, on page 5-11 in Chapter 5, Alternatives 

Analysis, has been revised, as follows: 

Electrical Substation Up to 2718,000 gsf Up to 2718,000 gsf 

The following row in Table 5-3, Reduced Scale Alternative, on page 5-12 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, 

has been revised, as follows: 

Electrical Substation Up to 2718,000 gsf Up to 2718,000 gsf 

The following row in Table 5-4, Reduced Office/Increased Housing Alternative, on page 5-13 in Chapter 5, 

Alternatives Analysis, has been revised, as follows: 

Electrical Substation Up to 2718,000 gsf Up to 2718,000 gsf 

The following text has been added on page 5-25 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis: 

Alternative Substation Transmission Line Routing Options 

SVP analyzed two additional options for routing of the substation’s transmission lines. “Option 2” and 

“Option 4” are identified in the Democracy Short Circuit Duty Analysis: Democracy Substation 

Addition prepared by TRC for SVP in November 2023. Due to the complexity of these routing options, 

including encroachment on third-party private property unrelated to the Project site, SVP determined 

the routes to be infeasible and eliminated the options from further study.  

In the first full paragraph on page 5-101 in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, the last sentence has been 

deleted: 

Similar to the Project, this alternative would result in conflicts with adopted City land use plans and 

policies regarding the jobs/housing ratio. 
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Memorandum 

 
Date:  March 12, 2024 
 
To:  Jennifer Andersen, ICF 
 
From:  Michelle Hunt 
  Ling Jin 
 
Subject: Errata to Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development Transportation Analysis 
 

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. prepared the Kylli Mission Point Transportation Analysis 
(TA) dated November 13, 2023. While measures of delay and congestion including level of service 
are not used to identify significant impacts under CEQA, the TA included an evaluation of 
intersection levels of service in accordance with the City’s Transportation Analysis Policy. This 
memo provides additional information and clarification regarding the operation, lane configuration, 
and recommended improvements at selected study intersections. This memorandum does not 
change the findings of the Draft EIR regarding the Project’s transportation impacts.  

Lawrence Expressway and Sandia Avenue/Lakehaven Drive 

The TA report states that the Project should provide fair-share funding towards the planned 
realignment of Wildwood Avenue to connect directly with Lawrence Expressway and creation of a 
new signalized intersection at Lawrence Expressway and Wildwood Avenue (VTP 2040 ID# R39). 
However, the City has determined that the adverse effect on traffic operations at the 
Lawrence/Sandia/Lakehaven intersection could be offset by constructing a new signalized 
intersection on Lawrence Expressway at Bridgewood Way-Lakewood Drive without realigning 
Wildwood Avenue, as identified in the Santa Clara Multimodal improvement Plan. The Project 
should provide fair-share funding towards this improvement. Lawrence Expressway is under the 
jurisdiction of Santa Clara County. Thus, the City cannot guarantee that this improvement is 
completed.  

Old Ironsides Drive and Tasman Drive 

Currently, the northbound approach leg (Old Ironsides Drive) is striped as having one left-turn lane 
and one shared through/right-turn lane. However, due to the width of the curb lane, the TA 
assumed that the leg functions as having separate through and right-turn lanes. 
 
The TA report recommends the addition of a second northbound left-turn lane in order to ensure the 
intersection would continue to operate at an acceptable level of service under cumulative plus 
project conditions. Thus, the recommended lane configuration shown in the TA (Figure 15) includes 
two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane on the northbound approach. 
 
The latest Project site plan reflects the recommended addition of a second northbound left-turn lane 
at the Old Ironsides Drive/Tasman Drive intersection. The plans also reflect a shared through/right-
turn lane on the northbound approach adjacent to a dashed green lane, which indicates an area 
where cars and bikes are intended to cross paths. While bicyclists have the right of way in this area, 
motorists that are turning right may use this area after yielding to cyclists. Including the dashed 
green lane, the curb lane would be 20 feet in width. Like the existing wide curb lane, the proposed 
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striping with the dashed green pavement markings would operate as a separate right-turn lane 
adjacent to the through lane. Thus, the proposed intersection striping in the latest Project site plan 
is consistent with the lane configuration assumed in the TA. 
 
In order to minimize the adverse effect due to the queuing deficiency at this intersection, the TA 
report also stated that the Project should pay fair share fees towards the intersection spot 
improvements identified in the Bicycle Master Plan Update 2018. To clarify, the spot improvements 
at this intersection consist of tightening the turning radii on the northeast corner. 

Old Ironsides Drive and Old Glory Lane 

As shown in Figure 15, the TA report recommends the addition of a northbound right-turn lane, a 
new west leg (Kylli Driveway C) with one left-turn lane and one shared through/right-turn lane, and 
restriping of the east leg to include one shared through/left-turn lane and one right-turn lane. 
Although not required to achieve an acceptable level of service and thus not shown in Figure 15, 
the TA report on page 126 also recommends the addition of a second southbound left-turn lane at 
this intersection to provide additional queue storage at this intersection. The Project site plans show 
the dual southbound left-turn lanes as recommended in the TA report.    

Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Driveway B  

The TA assumed that the intersection of Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Driveway B would have three 
approach legs with a new driveway in and out of the Kylli site (Area B) comprising the west leg and 
Old Ironsides Drive comprising the north and south legs. The intersection was recommended to 
operate under two-phase traffic signal control with one phase serving all movements on Old 
Ironsides Drive (permitted left turns), and another phase serving the Project driveway and a 
crosswalk on the south leg. The eastbound approach (Kylli Driveway B) was assumed to have two 
lanes (one right-turn lane and one left-turn lane), while Old Ironsides Drive would have one shared 
through/right-turn lane on the southbound approach and one left-turn lane and one through lane on 
the northbound approach. Under this configuration, the intersection is expected to operate at LOS B 
during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour under both background (2030) plus 
project and cumulative (2035) plus project conditions. 

Subsequently, the applicant has revised the Project site plan and moved Kylli Driveway B north to 
approximately align with an existing driveway for the properties located on the east side of Old 
Ironsides Drive (including 4980 and 4988 Great America Parkway). The level of service analysis 
was updated to evaluate the operation of this intersection as a four-legged intersection. 

Traffic Volume Estimation at the Existing Driveway  

Existing volumes used in the Kylli Mission Point TA are based on counts conducted in 2018/2019 
and early 2020, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to ongoing hybrid and remote work policies, 
new driveway counts are not expected to reflect typical traffic conditions prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic. To be consistent with the assumptions used in the Kylli Mission Point TA, the trips 
generated by the properties on the east side of Old Ironsides Drive were estimated by using the trip 
generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual, 11th Edition (2021). Trip generation rates published for “General Office Building - in General 
Urban/Suburban areas” (Land Use Code 710) were used to estimate the trips generated by these 
properties. Based on the ITE rates, the existing properties east of Old Ironsides Drive would 
generate 414 AM peak-hour trips and 393 PM peak-hour trips. 
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Per the VTA TIA Guidelines, a six percent trip reduction was assumed for transit use due to the site 
being located within 2,000 feet of the Old Ironsides LRT Station. After applying the trip reduction, 
the existing office buildings east of Old Ironsides Drive are estimated to generate 389 trips during 
the AM peak hour (342 in and 47 out) and 369 trips during the PM peak hour (63 in and 306 out) 
(see Table 1). 
 
Table 1  
Trip Generation Estimates at 4980 and 4988 Great America Parkway 

 

The trip distribution pattern for these existing office buildings was assumed to be the same as that 
estimated for a nearby office development in the “Great America Parkway & Tasman Drive Office 
Development LTA Report, dated August 21, 2023 (see Figure 1).   

The peak-hour trips associated with the existing properties were assigned to the driveways serving 
these properties in accordance with the distribution pattern discussed above, the roadway network 
connections, and freeway access points. 

Revised Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

The revised site plan shows that Kylli Driveway B would be offset approximately 45 feet to the south 
of the existing driveway on the east side of Old Ironsides Drive. The north and south legs (Old 
Ironsides Drive) would each have an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane 
while the west leg (Kylli Driveway B) would have one left-turn lane and one shared through/right-
turn lane, and the east leg (existing driveway) would have one shared left/through/right-turn lane. 
Due to the offset between the two driveways, it is assumed that the east and west approach legs 
would have split phase signal operation, while the north and south legs would operate in a single 
phase with permitted left-turn control. There would be only one crosswalk across Old Ironsides 
Drive (on the south leg).  

Table 2 presents a summary of the revised level of service analysis at this intersection. Under this 
revised configuration with four legs, this Project driveway intersection would operate at acceptable 
levels (LOS B/C during the AM/PM peak hours under background plus project conditions and LOS 
B/D during the AM/PM peak hours under cumulative plus project conditions). The level of service 
calculation sheets are included in the Appendix.  

  

Land Use Trips In Out Total In Out Total

Existing Use

General Office Building1&2 272.686 ksf 10.84 2,956 1.52 364 50 414 1.44 67 326 393

(177) (22) (3) (25) (4) (20) (24)

Gross Existing Trips 2,779 342 47 389 63 306 369

Notes:

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, 2019.

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Trip Rate

Trip 

Rate

Trips Trip 

Rate

Trips

2. Average trip rates expressed in trips per 1,000 square feet (ksf) for "General Office in a General Urban/Suburban 

Area" (ITE Land Use 710) are used. 

3. Per VTA TIA Guidelines, a transit trip reduction is applied to the development that is within 2,000 feet of a LRT 

station.

1. The size of the existing builidings east of Old Ironside Drive (including 4980 and 4988 Great America Parkway) 

was based on information provided by City of Santa Clara.

Transit Reduction (6%) 3

Size
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Table 2  
Level of Service Summary at Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Driveway B (4-leg Intersection) 

 

Great America Parkway and Great America Way 

The TA recommended that the Project pay fair share fees toward the construction of a Class IV 
separated bikeway on Great America Parkway between SR 237 and Tasman Drive. Since the 
publication of the TA, the City has changed the approach used to determine fair share fees for 
bikeways. Instead of requiring the Project to pay the full cost of a specific segment of the bikeway 
project, the City will instead require the Project to pay a proportionate share towards the full 
bikeway project as defined in the City’s Bicycle Master Plan Update 2018 excluding the segments 
that are to be fully funded by other approved developments. The Patrick Henry Specific Plan 
developments are required to fully fund the Class IV separated bikeway on Great America Parkway 
between Old Glory Lane and Patrick Henry Drive, while the Freedom Circle Focus Area 
developments are required to fully fund the Great America Parkway bikeway between Patrick Henry 
Drive and US 101. Thus, the Project will instead be required to pay fair share fees towards the 
construction of a Class IV separated bikeway on Great America Parkway/Bowers Avenue between 
the Bay Trail and Old Glory Lane and between US 101 and Chromite Drive.  

Great America Parkway and Old Glory Lane 

The TA recommended the addition of a second eastbound right-turn lane on Old Glory Lane to 
mitigate the Project’s adverse effect on level of service under background plus project conditions at 
the Great America/Old Glory intersection. However, as part of the Creek Trail Network Expansion 
Project, the City is planning to construct a multipurpose trail along the south side of Old Glory Lane 
with a new crosswalk on the south leg of the Great America Parkway/Old Glory Lane intersection. 
Dual right-turn lanes would result in challenges with visibility between turning vehicles and 
pedestrians on the new crosswalk and conflicts with the City’s bicycle and pedestrian policies. 
Therefore, in place of the recommended dual right-turn lanes, the Project shall contribute a fair 
share fee for the future construction of a Class IV separated bikeway on Great America 
Parkway/Bowers Avenue between the Bay Trail and Old Glory Lane and between US 101 and 
Chromite Drive. This multimodal improvement, which was identified in the City’s Bicycle Master 
Plan Update 2018, would encourage residents and employees to leave their vehicles at home by 
adding a physical barrier between the existing bicycle lane and the vehicular travel lane, thereby 
increasing the comfort level for cyclists.  

Great America Parkway and Patrick Henry Drive 

The TA recommended the Project pay fair share fees toward the construction of a Class IV 
separated bikeway on Great America Parkway between Patrick Henry Drive and Tasman Drive and 
the construction of the Hetch Hetchy Trail east of Old Ironsides Drive. As stated above, the City has 

Peak Avg Avg

# Intersection Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS

64 Old Ironsides Drive and Kylli Project Driveway B AM 17.2 B 19.2 B

(Four-leg signalized) PM 29.8 C 46.0 D

Project+Improv

Background (2030) 

Conditions

Cumulative (2035) 

Conditions

Project+Improv
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changed the approach used to determine fair share fees for bikeways. Instead of requiring the 
Project to pay the full cost of a specific segment of the bikeway project, the City will instead require 
the Project to pay a proportionate share towards the full bikeway project as defined in the City’s 
Bicycle Master Plan Update 2018 excluding the segments that are to be fully funded by other 
approved developments. The Patrick Henry Specific Plan developments are required to fully fund 
the Class IV separated bikeway on Great America Parkway between Old Glory Lane and Patrick 
Henry Drive, while the Freedom Circle Focus Area developments are required to fully fund the 
Great America Parkway bikeway between Patrick Henry Drive and US 101.. Thus, the Project will 
instead be required to pay fair share fees towards the construction of a Class IV separated bikeway 
on Great America Parkway/Bowers Avenue between the Bay Trail and Old Glory Lane and between 
US 101 and Chromite Drive.  Similarly, the Project will be required to provide fair share funding 
towards the construction of the Hetch Hetchy trail as defined in the Creek Trail Network Expansion 
Master Plan excluding the Patrick Henry Drive crossing improvements, which will be fully funded by 
the Patrick Henry Drive Specific Plan developments, and the trail segment between Patrick Henry 
Drive and Great America Parkway, which will be constructed as part of the Kylli Project. Thus, the 
Project will be required to pay fair share fees towards the construction of the Hetch Hetchy Trail 
between Guadalupe River Parkway and Great America Parkway and between Patrick Henry Drive 
and the Calabazas Creek Trail.  

Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard 

The TA assumed the completion of a CIP improvement project at the intersection of Great America 
Parkway and Mission College Boulevard under all future scenarios that would add a third 
northbound left-turn lane, a third westbound left-turn lane, a second eastbound left-turn lane, a 
fourth southbound through lane, and a westbound right-turn pocket. Subsequently, the design of the 
intersection improvement has been modified. The current design does not include a third 
northbound left-turn lane. In addition, the current design shows that the westbound approach would 
be modified to include a third left-turn lane and a right-turn pocket but would have only a single 
through lane instead of two as previously assumed.  

The intersection level of service calculations at this intersection were rerun under all future 
scenarios with the revised lane configuration. The level of service calculation sheets are included in 
the Appendix. The results of the revised intersection level of service calculations are presented in 
Table 3. Consistent with the findings of the TA, the revised analysis shows that the Project would 
cause an adverse effect on level of service under cumulative plus project conditions.  

The TA recommended that the Project pay a fair share fee towards restriping the eastbound 
approach to include three left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane, and 
implementing lead/lag left-turn phasing for the eastbound and westbound approaches. However, 
the City is moving forward with implementation of the planned CIP improvements and does not 
intend to implement the additional improvements as recommended in the TA as the design is 
complete and construction will start soon. Therefore, in place of the recommended lane geometry 
and signal phasing improvements recommended in the TA, the Project shall contribute a fair share 
fee for the future construction of a Class IV separated bikeway on Great America Parkway/Bowers 
Avenue between the Bay Trail and Old Glory Lane and between US 101 and Chromite Drive. This 
multimodal improvement, which was identified in the City’s Bicycle Master Plan Update 2018, would 
encourage cycling by adding a physical barrier between the existing bicycle lane and the vehicular 
travel lane, thereby increasing the comfort level for cyclists.  

In addition, the Project should provide fair-share funding towards improvements identified in the City 
of Santa Clara Multimodal Improvement Plan (MIP). MIP Actions intended to address the LOS 
deficiency at this intersection include installation of transit signal priority, trail crossing 
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improvements, crosswalk motion sensors, upgraded safety lighting, enhanced crosswalks, travel 
time data collection systems, adaptive traffic signals and periodic retiming of signal coordination at 
intersections along Mission College Boulevard.  

Table 3  
Level of Service Summary at Great America Parkway and Mission College Boulevard 

 

McCarthy Boulevard/O’Toole Avenue and Montague Expressway 

The TA report text in Chapters 4 and 5 states that the Project would be required to pay fair share 
fees towards a grade-separated interchange at this intersection. However, this project will be fully 
funded by City of San Jose under the terms of the North San Jose Settlement agreement.  Thus, no 
Project contribution is required. Furthermore, the description of the recommended improvement at 
this intersection contained in Tables 10 and 13 are inconsistent. Table 13 is correct. Table 10 
incorrectly referred to a partial grade-separated interchange and referenced the Measure B 
Expressway Program. Table 10 is hereby revised to indicate the Project would not provide funding 
towards the grade-separated interchange as originally identified in the North San Jose 
Development Policy. 

Conclusions  

This memorandum clarifies the recommendations regarding lane configuration, traffic control, and 
recommended improvements for selected study intersections as discussed above. Figures 8, 11, 
12, and 15 on the next pages replace the original Figures 8, 11, 12, and 15 in the TA, respectively. 
Because the recommended improvements are expected to address deficiencies related to 
intersection levels of service and queuing, which do not constitute a significant impact under the 
updated CEQA guidelines, this memorandum does not change the findings of the Draft EIR 
regarding the Project’s transportation impacts. 
  

Incr. In Incr. In Incr. In Incr. In

Peak Avg Avg Crit. Crit. Avg Avg Crit. Crit. 

# Intersection Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay V/C Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay V/C

26 Great America Pkwy and AM 41.6 D 49.6 D 6.0 0.263 62.1 E 95.5 F 60.8 0.198

Mission College Blvd (CMP) PM 42.9 D 46.1 D 3.4 0.090 53.5 D 69.0 E 27.9 0.085

Notes:

Bold   indicates an adverse effect caused by the project.

Cumulative (2035) Conditions

No Project With Project

Background (2030) Conditions

No Project With Project
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Kylli Mixed-Use Mission Point

Figure 11
Background Plus Project Traffic Volumes and

Recommended Lane Configuration and Traffic Control
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Kylli Mixed-Use Mission Point

Figure 15
Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Volumes and

Recommended Lane Configuration and Traffic Control
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 NoProj AM

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 121 1415*** 224

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

124*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 156

1 438***

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

108 2 Critical V/C: 0.574 1 291

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 46.2 0

103 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 41.6 3 616

LOS: D

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 470*** 1820 409

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     8   37    37    10   37    37     4   10    10     5   10    10
Y+R:          5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  6.4   6.4   5.0  6.4   6.4
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  470 1820   409   224 1415   121   124  108   103   616  291   438
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.68  0.32  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3800 7600  1900  3800 7001   599  3800 3800  1900  5700 1900  1900
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.24  0.22  0.06 0.20  0.20  0.03 0.03  0.05  0.11 0.15  0.23
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                        ****
Green Time:  33.6 69.8 103.8  18.7 54.9  54.9   8.9 20.1  53.7  33.9 45.2  63.9
Volume/Cap:  0.57 0.54  0.32  0.49 0.57  0.57  0.57 0.22  0.16  0.50 0.53  0.56
Delay/Veh:   57.7 31.9  11.8  68.0 42.0  42.0  82.4 61.9  35.9  55.0 50.1  38.3
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  57.7 31.9  11.8  68.0 42.0  42.0  82.4 61.9  35.9  55.0 50.1  38.3
LOS by Move:    E    C     B     E    D     D     F    E     D     D    D     D
HCM2k95thQ:    18   26    15    10   24    24     7    5     7    15   20    26
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 NoProj PM

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 169 2249*** 384

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

238 2
Cycle Time (sec): 140

1 228

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

603*** 2 Critical V/C: 0.777 1 146

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 45.9 0

100 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 42.9 3 652***

LOS: D

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 271*** 1924 539

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     7   37    37     7   37    37     7   10    10     7   10    10
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  271 1924   539   384 2249   169   238  603   100   652  146   228
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.83 0.99  0.95  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.80 1.00  0.92
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.71  0.29  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3150 7600  1750  3150 6975   524  3150 3800  1750  4551 1900  1750
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.09 0.25  0.31  0.12 0.32  0.32  0.08 0.16  0.06  0.14 0.08  0.13
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****        ****
Green Time:  15.5 50.4  76.2  23.2 58.1  58.1  27.0 28.6  44.1  25.8 27.4  50.7
Volume/Cap:  0.78 0.70  0.57  0.73 0.78  0.78  0.39 0.78  0.18  0.78 0.39  0.36
Delay/Veh:   71.1 39.3  21.8  60.8 36.6  36.6  49.8 57.7  35.0  59.0 49.7  33.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  71.1 39.3  21.8  60.8 36.6  36.6  49.8 57.7  35.0  59.0 49.7  33.1
LOS by Move:    E    D     C     E    D     D     D    E     D     E    D     C
HCM2k95thQ:    14   30    28    16   35    35    10   23     6    21   10    14
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 Kylli AM - Rev.Retail

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 120 1492 237***

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

172*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 156

1 773***

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

156 2 Critical V/C: 0.837 1 328

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 52.2 0

103 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 49.6 3 577

LOS: D

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 470 2438*** 353

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     8   37    37    10   37    37     4   10    10     5   10    10
Y+R:          5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  6.4   6.4   5.0  6.4   6.4
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  470 2438   353   237 1492   120   172  156   103   577  328   773
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.70  0.30  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3800 7600  1900  3800 7034   566  3800 3800  1900  5700 1900  1900
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.32  0.19  0.06 0.21  0.21  0.05 0.04  0.05  0.10 0.17  0.41
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        ****
Green Time:  24.5 59.8 104.0  11.6 46.9  46.9   8.4 28.0  52.5  44.3 63.9  75.5
Volume/Cap:  0.79 0.84  0.28  0.84 0.71  0.71  0.84 0.23  0.16  0.36 0.42  0.84
Delay/Veh:   73.5 46.8  11.2  95.8 50.3  50.3 104.6 55.5  36.8  45.1 34.6  44.2
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  73.5 46.8  11.2  95.8 50.3  50.3 104.6 55.5  36.8  45.1 34.6  44.2
LOS by Move:    E    D     B     F    D     D     F    E     D     D    C     D
HCM2k95thQ:    20   47    13    11   27    27    10    7     7    13   19    55
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 Kylli PM - Rev.Retail

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 276 2568*** 492

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

211 2
Cycle Time (sec): 140

1 254

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

629*** 2 Critical V/C: 0.867 1 213

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 49.3 0

100 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 46.1 3 738***

LOS: D

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 271*** 1983 522

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     7   37    37     7   37    37     7   10    10     7   10    10
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  271 1983   522   492 2568   276   211  629   100   738  213   254
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.83 0.99  0.95  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.80 1.00  0.92
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.60  0.40  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3150 7600  1750  3150 6771   728  3150 3800  1750  4551 1900  1750
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.09 0.26  0.30  0.16 0.38  0.38  0.07 0.17  0.06  0.16 0.11  0.15
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****        ****
Green Time:  13.9 47.2  73.4  27.9 61.2  61.2  19.8 26.7  40.6  26.2 33.1  61.0
Volume/Cap:  0.87 0.77  0.57  0.78 0.87  0.87  0.47 0.87  0.20  0.87 0.47  0.33
Delay/Veh:   83.9 43.1  23.4  59.6 38.4  38.4  56.1 65.7  37.6  64.6 46.7  26.3
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  83.9 43.1  23.4  59.6 38.4  38.4  56.1 65.7  37.6  64.6 46.7  26.3
LOS by Move:    F    D     C     E    D     D     E    E     D     E    D     C
HCM2k95thQ:    15   33    28    20   42    42    10   25     7    24   14    14
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 NoProj AM

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 150 1930 449***

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

669*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 156

1 782***

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

234 2 Critical V/C: 0.950 1 271

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 71.0 0

103 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 62.1 3 623

LOS: E

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 470 2196*** 700

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     8   37    37    10   37    37     4   10    10     5   10    10
Y+R:          5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  6.4   6.4   5.0  6.4   6.4
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  470 2196   700   449 1930   150   669  234   103   623  271   782
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.71  0.29  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3800 7600  1900  3800 7052   548  3800 3800  1900  5700 1900  1900
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.29  0.37  0.12 0.27  0.27  0.18 0.06  0.05  0.11 0.14  0.41
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        ****
Green Time:  20.8 47.5  96.1  19.4 46.1  46.1  28.9 28.5  49.3  48.6 48.2  67.6
Volume/Cap:  0.93 0.95  0.60  0.95 0.93  0.93  0.95 0.34  0.17  0.35 0.46  0.95
Delay/Veh:   92.2 63.2  20.5  98.4 61.5  61.5  86.4 56.8  39.2  42.0 46.0  63.8
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  92.2 63.2  20.5  98.4 61.5  61.5  86.4 56.8  39.2  42.0 46.0  63.8
LOS by Move:    F    E     C     F    E     E     F    E     D     D    D     E
HCM2k95thQ:    22   49    34    19   39    39    31   10     7    14   18    65
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 NoProj PM

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 588 3120*** 304

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

294*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 140

1 472

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

359 2 Critical V/C: 1.021 1 493***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 68.9 0

200 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 53.5 3 474

LOS: D

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 271*** 2458 527

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     7   37    37     7   37    37     7   10    10     7   10    10
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  271 2458   527   304 3120   588   294  359   200   474  493   472
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.83 0.99  0.95  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.80 1.00  0.92
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.34  0.66  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3150 7600  1750  3150 6309  1189  3150 3800  1750  4551 1900  1750
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.09 0.32  0.30  0.10 0.49  0.49  0.09 0.09  0.11  0.10 0.26  0.27
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****
Green Time:  11.8 61.3  86.7  18.3 67.8  67.8  12.8 23.0  34.8  25.4 35.6  53.9
Volume/Cap:  1.02 0.74  0.49  0.74 1.02  1.02  1.02 0.57  0.46  0.57 1.02  0.70
Delay/Veh:  124.8 33.6  14.9  65.5 56.6  56.6 122.1 55.3  45.4  53.4 98.6  39.6
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 124.8 33.6  14.9  65.5 56.6  56.6 122.1 55.3  45.4  53.4 98.6  39.6
LOS by Move:    F    C     B     E    E     E     F    E     D     D    F     D
HCM2k95thQ:    17   37    23    13   64    64    18   13    14    14   41    31
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 Kylli AM -Rev.Retail

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 120 1967 481***

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

996*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 156

1 801***

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

182 2 Critical V/C: 1.148 1 275

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 131.8 0

103 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 95.5 3 581

LOS: F

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 470 2855*** 700

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     8   37    37    10   37    37     4   10    10     5   10    10
Y+R:          5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  7.2   7.2   5.0  6.4   6.4   5.0  6.4   6.4
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  470 2855   700   481 1967   120   996  182   103   581  275   801
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.77  0.23  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3800 7600  1900  3800 7163   437  3800 3800  1900  5700 1900  1900
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.12 0.38  0.37  0.13 0.27  0.27  0.26 0.05  0.05  0.10 0.14  0.42
Crit Moves:       ****        ****             ****                        ****
Green Time:  21.2 51.1  97.6  17.2 47.1  47.1  35.6 29.2  50.4  46.5 40.1  57.3
Volume/Cap:  0.91 1.15  0.59  1.15 0.91  0.91  1.15 0.26  0.17  0.34 0.56  1.15
Delay/Veh:   89.1  124  19.5 160.2 59.2  59.2 140.0 55.0  38.4  43.3 55.0 131.9
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  89.1  124  19.5 160.2 59.2  59.2 140.0 55.0  38.4  43.3 55.0 131.9
LOS by Move:    F    F     B     F    E     E     F    D     D     D    D     F
HCM2k95thQ:    22   78    33    24   37    37    55    8     7    13   19    85
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 Kylli PM -Rev.Retail

Intersection #1206: (26) GREAT AMERICA / MISSION COLLEGE

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 610 3630*** 336

Lanes: 0 1 3 0 2

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Overlap Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Overlap Lanes: Final Vol:

217*** 2
Cycle Time (sec): 140

1 497

0
Loss Time (sec): 12

0

401 2 Critical V/C: 1.106 1 552***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 96.7 0

200 1 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 69.0 3 338

LOS: E

Lanes: 2 0 4 0 1
Final Vol: 271*** 2355 527

Signal=Protect/Rights=Overlap

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     7   37    37     7   37    37     7   10    10     7   10    10
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Volume:   271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  271 2355   527   336 3630   610   217  401   200   338  552   497
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.83 0.99  0.95  0.83 1.00  0.92  0.80 1.00  0.92
Lanes:       2.00 4.00  1.00  2.00 3.40  0.60  2.00 2.00  1.00  3.00 1.00  1.00
Final Sat.:  3150 7600  1750  3150 6419  1079  3150 3800  1750  4551 1900  1750
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.09 0.31  0.30  0.11 0.57  0.57  0.07 0.11  0.11  0.07 0.29  0.28
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****
Green Time:  10.9 61.4  80.2  21.1 71.6  71.6   8.7 26.7  37.6  18.8 36.8  57.9
Volume/Cap:  1.11 0.71  0.53  0.71 1.11  1.11  1.11 0.55  0.43  0.55 1.11  0.69
Delay/Veh:  153.3 32.7  18.8  61.3 86.3  86.3 161.0 52.2  42.9  57.8  124  36.4
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 153.3 32.7  18.8  61.3 86.3  86.3 161.0 52.2  42.9  57.8  124  36.4
LOS by Move:    F    C     B     E    F     F     F    D     D     E    F     D
HCM2k95thQ:    18   35    26    14   85    85    15   14    14    11   50    31
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 Kylli AM - Rev.Retail

Intersection #9283: (#64) Old Ironsides Dr & Kylli Dwy B (signal)

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 774 552*** 50

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Split Signal=Split
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Final Vol:

117*** 1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 12

0
Loss Time (sec): 9

0

5 0 Critical V/C: 0.896 1! 5

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 23.3 0

89 0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 17.2 0 2***

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Final Vol: 418 191 145

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include

Street Name:         Old Ironsides Dr                    Kylli Dwy B
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:    10   10    10    10   10    10    10    0    10     0    0     0
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     385  176   133    46  508   712   108    5    82     2    5    11
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  385  176   133    46  508   712   108    5    82     2    5    11
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  385  176   133    46  508   712   108    5    82     2    5    11
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92
PHF Volume:   418  191   145    50  552   774   117    5    89     2    5    12
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  418  191   145    50  552   774   117    5    89     2    5    12
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  418  191   145    50  552   774   117    5    89     2    5    12
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.92  0.92
Lanes:       1.00 0.57  0.43  1.00 0.42  0.58  1.00 0.06  0.94  0.11 0.28  0.61
Final Sat.:  1750 1025   775  1750  750  1050  1750  103  1697   194  486  1069
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.24 0.19  0.19  0.03 0.74  0.74  0.07 0.05  0.05  0.01 0.01  0.01
Crit Moves:                        ****        ****             ****
Green Time:  79.8 79.8  79.8  79.8 79.8  79.8  10.0 10.0  10.0   1.2  1.2   1.2
Volume/Cap:  0.30 0.23  0.23  0.04 0.92  0.92  0.67 0.53  0.53  0.92 0.92  0.92
Delay/Veh:    2.8  2.6   2.6   2.1 18.0  18.0  53.1 45.6  45.6 208.9  209 208.9
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:   2.8  2.6   2.6   2.1 18.0  18.0  53.1 45.6  45.6 208.9  209 208.9
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    B     B     D    D     D     F    F     F
HCM2k95thQ:     8    6     6     1   59    59    10    7     7     4    4     4
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2030 Kylli PM - Rev.Retail

Intersection #9283: (#64) Old Ironsides Dr & Kylli Dwy B (signal)

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 208 268 10

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Split Signal=Split
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Final Vol:

515*** 1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 103

0
Loss Time (sec): 9

0

5 0 Critical V/C: 0.801 1! 5***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 35.6 0

374 0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 29.8 0 17

LOS: C

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Final Vol: 171 625*** 27

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include

Street Name:         Old Ironsides Dr                    Kylli Dwy B
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:    10   10    10    10   10    10    10    0    10     0    0     0
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     157  575    25     9  247   191   474    5   344    16    5    95
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  157  575    25     9  247   191   474    5   344    16    5    95
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  157  575    25     9  247   191   474    5   344    16    5    95
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92
PHF Volume:   171  625    27    10  268   208   515    5   374    17    5   103
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  171  625    27    10  268   208   515    5   374    17    5   103
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  171  625    27    10  268   208   515    5   374    17    5   103
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.92  0.92
Lanes:       1.00 0.96  0.04  1.00 0.56  0.44  1.00 0.01  0.99  0.14 0.04  0.82
Final Sat.:  1750 1725    75  1750 1015   785  1750   26  1774   241   75  1433
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.10 0.36  0.36  0.01 0.26  0.26  0.29 0.21  0.21  0.07 0.07  0.07
Crit Moves:       ****                         ****                  ****
Green Time:  45.2 45.2  45.2  45.2 45.2  45.2  36.8 36.8  36.8   9.0  9.0   9.0
Volume/Cap:  0.22 0.80  0.80  0.01 0.58  0.58  0.80 0.57  0.57  0.80 0.80  0.80
Delay/Veh:   16.7 29.2  29.2  15.1 21.5  21.5  35.4 26.6  26.6  69.2 69.2  69.2
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  16.7 29.2  29.2  15.1 21.5  21.5  35.4 26.6  26.6  69.2 69.2  69.2
LOS by Move:    B    C     C     B    C     C     D    C     C     E    E     E
HCM2k95thQ:     7   34    34     0   21    21    30   19    19    12   12    12
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 Kylli AM -Rev.Retail

Intersection #9283: (#64) Old Ironsides Dr & Kylli Dwy B (signal)

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 784 602*** 50

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Split Signal=Split
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Final Vol:

114*** 1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 12

0
Loss Time (sec): 9

0

5 0 Critical V/C: 0.930 1! 5

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 29.5 0

95 0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 19.2 0 2***

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Final Vol: 405 558 145

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include

Street Name:         Old Ironsides Dr                    Kylli Dwy B
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:    10   10    10    10   10    10    10    0    10     0    0     0
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     373  513   133    46  554   721   105    5    87     2    5    11
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  373  513   133    46  554   721   105    5    87     2    5    11
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  373  513   133    46  554   721   105    5    87     2    5    11
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92
PHF Volume:   405  558   145    50  602   784   114    5    95     2    5    12
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  405  558   145    50  602   784   114    5    95     2    5    12
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  405  558   145    50  602   784   114    5    95     2    5    12
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.92  0.92
Lanes:       1.00 0.79  0.21  1.00 0.43  0.57  1.00 0.05  0.95  0.11 0.28  0.61
Final Sat.:  1750 1429   371  1750  782  1018  1750   98  1702   194  486  1069
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.23 0.39  0.39  0.03 0.77  0.77  0.07 0.06  0.06  0.01 0.01  0.01
Crit Moves:                        ****        ****             ****
Green Time:  79.8 79.8  79.8  79.8 79.8  79.8  10.0 10.0  10.0   1.2  1.2   1.2
Volume/Cap:  0.29 0.49  0.49  0.04 0.96  0.96  0.65 0.56  0.56  0.96 0.96  0.96
Delay/Veh:    2.8  3.6   3.6   2.1 24.8  24.8  51.8 46.7  46.7 232.1  232 232.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:   2.8  3.6   3.6   2.1 24.8  24.8  51.8 46.7  46.7 232.1  232 232.1
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    C     C     D    D     D     F    F     F
HCM2k95thQ:     7   15    15     1   71    71    10    8     8     4    4     4
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to Hexagon Trans., San Jose

Kylli Mission Point Mixed-Use Development
City of Santa Clara

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

2035 Kylli PM -Rev.Retail

Intersection #9283: (#64) Old Ironsides Dr & Kylli Dwy B (signal)

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include
Final Vol: 211 735*** 10

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Split Signal=Split
Final Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Final Vol:

516*** 1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 103

0
Loss Time (sec): 9

0

5 0 Critical V/C: 0.981 1! 5***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 59.8 0

387 0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 46.0 0 17

LOS: D

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Final Vol: 174 845 27

Signal=Permit/Rights=Include

Street Name:         Old Ironsides Dr                    Kylli Dwy B
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:    10   10    10    10   10    10    10    0    10     0    0     0
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:     160  777    25     9  676   194   475    5   356    16    5    95
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
Initial Bse:  160  777    25     9  676   194   475    5   356    16    5    95
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
ATI:            0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Initial Fut:  160  777    25     9  676   194   475    5   356    16    5    95
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
PHF Adj:     0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92
PHF Volume:   174  845    27    10  735   211   516    5   387    17    5   103
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0
Reduced Vol:  174  845    27    10  735   211   516    5   387    17    5   103
PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
FinalVolume:  174  845    27    10  735   211   516    5   387    17    5   103
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900
Adjustment:  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.95  0.95  0.92 0.92  0.92
Lanes:       1.00 0.97  0.03  1.00 0.78  0.22  1.00 0.01  0.99  0.14 0.04  0.82
Final Sat.:  1750 1744    56  1750 1399   401  1750   25  1775   241   75  1433
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.10 0.48  0.48  0.01 0.53  0.53  0.30 0.22  0.22  0.07 0.07  0.07
Crit Moves:                        ****        ****                  ****
Green Time:  53.6 53.6  53.6  53.6 53.6  53.6  30.1 30.1  30.1   7.3  7.3   7.3
Volume/Cap:  0.19 0.90  0.90  0.01 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.72  0.72  0.98 0.98  0.98
Delay/Veh:   12.1 32.6  32.6  10.8 47.0  47.0  68.8 36.1  36.1 119.4  119 119.4
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00
AdjDel/Veh:  12.1 32.6  32.6  10.8 47.0  47.0  68.8 36.1  36.1 119.4  119 119.4
LOS by Move:    B    C     C     B    D     D     E    D     D     F    F     F
HCM2k95thQ:     6   47    47     0   59    59    39   23    23    15   15    15
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Memorandum 

To: Rebecca Bustos 
City of Santa Clara 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 
 

From: Jennifer Andersen, Project Manager 
Cory Matsui, Senior Manager, Air Quality and Climate Change 
Pierre Glaize, Senior Air Quality and Climate Change Specialist 
Kelsey Hartfelder, Air Quality and Climate Change Specialist 
 

Date: March 4, 2024 

Re: Mission Point Project Revised Substation Design and Transmission Lines  

Revised Substation Design and Transmission Lines 
 

The purpose of this Memorandum (Memo) is to qualitatively analyze the proposed revised substation 

design and transmission line options for the Mission Point Project (Project). The Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) analyzed the construction and operations of an electrical substation footprint of 

18,000 gross square feet (gsf) within Area C of the Project site. In order to better accommodate 

equipment, setbacks, equipment clearances, and ingress, egress, and circulation within the substation, 

Silicon Valley Power (SVP) revised the substation design to a new footprint of 27,000 gsf, or a 9,000 gsf 

increase. There would be no material changes with respect to any other buildings or uses on the Project 

site, and the electricity demand of the Project would not change, because the same voltage is supported 

with the larger footprint.   

 

Additionally, SVP analyzed various transmission line routing options to connect the new substation to 

the existing SVP system. Various routing alternatives were explored by SVP, and, of these, two options 

identified in Democracy Short Circuit Duty Analysis: Democracy Substation Addition1, as “Routing Option 

1” (the preferred option) and “Routing Option 3” (the alternative option) were moved forward by SVP. 

New transmission lines would be placed underground within public rights of way between the Project 

site and the existing underground transmission lines. SVP will coordinate with the City of Santa Clara 

(City) and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to obtain all required approvals for the 

selected transmission line routing. No new overhead transmission lines are proposed under either 

option. Construction of either Routing Option 1 or Routing Option 3 would occur simultaneously with 

construction of the revised substation design within Area C. Routing Option 1 would result in 

approximately 8,500 cubic yards of additional soil export and Routing Option 3 would result in 

approximately 9,950 cubic yards of additional soil export.  

 
1 Report prepared by TRC for SVP in November 2023 



 

Construction Mass Emissions  
For the original substation design, the construction mass emission modeling in the Draft EIR assumed a 

construction schedule of 3/1/2025 to 4/26/2026, or 300 workdays. It should be noted that the 

modeling approach used in the Draft EIR is highly conservative, because substation construction 

activities were modeled separately from the rest of the Project. The substation was thus assumed to 

require separate construction phases and construction equipment, workers, and vendor trucks. The 

actual construction implementation of the substation will likely be more unified with the rest of the 

Project site, because it is more efficient to construct the entire Area C at one time rather than further 

subdividing Area C. The treatment of the substation as a separate group of construction phases is thus 

highly conservative. For example, the entire Area C would likely be graded at one time for efficiency; 

however, the Draft EIR modeling analysis assumes that a separate grading phase would occur for the 

substation. Furthermore, default construction equipment for a light industrial use were modeled for 

construction of the substation, which is also likely conservative, because the construction equipment to 

build a typical light industrial use may be more intensive than a substation. Thus, the emissions 

presented in the Draft EIR are likely to be highly conservative, and the changes to the substation design 

described in this memo are less intensive from a construction perspective than the conservative 

approach used to model emissions in the Draft EIR. 

The construction schedule and equipment would not appreciably change if the revised substation design 

is implemented and the footprint increases, because the change in design is only a layout refinement, 

and the operating characteristics of the building would be unchanged. For the transmission lines, three 

additional pieces of equipment would be required: an excavator, a loader, and a small backhoe loader. 

On-road hauling trucks would also be needed to haul soil away from the site.  

Assuming the worst-case excavation and soil export of 9,950 cubic yards (Routing Option 3), there 

would be an increase in haul truck trips of approximately 4 trips per day, on average. This estimate is 

based on the assumption that an additional 1,200 one-way haul trucks trips would be required for the 

transmission line excavation over 300 days, which assumes a truck capacity of 16 cubic yards. Total haul 

truck trips to and from the Project site during the construction of Area C would thus increase from 64 to 

68 per day. This increase in haul trucks in 2025 and 2026 would not change the overall worst-case 

maximum daily construction emissions shown in the Draft EIR, because the worst-case emissions occur 

in 2031 when Areas A, B and D are constructed simultaneously The use of the three additional pieces of 

equipment would also generate emissions; however, as noted above, the modeling approach used in the 

Draft EIR is highly conservative and likely already includes a substantial “buffer” of additional activity 

that may not actually occur during Project construction. As noted above, the inclusion of separate 

construction phases and vehicle trips for the substation is conservative, because construction at Area C 

is likely to be more unified rather than have a disparate group of construction phases for the substation, 

which would result in substantial emissions efficiency benefits. As such, the additional equipment 

required for transmission line construction is likely already accounted for by the conservative approach 

used to modeling emissions in the Draft EIR. 

The emissions in 2025 and 2026 would be affected by the additional haul truck trips and off-road 

equipment; however, the increase in emissions would be minor. In total, the additional four haul truck 

trips per day and three additional pieces of equipment may increase the maximum daily emissions by 

0.02 pounds (lb) on the low-end, for exhaust particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10), 

and up to 0.67 lb on the high-end, for nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions. In 2026, the pollutant closest to 



 

the threshold is NOx at 28.8 lbs. per day with mitigation implemented, as shown in Table 3.3-8 of the 

Draft EIR. The addition of four haul truck trips and use of equipment may increase the emissions of NOx 

by up to 0.67 lb per day, which would not change the overall worst-case daily emissions in 2031, and 

would thus not change any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR. When comparing the emissions by year, 

the maximum daily emissions in 2026 are 0.6 lb per day less for PM10 exhaust (55% lower), 23.7 lb per 

day less for NOx (45% lower), and 27.9 lb per day less for reactive organic compounds (ROG) (90% 

lower) compared to the Project-wide worst-case daily emissions in 2031. For the reasons noted above, 

the revised substation design, including the transmission lines, would have a minor effect on criteria 

pollutant emissions during construction and would not change any of the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

However, the construction of the transmission lines would likely result in higher daily emissions than 

what is shown in the Draft EIR for 2025 and 2026. 

With respect to greenhouse gas emissions, construction-related emissions may be marginally higher 

with the revised substation design relative to the original design resulting from the additional haul truck 

trips and equipment use that would be needed. However, any difference in emissions is anticipated to be 

minor, given the minor magnitude of the change in substation design relative to the magnitude of overall 

construction required for the Project and the conservative modeling approach used in the Draft EIR. The 

increase in 9,000 square feet represents 0.001% of the overall Project square footage. Construction GHG 

emissions for the Project are less than significant with mitigation, and the minor additional emissions 

associated with the revised substation design would not change that conclusion. 

Operational Mass Emissions  
The operational mass emissions modeling in the Draft EIR assumed that the substation use would be 

‘light industrial’ in the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), because CalEEMod does not 

have a land use option for a substation or energy-related infrastructure. As such, the general light 

industrial category is a reasonable approximation for the substation; however, it is nevertheless a 

conservative assumption, because the substation may not actually have certain emissions sources that a 

light industrial building would have for criteria pollutants. For example, the substation is not anticipated 

to have the following: painted interior and exterior surfaces; regular use of cleaning products and other 

consumer products or independent use of landscaping equipment. Currently, the general light industrial 

uses modeled and emissions shown in the Draft EIR include these sources of emissions, which is thus 

conservative and results in additional criteria air pollutant emissions from area sources than what 

would actually occur. In total, the current modeling in the Draft EIR conservatively includes an 

additional 0.56 lb. per day of ROG emissions that is not anticipated to occur as part of the operation of 

the substation. Further, the additional square footage at the substation only affects unoccupied building 

space. Although the revised substation building footprint design is 9,000 square feet greater than the 

original design, the modeling presented in the Draft EIR is conservative, because it includes emissions 

sources for a light industrial use that the substation would not likely have. Furthermore, the additional 

square footage represents 0.001% of the overall Project square footage and, given the magnitude of this 

change, would have no potential to change overall Project emissions in a meaningful way. 

For greenhouse gas emissions, the revised substation design would not affect the Project’s consistency 

with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), because there would be no change in the type of emissions 

sources between the original and revised design. Thus, the CAP checklist provided in Appendix 3.4 of the 

Draft EIR still applies.  



 

Health Risks  
The revised substation design and increase in square footage would not alter the results of the 

construction health risk analysis (HRA) that was conducted in the Draft EIR. Specifically, the modeling 

area of the HRA in the Draft EIR included the entire Area C where the substation is; thus, the revised 

substation footprint is covered by the existing modeling area. Additionally, the construction equipment 

and duration for the revised substation design would not appreciably differ from the equipment and 

duration modeled in the Draft EIR. With respect to haul truck trips, the additional 4 daily haul truck trips 

in 2025 and 2026 would not have a discernible effect on the modeled health risks and fine particulate 

matter (PM2.5) concentrations shown in the Draft EIR, as there would not be on-site receptors present 

during the construction of Area C. Additionally, the largest emission source of diesel particulate matter 

(DPM) and PM2.5 is from the off-road construction equipment that are located on-site, with haul trucks 

resulting in a substantially smaller contribution to health risks and PM2.5 than off-road equipment.  As 

shown in the Draft EIR, off-site non-residential worker receptor health risk impacts during construction 

(1.46 in a million-cancer risk and 0.06 micrograms per cubic meter for PM2.5) were well below the Bay 

Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds when exposed to the full 9.55-year 

construction of the Project.  Although the three additional pieces of equipment would also result in 

emissions of DPM and PM2.5 that could affect off-site (non-residential) receptors, these receptors were 

analyzed in the HRA and would have a negligible increase in health risk impacts due to the transitory 

nature of the transmission line construction and the significantly shorter construction schedule than the 

overall Project. Construction of the transmission line will progress along the alignment and thus not 

affect any single receptor for an appreciable amount of time. 

As discussed above, the installation of the transmission lines in Routing Option 1 or Routing Option 3 

would be simultaneous with the construction of the substation in Area C. As such, transmission line 

construction would not affect on-site residential receptors, as construction activities would be 

completed prior to residential receptors being located on site. Lastly, the construction of the substation 

and transmission lines would be completed prior to the construction of the Patrick Henry Specific Plan 

Area and would thus not affect future residential receptors located in that plan area. Thus, the revised 

substation design, including Routing Option 1 or Routing Option 3 for the transmission lines, is not 

anticipated to change the significance determination for on-site or off-site receptors.  

Noise 
For the original substation design, the Draft EIR evaluated worst-case noise and vibration levels that 

could result from the loudest and most vibration-intensive pieces of equipment for each construction 

phase. Overall, noise and vibration levels from construction of the substation would not be expected to 

increase if the revised substation design is implemented. As noted above, additional off-road equipment 

(an excavator, a loader, and a small backhoe loader) and four additional daily haul truck trips would be 

required during construction of the transmission line. 

As mentioned above, the transmission line installation would be complete before residential receptors 

are located on-site, so construction would not impact on-site residential uses. However, additional off-

site land uses could be affected by noise and vibration from equipment during the construction of the 

transmission line. The trenching and jack and bore locations would be to the south of the Project site 

where there are no residential uses and only office uses. As such, these land uses would not be 



 

considered sensitive to noise or vibration generated by the transmission line construction. Moreover, 

noise and vibration resulting from equipment used during transmission line construction is expected to 

be less than or comparable to the levels disclosed in the Draft EIR. The additional equipment required 

for transmission line construction is the same type of equipment that would be used on the Project site 

for primary construction activities and would not include the more noise-intensive equipment (i.e. pile 

driver, concrete saw). As a result, construction of the transmission line would result in comparable noise 

and vibration levels to the noise levels presented in the Draft EIR and is thus not expected to worsen 

noise and vibration impacts at sensitive land uses.  

For haul and vendor truck trips, the Draft EIR conservatively analyzes noise levels for the worst-case 

day on which up to 686 one-way trips could occur. As noted above, assuming the worst-case excavation 

and soil export of 9,950 cubic yards (Routing Option 3), there would be an average increase in haul truck 

trips of approximately 4 trips per day. This increase in haul trucks would not change the overall worst-

case noise levels from haul and vendor trucks, because the worst-case day would occur when Areas A, B 

and D are constructed simultaneously in 2031. As a result, additional haul truck activities associated 

with excavation and soil export for the transmission line, which would occur during construction of Area 

C, would not result in greater noise levels than those disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

During Project operation, the increased footprint would not result in any new sources of noise or 

vibration or changes to the anticipated operational activities. The additional square footage at the 

substation only affects unoccupied building space, and there would be no material changes with respect 

to any other buildings and uses on the site, as mentioned above. The increased square footage with the 

revised substation design would not increase the operational noise and vibration levels shown in the 

Draft EIR.  

Conclusion 
For the reasons discussed above, the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise chapters of the Draft EIR 

conservatively evaluate potential impacts of the Project. The revised substation design and transmission 

line may result in construction activity in addition to the activities to build the Project and original 

substation design. However, the additional activities would result in overall minor effects for emissions 

of criteria pollutants and GHGs during construction and operation; health risks and pollutant 

concentrations; and noise generated during construction. The analysis components conducted for the 

Draft EIR include a level of conservativeness such that the impacts presented would not likely be 

appreciably affected by the additional construction activities discussed in this memo. As noted above, 

the magnitude of footprint increase in the design of the substation is an exceedingly small portion of the 

overall Project size (0.001%). Thus, the conclusions of the Draft EIR are accurate and representative of 

the Project, including the potential change in substation design and transmission lines. 
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