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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), constitutes the
Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Moffett Park Specific Plan project.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines, this
Final EIR provides objective information regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed
project. The Final EIR also examines mitigation measures and alternatives to the project intended to
reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts. The Final EIR is intended to be used by the
City and any Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090(a), prior to approving a project, the lead agency shall
certify that:

(1) The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

(2) The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR
prior to approving the project; and

(3) The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

1.2 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specify that the Final EIR shall consist of:

a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft;

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

d) The Lead Agency’s responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process; and

e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code Section 21092.5[a]
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[b]), the City shall provide a written response to a public
agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying the EIR. The
Final EIR and all documents referenced in the Final EIR are available for public review at the
Sunnyvale Planning Division located at 456 West Olive Avenue on weekdays during normal
business hours. The Final EIR is also available for review on the City’s website:
https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/business-and-development/planning-and-building/ceqa-
environmental-notices, as well as the project website: https://www.moffettparksp.com/project-
documents.
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SECTION 2.0 DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW SUMMARY

The Draft EIR for the Moffett Park Specific Plan project, dated December 19, 2022, was circulated to
affected public agencies and interested parties for a 53-day review period from December 19, 2022
through February 10, 2023. Under CEQA, a 45-day review period is required. The public review
period for the Draft EIR, therefore, included an additional eight days beyond what is required. The
City undertook the following actions to inform the public of the availability of the Draft EIR:

* A Notice of Availability of Draft EIR was published on the City’s website
(https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/4011);

* Notification of the availability of the Draft EIR was mailed to project-area residents and other
members of the public who had indicated interest in the project;

e The Draft EIR was delivered to the State Clearinghouse on December 16, 2022, as well as
sent to various governmental agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals (see
Section 3.0 for a list of agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals that received the
Draft EIR); and

e Copies of the Draft EIR were made available on the City’s website
(https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/business-and-development/planning-and-building/ceqa-
environmental-notices) and Specific Plan website (https://www.moffettparksp.com/).

In addition, during the public review period for the Draft EIR, the City hosted the following meetings
and hearing to provide an overview of the Draft EIR and solicit public comments:

e Specific Plan Open House on January 17, 2023
e Planning Commission Hearing on January 23, 2023
e City Council Meeting on January 31, 2023
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SECTION 3.0 DRAFT EIR RECIPIENTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 requires that a local lead agency consult with and request
comments on the Draft EIR prepared for a project of this type from responsible agencies
(government agencies that must approve or permit some aspect of the project), trustee agencies for
resources affected by the project, adjacent cities and counties, and transportation planning agencies.

The NOA for the Draft EIR was sent to owners and occupants adjacent to the project site and to
adjacent jurisdictions. The following received a copy of the NOA or Draft EIR from the City or via
the State Clearinghouse:

e Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardoza

e Bay Area Air Quality Management District

e (California Air Resources Board

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta Region 3
e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Marin Region 7

e (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

e (California Department of Housing and Community Development
e California Department of Parks and Recreation

e (California Department of Transportation, District 4

e (California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
e (California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation Planning
e (California Department of Water Resources

e (alifornia Governor's Office of Emergency Services

e (alifornia Highway Patrol

e (alifornia Native American Heritage Commission

e (California Natural Resources Agency

e (California Public Utilities Commission

e California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 2
e (California State Lands Commission

e California Water Service Company

e City of Cupertino

e City of Los Altos

e City of Mountain View

e City of San Jos¢

e County of Santa Clara Planning Office

e Cupertino Union School District

e Department of the Navy

e Department of Toxic Substances Control

e Division of Aeronautics Department of Transportation

e Fremont Union High School District

e Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan

e Lozeau Drury LLP

e Office of Historic Preservation

e Pacific Gas & Electric
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e Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

e San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

e San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

e Santa Clara County Department of Roads and Airports

e Santa Clara Unified School District

e Santa Clara Valley Water District

e Silicon Valley Clean Energy

e Specialty Solid Waste & Recycling

e State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water
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SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO DRAFT EIR COMMENTS

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this document includes written responses to
comments received by the City of Sunnyvale on the Draft EIR. This section also summarizes and
provides responses to verbal comments related to the Draft EIR received at the Open House,
Planning Commission hearing, and City Council meeting on January 17, 2023, January 23, 2023, and
January 31, 2023, respectively. Verbal comments received pertaining to the merits of the project are
not included, nor are responses to these types of comments required under CEQA. The City prepared
a separate response to comments on the merits of the Specific Plan, which is available at:
https://www.moffettparksp.com/.

Comments received on the Draft EIR are organized under headings containing the source of the
comment and its date. The comments are presented with the response directly following. Copies of
the letters and emails received by the City of Sunnyvale are included in their entirety in Appendix A
of this document. Comments received on the Draft EIR are listed below.

None of the comments provided significant new information requiring the recirculation of the EIR,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment Letter and Commenter Page of Response
5.1 TOPIC RESPONSES....eccuiiieiiiiiiiieeiieeeite et e e rtteeereeestbeesateeesseeesssaesssseessseeesseeassseeasseeesssessssesssseens 7
5.2 Verbal Comments — Open House (January 17, 2023).....cccceeviiieiieeeiieeieeeee e 11
A.  Open House (January 17, 2023) ....cccueieoiiieieeeiieeeiee ettt eeee e e e seveesnae e e s e e 11

B.  Planning Commission Hearing (January 23, 2023) ......cccevierieniieeriienienieeieereee e 16

C.  City Council Meeting (January 31, 2023) ..cceeecieeiiierieeieeieeieeee et 23

5.3 WIIttEN COMIMENES ....ecuviiiieeiieeiiesiieeieeteesttesteeteesteeseeeeseeseesseeanseeseessseanseenseesssesnsesseesseesnsen 27
Federal and State AZEINCIES ......ccuverieeiieiieeie et eieerteete et et e et eete et e snaeenseesseesnaeenseeseessaeenseennes 27
D.  California Department of Transportation (February 8, 2023) .......cccovvvevieecienienieenenn 27

E.  Department of Toxic Substances Control (February 7, 2023).......ccccevvevieevieneenreennen. 28

F. United States Department of the Navy (February 9, 2023) ......ccccooveviveiienienieeiieine 30
Regional and Local AGENCIES. ......cc.ueruiirieeiieieeie ettt ettt siee et e s e neeenbeeseessaeenseenees 31
G.  Sunnyvale School District (February 10, 2023) ......cccovieiiiieiieeieeeeeeeee e 31

H.  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (February 10, 2023)........cccceeevvveeneennee. 35

L. Valley Water (February 10, 2023).....ccuiieiiiieiiieieeeieeeiee et eeeveeeeveeesseeeeevee s 40
Organizations, Businesses, and Individuals ............ccccvieiiiriiiieniieciieecee e 47

J. Brick. (February 10, 2023) ....cccuiiieiiieieeeie ettt et e tve s reeeseseeesereeesseeesaneeas 47

K.  D’Souza, Gladwyn (February 10, 2023)........cccciiiriiieiieeieeeiee et 48

L. Google LLC (February 10, 2023)....cccuuiiciiieiieeeieeerieeesieeeereeeseveeesreesseeessseesssseessseennes 50

M.  Lockheed Martin Corporation Properties, Inc. (January 12, 2023).....ccccvvevvvevvenvennen. 51

N.  Miramar Capital (February 10, 2023 email).........cccueeruierieriieiienieeieee e 52
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0O Miramar Capital (February 10, 2023 1€tter) ......c.eevverieeiieieeie e 53
P. Price, Mitch (January 17, 2023) ....cooiieiieiieeieeieeeeee et e 55
Q.  Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP (February 9, 2023)........ccceeiiieiiinieeiieieeeeeeee e 56
R Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (February 10, 2023)......cccovvevieeiienienieeieeeeeeeenen 60
S. SV@Home, Greenbelt Alliance, Housing Action Coalition, Friends of Caltrain,

Seamless Bay Area, SPUR, Bay Area Council, TransForm (February 10, 2023)................... 91
T.  Wickham, Kristel (February 10, 2023).......cccueeieeiiiieeieeieieeee e 92
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5.1 TOPIC RESPONSES
Many of the comments received raised similar concerns and questions regarding the following topics:

e Public review period for the Draft EIR
e School impacts and facility needs
e Park and recreation impacts

Since many of the comments raised the same concerns and questions, topic responses have been
prepared. The purpose of the topic responses is to provide comprehensive answers in one location
and to avoid redundancy throughout the individual response. Cross-references to topic responses are
made, when appropriate, in individual responses.

Topic Response 1: Public Review Period for the Draft EIR — Pursuant to CEQA, the public
review period for the Draft EIR is 45 days, though a shorter public review period may be approved
by the State Clearinghouse. The Draft EIR was published and made available for public review on
December 19, 2022. The public review period ended on February 10, 2023, which equates to a 53-
day review period or eight additional days beyond the required 45-day public review period. The
City will not be extending the public review period for the Draft EIR further.

During the public review period for the Draft EIR, the City hosted three meetings in which the public
could provide comments on the Draft EIR. These meetings are not required under CEQA and
included a Specific Plan Open House on January 17, 2023, Planning Commission hearing on January
23, 2023, and a City Council meeting on January 31, 2023. The public may also provide comments
on the Draft EIR at the upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings when the Draft
EIR is considered for certification.

Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs — School impacts are discussed in Section
3.15 Public Services of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the Draft EIR (see pages 266 through 269),
Moffett Park is within the boundaries of Sunnyvale School District (SSD), Fremont Union High
School District (FUHSD), Santa Clara Unified School District (SCUSD), and Mountain View
Whisman School District (MVWSD). Moffett Park is in the attendance boundaries of several local
schools. The current capacity and enrollment at the local schools that project-generated students
would attend is shown in Table 3.15-1 on page 269 of the Draft EIR.

Under CEQA, the impacts to schools are focused on whether a project would result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of (or need for) new or physically altered
school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. The
projected number of students anticipated from buildout of the Specific Plan and the project’s impact
to schools is discussed under Impact PS-3 on pages 272 through 274 of the Draft EIR. Some local
schools have available capacity (i.e., Dolores Huerta Middle School and Kathleen MacDonald High
School) for the students estimated to be generated from the buildout of the Specific Plan and others
(i.e., Lakewood Elementary School, George Mayne Elementary School, Columbia Middle School,
Fremont High School) do not. The number of students were estimated based on student generation
rates provided by the local school districts, which are identified in Table 3.15-2 on page 273 of the
Draft EIR. As noted in Table 3.15-2, only Santa Clara Unified School District identified different
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student generation rates between market rate and below market rate housing. As disclosed on page
273 of the Draft EIR, new or expanded school facilities may be required to serve the students
resulting from the build out of the Specific Plan.

As explained on page 274 of the Draft EIR, future development is required to pay the school impact
fees established by the impacted school districts. Pursuant to state law (Government Code Section
65996"), the payment of established school impact fees is considered adequate, full, and complete
mitigation of impacts associated with increased demands on school facilities resulting from
development. The purpose of the school impact fees is to fund the construction or reconstruction of
school facilities. No additional fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement for the construction or
reconstruction of school facilities can be levied or imposed in connection with, or made a condition
of, project approval. Also, CEQA requires the analysis of the environmental impacts of a project;
fiscal analyses of the construction of new schools are not required under CEQA.

While no school is proposed at this time and no site within Moffett Park has been explicitly reserved
for a future school in the Specific Plan, schools are an allowed use under the proposed MP-R:
Residential and I: Institutional land use district designations, which total over 140 acres in Moffett
Park. For reference, the school site size and capacities of local schools are provided below.

e Colombia Middle School, approximately 19 acres, enrollment capacity for 608 students

e Combined Dolores Huerta Middle School and Kathleen MacDonald High School,
approximately 56 acres, enrollment capacity for 1,000 kindergarten through eighth grade
students and 1,500 high school students

e Fremont High School, approximately 32 acres, enrollment capacity for 2,100 students

e George Mayne Elementary School, approximately 18 acres, enrollment capacity for 480
students

e Lakewood Elementary School, approximately eight acres, enrollment capacity for 410
students

In addition, as noted on page 266 and 273 the Draft EIR, Fremont Union High School District has an
existing high school campus that is under lease to King’s Academy until 2035 that could be used in
the future as a public high school.

The City is supportive of the local school districts and will continue to work in good faith with the
districts to explore opportunities for new school sites, as described in the Specific Plan. Specifically,
Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan identifies continuing coordination with local school districts as an
ongoing action to determine the need for a new public school in Moffett Park. As mentioned in
Chapter 10.5 of the Specific Plan (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), a combination of sources will be
required to fund the capital improvements required to support future development in Moffett Park.
The funding and financing strategy will identify major categories of private and public funding
sources and their application to capital improvement projects Moffett Park. These capital

! Note that Government Code 656696 was rendered ineffective for a period due to the failure of a bond measure in
2020 and was recently reinstated by the enactment of Assembly Bill 2022 signed by Governor Newsom on
September 27, 2022.
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improvements include new public facilities such as public schools, a library, community center, and
police substation.

When a school is proposed, separate environmental review will be required. The Draft EIR
discussion explains that, in general, construction of new public, local-serving school facilities would
not result in significant environmental impacts in compliance with existing regulations and similar
measures identified in the Draft EIR.

Topic Response 3: Park and Recreation Impacts — The project’s impact on recreational facilities
is discussed in Section 3.16 Recreation on pages 279 through 282 of the Draft EIR. As stated on page
280 of the Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, for the purpose of
determining the significance of the project’s impact on existing recreational facilities, “Would the
project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?” This
question is answered in Section 3.16.2.1 Project Impacts under Impact REC-1 on page 281 of the
Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR acknowledges the implementation of the Specific Plan would increase use of existing
park and recreational facilities. Page 281 of the Draft EIR states: “The implementation of the
Specific Plan would result in a net increase of approximately 42,000 residents. Future residents (as
well as employees) in Moffett Park would increase the use and demand on existing park and
recreational facilities.”

As mentioned in comments, and noted on page 280 of the Draft EIR, existing recreational facilities
include Baylands Park and San Francisco Bay Trail. The current use, operations, and restrictions at
existing recreational facilities would not change as part of the project. For example, the San
Francisco Bay Trail is an existing regional trail facility that is open to the public and serves more
than seven million Bay Area residents. The San Francisco Bay Trail “provides space for recreation
and active transportation to work, school and other destinations in the community.”? Baylands Park
and San Francisco Bay Trail direct visitors to designated trails (and not sensitive wildlife habitat) and
dogs are prohibited at Baylands Park and the San Francisco Bay Trail segment at the closed landfill
to avoid substantially impacting special status species.

The City has a standard of five acres of public park and recreational facilities per net new 1,000
residents, pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 19.74. Chapter 19.74 of the City’s Municipal Code
sets forth requirements and in-lieu fees for parkland dedication associated with new development in
the City, requiring new housing projects to either provide the appropriate amount of park space or
otherwise pay in-lieu fees. Any in-lieu fees received from future development projects would be used
to fund the construction of new or expanded park or recreation facilities in or within proximity to
Moffett Park for the purpose of serving residents of the project.

2 Metropolitan Transportation Commission. “About the Bay Trail.” 2023. Accessed February 28, 2023.
https://mtc.ca.gov/operations/regional-trails-parks/san-francisco-bay-trail/about-bay-trail
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In addition, the Specific Plan includes the following policies requiring development of parks and
open space within Moffett Park (which are also described on pages 274 through 275 of the Draft
EIR):

e OSE-2.1: Provide a minimum of one tot lot for ages two to five within each residential
neighborhood or one per 7,000 residents.

e OSE-2.2: Provide a minimum of one inclusive, all-abilities and ages play space within each
residential neighborhood or one per 7,000 residents.

e OSE-2.4: Provide a minimum of four dog parks or dog walking areas located within 10-
minute walk of residential buildings or one per 10,500 residents.

e OSE-2.5: Provide a minimum of one multi-use/flexible field area, 50 by 100 yards minimum
or equivalent to a high school soccer field as defined by the US Youth Soccer Association.

e OSE-2.6: Provide a minimum of three open field/flexible recreation areas, 35 by 65 yards
minimum or equivalent to a U10 soccer field as defined by the US Youth Soccer Association.
Fields may be synthetic or natural turf with grading and drainage to allow for regular use for
informal/drop-in, youth sports, and community events.

e OSE-2.7: When and where possible, increase the quantity of multi-use flex fields to include
more opportunities for informal and youth athletics.

e OSE-2.8: Co-locate a community or neighborhood park with potential school site(s).

Projects that comply with Chapter 19.74 of the Municipal Code are determined by the City to be
provide adequate park and recreational facilities to serve its increase in population and not result in
substantial deterioration of existing facilities because the recreational demand of project residents
would be met by new (as well as existing) recreational facilities. In other words, the provision of new
recreational facilities pursuant to Chapter 19.74 of the Municipal Code would offset the project’s
demand on existing recreational facilities by providing additional and alternative sources of
recreation to existing facilities, thereby not resulting in substantial acceleration or physical
deterioration of existing facilities.

The Draft EIR discusses how the Specific Plan’s provision of 212 to 230 acres of new park and open
space would meet and exceed the required ratio in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 19.74 of five
acres per 1,000 residents, thereby sufficiently offsetting the project’s demand (see discussion on
pages 274 and 281 of the Draft EIR). In addition, the City currently has approximately 772 acres of
park and open space and 156,234 residents, which results in 4.94 acres of park and open space per
1,000 residents. The implementation of the Specific Plan would result in approximately 42,000 new
residents and at least 212 acres of new park and open space. Under existing conditions with the
Specific Plan, the City would have 984 acres of park and open space and 198,234 residents, resulting
in 4.96 acres of park and open space per 1,000 residents. The project, therefore, would result in a
slight increase in the amount of park and open space provided per resident compared to existing
conditions. This clarification has been added to page 275 of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft
EIR Text Revisions). While employees in Moffett Park may use existing park and recreational
facilities in the area, their use is expected to be minimal given their primary purpose in Moffett Park
is to work (verses residents who live and recreate in Moffett Park) and would further be minimized
with provision of on-site amenities that are typically provided with non-residential development.
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For the above reasons, the Draft EIR concluded that substantial physical deterioration of existing
park and recreational facilities (including Baylands Park and the San Francisco Bay Trail referenced
in the above comment) would not occur or be substantially accelerated. The cumulative impact on
recreational facilities is discussed on pages 281 through 282 of the Draft EIR and concluded to be
less than significant. No significant impacts to parks or recreational facilities were identified;
therefore, no mitigation is required.

5.2 VERBAL COMMENTS - OPEN HOUSE (JANUARY 17, 2023)
A. Open House (January 17, 2023)

Comments on the Draft EIR received during the Open House are summarized and grouped by topic
below. Comments pertaining to the merits of the Specific Plan are not included.

Process

Comment A.1: Comments were received requesting extension of the public review period for the
Draft EIR.

Response A.1: Refer to Topic Response 1: Public Review Period for the Draft EIR.

Comment A.2: Comments were received regarding the timing of subsequent site-specific
environmental review for site master plans and development agreements, and who prepares technical
reports.

Response A.2: Additional site-specific CEQA review would occur at the time
development details for the site master plan and development agreement are known.
Section 1.0 on pages 1 and 2 of the Draft EIR describes how the EIR allows for
streamlined environmental review of subsequent development projects consistent
with the Specific Plan and analysis in the EIR. The scope of the environmental
review for development projects (including the need for site-specific technical reports
and what party will be responsible for completing them) would be determined by the
City at the time a site master plan application is filed and development details are
known.

Utility and Infrastructure-Related Comments

Comment A.3: Comments were received regarding the existing capacity and function of the sanitary
sewer system, the need for upsized water and sewer lines, and the responsible parties for utility
system improvements.

Response A.3: As discussed in more detail in Section 3.19 on page 324 of the Draft
EIR, the existing sanitary sewer system is deficient and experiences surcharging.
Based on the City’s Wastewater Collection System Master Plan (WWMP), in order to
adequately accommodate existing flows (i.e., for pipes to meet the City’s
performance design criteria) in Moffett Park, select sewer lines would need to be
upsized.
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While no specific development is proposed at this time, the Specific Plan would
allow for the development of up to 20,000 new residential units and approximately 11
million square feet of non-residential development. The amount of development
allowed by the proposed Specific Plan is detailed in Section 2.3 on pages 8 through
39 of the Draft EIR and assumed when evaluating the impacts of projects on utility
systems.

As discussed in Section 3.19 under Impact UTL-1 on pages 329 through 334 of the
Draft EIR, planned and new capital improvement projects (CIPs) are required to
provide adequate utility service for the project under existing and cumulative (i.e.,
General Plan buildout) conditions. The design and service standards used to
determine adequate operating capacity and service are detailed in Section 3.19 as
well. The analysis in the Draft EIR is based on technical utility impact studies
included in Appendices K and L of the Draft EIR. Water and sewer system CIPs are
funded through water and sewer connection fees. Developers are required to pay
these connection fees prior to development or redevelopment of a property. CIPs for
the storm drainage system are funded through the City’s General Fund. The City is
responsible for implementing CIPs.

At the time specific development projects are proposed, they will be subject to the
City’s development review process and utility capacity confirmation studies may be
required.

Comment A.4: Comments were received regarding the storm drainage requirements for
development and whether rainwater recapture and reuse by development would be considered a
community benefit.

The analysis in the Draft EIR assumes that all future development would comply with
existing storm water regulations including the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination Systems (NPDES) Construction General Permit and Municipal NPDES
Permit Provision C.3. Impacts to the storm drain system are discussed in Sections
3.10 and 3.19 of the Draft EIR, including under Impact HYD-3 on pages 210 through
211 and under Impact UTL-1 on page 334 of the Draft EIR. The analysis concluded
that the buildout of the Specific Plan, in compliance with Specific Plan policies and
existing regulations, would not worsen drainage conditions compared to existing
conditions.

As part of the Specific Plan, the City would maintain a community benefits
framework that would be continually updated and adjusted over time to meet
changing needs. It is possible that on-site private utilities, such as a rainwater
recapture and reuse system, could be considered a community benefit. The
determination of whether certain aspects of a subsequent development proposal is
considered a community benefit would be determined by the City at the time a
development is proposed.
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Comment A.5: Comments were received regarding the material used to replace underground
infrastructure in order to withstand corrosion from saltwater influence.

Response A.5: As discussed under Impact GEO-4 on page 151 of the Draft EIR,
future developments would comply with the California Building Code, which
requires preparation of site-specific geotechnical investigation reports. Site-specific
geotechnical reports would include an analysis of corrosion potential and include
recommendations for addressing potential issues. Furthermore, materials used for
underground utilities would comply with City Municipal Code 19.38.090 containing
design standards for underground systems to withstand corrosion from saltwater
influence.

Miscellaneous Comments

Comment A.6: Comments were received regarding the significant and unavoidable impacts
identified.

Response A.6: As summarized on pages vii and 348 of the Draft EIR, the
implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts related to project-level operational criteria air pollutant emissions,
operational greenhouse gas emissions, and potential construction impacts from
expanding the wastewater treatment plant to treat cumulative sewage generation.
These impacts are identified under:
e Impact AIR-1, Impact AIR-2, and Impact AIR-C in Section 3.3 of the Draft
EIR,
e Impact GHG-1, Impact GHG-2, and Impact GHG-C in Section 3.8 of the
Draft EIR, and

e Impact UTL-C in Section 3.19 Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR.

Comment A.7: Comments were received regarding remediation of hazardous materials
contamination (including groundwater pollution) on privately-owned and public land.

Response A.7: As discussed in more detail in Section 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials on page 189 of the Draft EIR, hazardous materials could be disturbed at
sites in Moffett Park during demolition, construction, or earthmoving activities
associated with future development. This disturbance could cause exposure of
humans and the environment to contaminated groundwater, soils, and soil vapor.
Future projects (including infrastructure improvement projects) would be required to
comply with Specific Plan requirements described on pages 190 through 191 of the
Draft EIR, which include completion of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA), which would identify recognized environmental conditions at the site, a Phase
IT ESA if known or suspected environmental impacts require additional investigation,
a Site Management Plan to establish management practices for handling
contaminated soil, soil vapor, groundwater, or other materials during construction
activities, and remediation and/or management measures. The implementation of
these Specific Plan requirements would be required for future development in Moffett
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Park (regardless of whether the land is privately or publicly owned) to reduce impacts
from contaminated groundwater, soil, or soil vapor.

Comment A.8: Comments were received regarding transit options for children traveling to schools.

Response A.8: As shown in Table 3.15-2 on page 273 of the Draft EIR, future
students in Moffett Park would attend schools within the Sunnyvale School District,
Fremont Union High School District, and Santa Clara Unified School District. Pages
292 and 293 and Figure 3.17-4 of the Draft EIR describe and illustrate the existing
transit facilities in Moffett Park. These facilities include the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA) Light Rail Transit (LRT) Orange line, Local Bus
Route 56, and Rapid Bus Route 523, all of which provide service proximate to
existing, local schools. These facilities serve the schools to be attended by future
students generated by Moffett Park. The below table shows the schools that will serve
Moftett Park, the location of these schools, and transit options to those school. This
table has been added to page 292 of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR
Text Revisions). Also, refer to Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs.

Transit Options to Local Schools from Moffett Park

School Location Transit Options
Sunnyvale School District
Lakewood 750 Lakechime e Local Bus Route 56, approximate 15-minute walk from the
Elementary School Drive nearest stop
e VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Local Route 55 at
Tasman Drive/Reamwood Avenue, approximate seven-minute
walk from the nearest stop
Columbia Middle 739 Morse e Local Bus Route 56, approximate 16-minute walk time from the
School Avenue nearest stop
Fremont Union High School District
Fremont High School | 575 West e VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Bus Route 523 at

Fremont Avenue

Lockheed Martin Transit Center, approximate five-minute walk
from the nearest stop

Santa Clara Unified School District

George Mayne 5030 North First | ¢  VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Bus Route 59 at Old

Elementary School Street Ironsides station, approximate eight-minute walk time from the
nearest stop

Dolores Huerta 3556 and 3588 e Take VTA LRT Orange Line to Baypointe Station, approximate

Middle School and Zanker Road 19-minute walk from nearest stop

Kathleen MacDonald
High School
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Comment A.9: Comments were received regarding the impacts to the salt-marsh harvest mouse and
wetlands from the proposed trail in the northwest corner of Moffett Park, noting that the EIR
characterized the area nearest to the landfill as freshwater, but it is brackish, and that the groundwater
study indicated emergent water. The commenter recommended the trail to be along the perimeter.

Response A.9: The multi-use trail referenced in the above comment would be located
in the California annual grassland area along the western edge of Moffett Park
along/adjacent to the existing graveled access road and would not transect the
emergent wetland area (i.e., salt-marsh harvest mouse habitat). The emergent wetland
area that consists of pickleweed is located adjacent to the western edge of Moffett
Park, and east of the California annual grassland habitat.

The multi-use trail, including specific alignment, design, and construction details are
unknown at this time. Future design could include railings, signage, or other barriers
that would keep the public on the pathway. When development of the multi-use trail
is proposed, it will be subject to the City’s development review process and
subsequent environmental review would be required. In addition, the Specific Plan
includes requirements to avoid and/or minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and
special status species, including requirements 10.3.5-7 to complete habitat surveys
and construction work monitoring near salt-marsh harvest mouse habitat and 10.3.5-
11 to complete an aquatic resources delineation and
avoidance/minimization/compensation measures (as appropriate). The City’s
development review process and compliance with these requirements would ensure
the multi-use trail avoids and/or minimizes impacts to the salt-marsh harvest mouse
and wetlands.

Page 25 of the Sea-level Rise Impacts on Shallow Groundwater in Moffett Park
report, which is included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR, states that groundwater is
shallowest, or emergent, in Moffett Park at the Lockheed Martin stormwater ponds
(i.e., the freshwater stormwater basin habitat in the northwestern corner on Figure
3.4-2 of the Draft EIR). This statement does not refer to the emergent wetland habitat
on Figure 3.4-2 on page 90 of the Draft EIR. The multi-use trail at the landfill, in the
northwestern section of Moffett Park, would not cross the potential wetland or
freshwater stormwater basin. The vegetation in the freshwater stormwater basins
includes coyote brush, ice plant, cottonwood, coast live oak, willow, elderberry, and
fan palm, which are common species in freshwater habitat. In addition, the water
source that drains into these basins is freshwater. Therefore, the stormwater basin
habitat in the northwestern corner consists of mostly freshwater and, therefore, is not
identified as brackish water habitat.
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B. Planning Commission Hearing (January 23, 2023)

Comments received during the Planning Commission Hearing on January 23, 2023 are summarized
and grouped by topic below. Comments pertaining to the merits of the Specific Plan are not included.

School and Library-Related Comments

Comment B.1: Comments were received regarding student generation, land set aside for future
schools, and the number of new schools required.

Response B.1: Refer to Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs.

Comment B.2: Comments were received regarding planning for new schools and the relationship
and utilization of the Foothill/De Anza campus.

Response B.2: As discussed in Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility
Needs, no new or expanded school facilities are proposed at this time. No change or
expansion of use of the existing Foothill-De Anza Community College campus is
proposed as part of the project. The acquisition of new school sites and/or
construction of new schools are subject to CEQA as well as additional environmental
review requirements. Those additional requirements are summarized in Section
3.15.1.1 Regulatory Framework on pages 262 and 263 of the Draft EIR.

Comment B.3: Comments were received regarding VMT implications if schools are located outside
of Moffett Park.

Response B.3: Refer to Response H.2.

Comment B.4: A comment was received about the relationship of school facilities to the project
objectives.

Response B.4: The City’s objectives for the Specific Plan are disclosed in Section
3.4 on pages 39 through 41 of the Draft EIR and reiterated in Section 7.2.2 on pages
349 through 351 of the Draft EIR. School facilities are not explicitly mentioned in the
City’s objectives for the Specific Plan.

Comment B.5: Comments were received regarding Lakewood Library and new library facilities in
Moffett Park.

Response B.5: Section 3.15 in the Draft EIR discusses impacts to library facilities.
Page 270 of the Draft EIR describes existing library facilities and acknowledges that
the City is currently in the process of finishing the design for a new branch library
located at Lakewood Park at 834 Lakechime Drive, which is south of Moffett Park.
Additional detail about the Lakewood Branch Library project is provided on page 276
of the Draft EIR and can also be found on the City’s website at
https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/business-and-development/projects-in-
sunnyvale/infrastructure-projects/lakewood-branch-library.
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Under CEQA, the impacts to library facilities are focused on whether a project would
result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of (or
need for) new or physically altered library facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts. The Specific Plan’s impact on library
facilities is discussed under Impact PS-5 and Impact PS-C on pages 275 through 278
of the Draft EIR and concluded to be less than significant. As discussed in the Draft
EIR, the construction of new or expanded library facilities in Moffett Park would
result in less than significant construction-related impacts in conformance with
existing regulations and applicable policies. Also, as discussed on page 275 of the
Draft EIR, with the implementation of the Specific Plan and the approved Civic
Center Modernization project (which considers expanding or replacing the existing
60,800 square foot Sunnyvale Public Library on West Olive Avenue with up to a
120,000 square foot library), the City’s library service ratio would increase from 0.39
(under existing conditions) to 0.60 square feet of library space per capita. In addition,
future development under the Specific Plan would pay an in-lieu public services fee
that could be used for necessary upgrades to libraries.

Parks and Open Space-Related Comments

Comment B.6: Comments were received regarding the identification of the landowner for park/open
space area between the developable area and the water, and the landowner for Twin Creeks and
Baylands parks and Twin Creeks and Baylands parks were located within the City’s limits.

Response B.6: As shown on Figure 2.2-3 on page 7 of the Draft EIR (and other
figures in the Draft EIR), the sites between Moffett Park and areas of water are
occupied by the closed Sunnyvale landfill, Donald M. Somers Water Pollution
Control Plant (WPCP), Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer (SMaRT)
Station®, Stevens Creek Quarry. The lands on which the closed Sunnyvale landfill,
WPCP, SMaRT Station are located are owned by the City of Sunnyvale. The site that
is occupied by the Stevens Creek Quarry is owned by the Voss family.® Figure 2.2-3,
with Figure 2.2-2 on page 6 of the Draft EIR, show that Twin Creeks Sports Complex
and Baylands Park are located within the City of Sunnyvale limits and on property
owned by the City of Sunnyvale and County of Santa Clara, respectively.

Comment B.7: Comments were received regarding the designation and preservation of land for
parkland, allowing an interpretive center in the open space designated areas, and the requirement for

The Diagonal.

Response B.7: The implementation of the Specific Plan would result in 212 to 230
acres of open space, as described in Section 2.3.5 and Table 2.3-5 on page 18 of the
Draft EIR. The Specific Plan details that this amount of open space would be realized
through a coordinated effort between the City, property owners, and developers,

3 Stevens Creek Quarry, Inc. “Home.” 2018. Accessed January 30, 2023. Available at: http://www.scqinc.com/.
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utilizing land dedication or easement dedication by non-residential and residential
developments, transfer of development rights, ecological setback standards, the
purchase of land using park dedication fee, and maintenance of parks and open spaces
by property owners. This detail has been added to the text on page 18 of the Draft
EIR (see Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). The Diagonal (which is envisioned
as an urban promenade that provides a continuous and car-free path across Moffett
Park) would be realized through a coordinated effort between the City, property
owners, and developers, much like the open space area.

As stated on page 18 of the Draft EIR: “The Specific Plan defines open space as
publicly accessible open spaces, parks, and natural areas which serve the community
by providing public access, active transportation, recreational, cultural programs, and
ecosystem services. These may include undeveloped natural areas, areas of ecological
and ecosystem value, greenbelts and trails, recreation areas, community and
neighborhood parks, areas of cultural historic significance, public plazas and
squares.” While an interpretive center is not explicitly mentioned, it is not precluded.

Development-Related Comments

Comment B.8: Comments were received regarding the allocation of development for different land
uses and flexibility for developing uses depending on market conditions.

Response B.8: The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts from the buildout
of the Specific Plan. The amount of development assumed at buildout is summarized
in Table 2.3-1 on page 9 of the Draft EIR. No phasing of development is proposed,
assumed, or required in the Draft EIR.

Comment B.9: A comment was received about the plans for the Lockheed area.

Response B.9: The Lockheed Martin property is outlined on Figure 2.2-3 on page 7
of the Draft EIR. Figure 2.3-1 on page 13 of the Draft EIR shows the proposed land
use plan. Most of the Lockheed Martin property is proposed to be designated MP-E2:
Mixed Employment 2. A small portion is proposed to be designated MP-E3: Mixed
Employment. As summarized in Table 2.3-3 on page 10 of the Draft EIR, these two
land use designations allow for a mix of research and development, light industrial,
manufacturing, and moderate intensity office uses. Residential uses are not allowed.

Comment B.10: Comments were received regarding the timing and relationship of the Specific Plan
with the City’s Housing Element.

Response B.10: The City’s draft Housing Element identifies a shortage in meeting its
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 4,640 dwelling units.* A strategy
identified in the draft Housing Element to meet its shortfall is the inclusion of

4 City of Sunnyvale. 2023-2031 Housing Element. July 2022, revised public review draft. Page 5-67.
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housing in Moffett Park. Additional information about the draft Housing Element is
on the City’s website at: https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/business-and-
development/projects-in-sunnyvale/long-range-planning-initiatives/housing-element-
update. The Housing Element will be brought to City Council for approval
subsequent to the Specific Plan.

Comment B.11: Comments were received about whether 20 percent was the maximum amount of

affordable housing that would be required and what incentives were proposed to build affordable

housing.

Response B.11: Specific Plan Policy LU-2.1 requires a minimum of 15 percent of all
residential units in Moffett Park as deed restricted affordable, consistent with the
City’s Inclusionary Below Market Rate Ownership Housing Program (Sunnyvale
Municipal Code Chapters 19.67 and 19.77). A copy of the Specific Plan is included
in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. No maximum amount of affordable housing is
stipulated.

The Specific Plan includes incentive-based zoning which allows development to
occur at maximum densities (i.e., bonus floor-area-ratio) when community benefits,
such as providing affordable housing above the required 15 percent minimum, are
provided. Non-residential development in Moffett Park would be required to pay a
housing mitigation fee, which would help fund affordable housing development in
Moftett Park. Other incentives for affordable housing development include federal
grants such as Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Home Investment
Partnership (HOME) programs.

Comment B.12: Comments were received about the impacts of not developing residential in Moffett

Park and if growth would occur elsewhere as a result.

Response B.12: The City’s draft Housing Element identifies a shortage in meeting its
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 4,640 dwelling units.” A strategy
identified in the draft Housing Element to meet its shortfall is the inclusion of
housing in Moffett Park. If the Specific Plan proceeds without the proposed
residential capacity, the City would need to identify other sites within the City to
accommodate its RHNA shortage.

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.0 Growth Inducing on page 343 of the Draft
EIR, the Specific Plan is intended to provide a more balanced development with jobs
and housing. If the jobs proceed and housing is not allowed, future employees in
Moffett Park would likely live farther from their job, thereby increasing Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) and associated air pollutants.

5 City of Sunnyvale. 2023-2031 Housing Element. July 2022, revised public review draft. Page 5-67.
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An analysis of project alternatives is provided in Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR. A
project alternative with no residential development was not analyzed in the Draft EIR
because it does not meet the City’s basic objectives for the project. Text to the Draft
EIR has been added to clarify this (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Transportation-Related Comments

Comment B.13: Comments were received about what was assumed for the proposed Mary Avenue

overcrossing and if it would be funded from future development in Moffett Park.

Response B.13: The Mary Avenue Overcrossing project is identified in the City’s
citywide Traffic Impact Fee Update Study. The City is currently analyzing different
alternatives for the overcrossing. For cumulative year 2040, the traffic analysis for the
project assumed the extension of Mary Avenue between Almanor Avenue and 111
Avenue with one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane with bike/pedestrian facilities
in each direction. Future projects within Moffett Park would be required to pay the
citywide TIF, which would constitute their fair share contribution towards the Mary
Avenue Overcrossing project.

Comment B.14: Comments were received regarding congestion resulting from future development

and related mitigation.

Response B.14: Pursuant to Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), vehicle congestion (e.g., Level
of Service [LOS]) is no longer an impact under CEQA. As explained on page 285 of
the Draft EIR, to be consistent with SB 743 and the updates to the CEQA Guidelines,
the City adopted Council Policy 1.2.8 Transportation Analysis Policy on June 30,
2020. The policy also establishes LOS as an operational, non-CEQA measurement of
intersection efficiency.

The project’s consistency with the non-CEQA LOS aspect of the policy is discussed
on pages 299 through 306 of the Draft EIR and in more detail in the technical
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. As
summarized in Draft EIR, the results of the LOS analysis showed that the buildout of
the Specific Plan would result in LOS operational deficiencies at a total of 16 study
intersections. Per the policy, feasible physical improvements to roadways and/or
multi-modal improvements to promote alternatives to single occupancy vehicles trips
should be implemented to reduce the intersections’ deficiencies. Since LOS impacts
are not CEQA impacts, no mitigation can be required under CEQA for LOS
deficiencies.

Table 3.17-3 on pages 300 and 301 of the Draft EIR summarizes the LOS of affected
intersections. There are no feasible improvements at five of the 16 deficient
intersections due to right-of-way constraints. Table 3.17-4 summarizes the feasible
improvements at affected intersections. As explained on page 303 of the Draft EIR,
the feasible improvements identified would be included in a citywide nexus study,
which is expected to be finalized in early 2023. Future projects under the Specific
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Plan shall make fair share contributions towards these identified improvements via
the nexus study as a condition of approval.

Page 304 and 305 lists freeway segments that would be adversely affected with the
implementation of the Specific Plan. As explained on page 306 of the Draft EIR,
future development under the Specific Plan would participate in VTA’s Voluntary
Freeway Contribution Program and contribute their fair share towards freeway
express lane projects (which would not resolve the LOS deficiency but would
improve traffic flow) via the citywide nexus study.

In addition, it is acknowledged on page 306 of the Draft EIR that VTA is currently
studying operations to improve operations along US 101 and SR 237 in the vicinity
of Moffett Park and potential improvements to the SR 237 interchanges. If
improvements are identified that would improve freeway operations, future projects
within Moffett Park may be required to contribute their fair share towards the
identified improvements.

Comment B.15: Comments were received regarding limited bicycle and pedestrian connections

(e.g., one-sided pedestrian sidewalks) that isolate Moffett Park from the rest of the City.

Response B.15: The existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities serving Moffett Park
are described on page 290 through 292 of the Draft EIR. The existing bicycle
facilities are shown on Figure 3.17-2 on page 291 of the Draft EIR. Locations where
sidewalks and crosswalks are lacking are shown on Figure 3.17-3 on page 294 of the
Draft EIR.

Figure 2.3-4 on page 17 of the Draft EIR shows the proposed street network in
Moffett Park, which four street typologies: anchor streets, crosstown connectors,
neighborhood streets, and laneways. All the street typologies would accommodate
pedestrians and bicyclists. Proposed multi-modal off-street paths and
pedestrian/bicycle plazas are also shown on Figure 2.3-4.

Chapter 7 of the Specific Plan (which is included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR)
further details the proposed mobility network, including pedestrian and bicycle
networks, for Moffett Park. Per page 207 of the Specific Plan, the proposed street
network would include pedestrian facilities on every street. Pedestrian facilities
include crosswalks, protected crossings, prioritize crossings, sidewalks, lighting, and
curbside drop off and loading areas. The proposed bicycle network includes several
east-west and north-south connections that are supplemented by additional internal
bikeways. Figure 57 on page 205 of the Specific Plan shows the proposed bicycle
network, including bicycle lanes and multi-use off-street paths to access areas north
and south of Moffett Park. The existing Bay Trail provides pedestrian/bicycle access
to the west of Moffett Park. This additional detail and figure have been added to the
Draft EIR (see Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). Because Moffett Federal
Airfield and a golf course are located east of Moffett Park, bicycle and pedestrian
access to those land uses from Moffett Park is limited.
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The analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that the bicycle network and pedestrian
facilities proposed by the Specific Plan would improve the existing multi-modal
network within Moffett Park and adequately accommodate the estimated bicycle and
pedestrian trips generated by the project. The proposed bicycle and pedestrian
facilities would build upon the existing available facilities and be consistent with the
City’s General Plan policies, Active Transportation Plan, Vision Zero, and Roadway
Safety Plan.

Miscellaneous Comments

Comment B.16: Sea-level rise-related comments were received pertaining to the presence of salt

ponds near Caribbean and mitigation for sea-level rise.

Response B.16: In general, effects of the environment on a project (such as the
Specific Plan) are not considered CEQA impacts. For this reason, the effects of sea-
level rise are not discussed in the EIR and no CEQA mitigation can be required.
Nonetheless, an informational discussion on sea-level rise in Section 3.10.3 on page
214 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the Draft EIR, managing the City’s flood risk
from sea-level rise extends beyond the City’s boundaries. The City will continue to
coordinate adaptation strategies with neighboring entities and consider requiring
design and restoration measures (including the ones listed on page 214 of the Draft
EIR) that would help future development adapt to inundation with less damage.

Additionally, the salt ponds located north of Caribbean Drive are former salt ponds
previously used for salt production. These ponds are currently undergoing restoration
through the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project (which is a collaboration
between the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Coastal
Conservancy, and US Fish and Wildlife Service) to restore former salt production
ponds into wetlands for native plants and animals. The Draft EIR (pages iv and 148,
as well as Figures 2.2-3, 2.3-1, 2.3-2, 2.3-3, 2.3-4, 3.7-1, 3.10-1, 3.10-2, 3.13-6, 3.17-
1,3.17-2, 3.17-3, and 3.17-4) has been revised to refer to the salt ponds as former salt
ponds (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment B.17: A comment was received regarding adequate access to water.

Response B.17: The project’s impact on water storage, infrastructure, and supply is
discussed in Section 3.19 Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR.

Impacts to the City’s required water storage per the State Water Resources Control
Board Division of Drinking Water (DDW) is discussed on page 329 of the Draft EIR.
The City assesses water storage capacity every five years to identify and implement
improvements when needed to meet DDW requirements for adequate water storage.
Through this process, the City would ensure adequate water storage under cumulative
(i.e., General Plan buildout) plus project conditions.

Impacts to water infrastructure (i.e., hydraulic conveyance and fire flow) are
discussed on pages 329 and 330 of the Draft EIR. In addition to already identified
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Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) in the City’s Water Utility Master Plan
(WUMP) and Comprehensive Preliminary Design Study (CPDS), additional CIPs are
required to meet fire flow demands resulting from the buildout of the Specific Plan.
Those additional CIPs required for the buildout of the Specific Plan are listed in
Table 3.19-2 on page 330 of the Draft EIR, as well as shown on Figure 3.19-3 on
page 331 of the Draft EIR. Future development under the Specific Plan would pay
water connection fees, which fund the CIPs.

Pursuant to Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the
project was completed. The project’s impact on water supply, based on the analysis in
the WSA, is summarized on pages 335 and 336 of the Draft EIR. The WSA is
included in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the City’s
available potable and non-potable water supplies are expected to be sufficient to meet
demands of existing uses and future uses (including the Specific Plan’s) under normal
conditions. Under dry and multiple-dry years, the City would likely need to impose
water conservation measures, through execution of water contingency shortage plans,
to reduce demand. In addition, the Specific Plan includes policies that would further
reduce demand and impact. Therefore, the WSA and Draft EIR concluded that there
would be sufficient water supply available to serve buildout of the Specific Plan.

Comment B.18: Confirmation if page vii and page 348 of the EIR should state “significant and
avoidable” or “significant and unavoidable.”

Response B.18: The text on pages vii and 348 of the Draft EIR has been revised to
state “significant and unavoidable” (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment B.19: A comment was received asking if the Planning Commission would be making a
formal recommendation to City Council.

Response B.19: A Planning Commission hearing will be held subsequent to the
publication of this Final EIR where the Commission will make recommendations to
the City Council to 1) certify the EIR and 2) approve the project.

C. City Council Meeting (January 31, 2023)
The comments received on the Draft EIR are summarized and grouped by topic below.
Utility and Infrastructure-Related Comments

Comment C.1: Comments were received regarding the sewer and water infrastructure
improvements, improvements to the wastewater treatment plant, and applicable fees.

Response C.1: Impacts to the sewer and water infrastructure is discussed in Section
3.19 under Impact UTL-1 on pages 329 through 334 of the Draft EIR. Planned and
new Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) are required to provide adequate sewer and
water infrastructure under cumulative (i.e., General Plan buildout) plus project
conditions. These CIPs are listed in Table 3.19-2 and Table 3.19-3 on pages 330 and
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332 of the Draft EIR, respectively. The City would update its CIP program to include
the identified CIPs in the aforementioned tables. Planned and proposed water and
sewer CIPs are funded through connection fees. Developers would be required to pay
connection fees prior to development or redevelopment of a property. Also see
Response A.4 and Response B.17.

As disclosed on page 339 of the Draft EIR, the City is aware an update to the Donald
M. Somers Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) Master Plan is needed to plan for
adequate wastewater treatment for the buildout of the existing General Plan and other
future growth in the City (such as the proposed Specific Plan). Subsequent
environmental review will be completed by the City once the specific design and
improvements are known.

Comment C.2: Comments were received regarding the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) and what
kind of improvements it funds.

Response C.2: As discussed in Section 3.17 of the Draft EIR, the project would
result in non-CEQA intersection Level of Service (LOS) deficiencies. Feasible
improvements to address the deficiencies are identified in Table 3.17-4 on pages 302
through 303 of the Draft EIR. The improvements are identified for intersections
within and outside of Moffett Park and under the jurisdiction of the City of
Sunnyvale, City of Mountain View, and County of Santa Clara. As explained on page
303 of the Draft EIR, the identified feasible improvements would be included in a
citywide nexus study, which is expected to be finalized in early 2023. Future projects
under the Specific Plan shall make fair share contributions towards these identified
improvements via the nexus study as a condition of approval.

The purpose of the TIF is to help provide adequate transportation-related
improvements to serve cumulative development within the city. The TIF funds traffic
improvement projects specified in the City’s Capital Improvement Program and/or
Traffic Mitigation Program Study. This includes projects throughout the city that
include intersection and multimodal improvements.

Comment C.3: Comments were received regarding the proposed Mary Avenue overcrossing and its
funding.

Response C.3: Refer to Response B.13.

Comment C.4: Comments were received about coordination with PG&E regarding electrical
infrastructure.

Response C.4: The City sent the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Availability for
the Draft EIR to PG&E. In addition, City staff and PG&E’s planning division have
held several meetings to plan for future electrical needs for the plan area. Page 334 of
the Draft EIR describes how future development would include undergrounding of
existing electrical power lines and new residential development would not include the
use of natural gas. With the implementation of existing regulations and Specific Plan
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policies, construction-related impacts from undergrounding existing electrical lines,
as well as constructing new or expanded utilities, would be less than significant.
Limited uses can qualify for an exception to the City’s Reach Code, thereby allowing
the use of natural gas. The need for additional or expanded electrical or natural gas
infrastructure would be evaluated at the time future development is proposed and be
subject to subsequent environmental review. No comments were received from
PG&E on the Draft EIR.

Public Facility-Related Comments
Comment C.5: Comments were received regarding the analysis for schools impacts.
Response C.5: Refer to Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs.

Comment C.6: Comments were received pertaining to the implementation and realization of open
space in Moffett Park, including youth sports facilities.

Response C.6: Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan, which is included in Appendix B of
the Draft EIR, includes the following policies that relate to providing youth sports
facilities:

e Policy OSE-2.5: Provide a minimum of (1) multiuse/flexible field area, 50 x
100 yards minimum or equivalent to a high school soccer field as defined by
the US Youth Soccer Association.

e Policy OSE-2.6: Provide a minimum of (3) open field/flexible recreation
areas, 35 x 65 yards minimum or equivalent to a U10 soccer field as defined
by the US Youth Soccer Association. Fields may be synthetic or natural turf
with grading and drainage to allow for regular use for informal/drop-in,
youth sports, and community events.

e Policy OSE-2.7: When and where possible, increase the quantity of multi-
use flex fields to include more opportunities for informal and youth athletics.

Per the proposed Specific Plan, the 212 to 230 acres of open space (which could
include youth sports facilities) would be realized through a coordinated effort
between the City, property owners, and developers, utilizing land dedication or
easement dedication by non-residential and residential developments, transfer of
development rights, ecological setback standards, the purchase of land using park
dedication fee, and maintenance of parks and open spaces by property owners. This
text has been added to page 18 of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text
Revisions).

Comment C.7: Comments were received regarding the implementation of The Diagonal.

Response C.7: Refer to Response B.7.
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Miscellaneous Comments

Comment C.8: Comments were received regarding the number of employees assumed in Moftett
Park under existing conditions and with the buildout of the Specific Plan.

Response C.8: The estimated number of jobs/employees is summarized in Table
3.14-1 on page 259 of the Draft EIR. Table 3.14-1 shows that under existing
conditions, there are 35,269 jobs/employees. With the buildout of the proposed
Specific Plan, it is estimated that there would be a net increase of 60,414
jobs/employees for a total of 95,683 jobs/employees.

When compared to the estimated number of jobs/employees assumed under the
adopted Specific Plan and General Plan, the project would result in a net increase of
26,954 jobs/employees. This is shown in Table 3.14-1, as well as Table 3.14-2, on
page 259 of the Draft EIR.

Comment C.9: Comments were received about whether impact fees collected from future
development would benefit Moffett Park and north Sunnyvale or elsewhere in the City.

Response C.9: Future development in Moffett Park would be subject to several
impact fees. A summary of the primary impact fees and what they fund is provided
below.

e 15 percent affordable housing in-lieu fee — funds affordable housing
development within the city.

e Artin Private Development fee — funds installation of art throughout the city.

e Citywide Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) — funds transportation
improvements citywide — within and outside of Moffett Park. Fees collected
from development within Moffett Park would fund transportation
improvements (some located within Moffett Park and others outside of
Moftett Park) that would serve Moffett Park. Also see Response C.2 for a
discussion of transportation improvements located within and outside of
Moffett Park that would benefit development in Moffett Park.

e Community facilities/public services in-lieu fee — funds construction of new
or expanded public facilities (such as fire and police stations community
centers and libraries) and equipment purchases.

= Housing Mitigation fee — funds affordable housing development within the
city.

e Park in-lieu fee — funds construction of new or expanded park or recreation
facilities that would serve residents within Moffett Park.

e School impact fees — funds construction of new or expanded school facilities
that would serve Moffett Park.

e Sewer and Water connection fees — funds capital improvement projects
citywide. Fees collected from development within Moffett Park would fund
CIPs that serve Moffett Park.
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e Transportation Management Association (TMA) fee — funds the TMA that
serves Moffett Park.

5.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES

D. California Department of Transportation (February 8, 2023)

Comment D.1: Travel Demand Analysis

With the enactment of SB 743, Caltrans is focused on maximizing efficient development patterns,
innovative travel demand reduction strategies, and multimodal improvements. For more information
on how Caltrans assesses Transportation Impact Studies, please review Caltrans’ Transportation
Impact Study Guide (link).

The project VMT analysis and significance determination are undertaken in a manner consistent with
the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory. Per the DEIR, the project is found
to have a less than significant impact. Caltrans supports the TDM measures and mitigation strategies
proposed to minimize impacts to operations from the proposed project. Caltrans also supports the
mitigation measures to increase active transportation mode-share in the project area by creating an
accessible network to all transportation users.

Response D.1: The comment does not identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR;
therefore, no further response is required.

Comment D.2: Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the City of Sunnyvale is responsible for all project mitigation, including any
needed improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN). The project’s fair share
contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

Response D.2: The Specific Plan includes requirements that would reduce or avoid
environmental impacts from future development. No mitigation measures such as
improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN) were identified in the Draft
EIR. While no specific development is proposed at this time, in the future, if analysis
of development proposals results in the identification of mitigation measures, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program would be completed pursuant to
CEQA.

Comment D.3: If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, these facilities must meet ADA
Standards after project completion. As well, the projects must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access
during construction. These access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe,
sustainable, and equitable transportation network for all users.

Response D.3: No specific development is proposed at this time. In the event future
development implementing the Specific Plan would impact Caltrans facilities,
improvements would comply with ADA development standards during design and

Moffett Park Specific Plan 27 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



construction. In addition, future development would be subject to City conditions of
approval requiring developers to submit Traffic Control Plans as part of the Off-Site
Improvement Plan. Future development that would be required to develop a bike
and/or pedestrian detour plan in cases where existing bike lanes or sidewalks are
temporarily impacted.

Comment D.4: Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that encroaches onto
Caltrans’ right of way (ROW) requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit. As part of the
encroachment permit submittal process, you may be asked by the Office of Encroachment Permits to
submit a completed encroachment permit application package, digital set of plans clearly delineating
Caltrans’ ROW, digital copy of signed, dated and stamped (include stamp expiration date) traffic
control plans, this comment letter, your response to the comment letter, and where applicable, the
following items: new or amended Maintenance Agreement (MA), approved Design Standard
Decision Document (DSDD), approved encroachment exception request, and/or airspace lease
agreement. Your application package may be emailed to D4Permits@dot.ca.gov.

Please note that Caltrans is in the process of implementing an online, automated, and milestone-
based Caltrans Encroachment Permit System (CEPS) to replace the current permit application
submittal process with a fully electronic system, including online payments. The new system is
expected to be available during 2023. To obtain information about the most current encroachment
permit process and to download the permit application, please visit
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/applications.

Response D.4: No permanent or temporary work within Caltrans’ right-of-way is
proposed as part of the Specific Plan. In the event future development implementing
the Specific Plan requires work within the Caltrans right-of-way, it would complete
the encroachment permit submittal and submit the encroachment permit application
package (if required) to obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans.

E. Department of Toxic Substances Control (February 7, 2023)

Comment E.1: DTSC recommends that the following issues be evaluated in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section of the EIR:

A state of California environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, a Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), or a local agency that meets the requirements of Health and Safety Code
Section 101480 should provide regulatory concurrence that any Project sites, including those for
which Phase I Environmental Site Assessments have been performed, are safe for construction and
the proposed used.

Response E.1: Text has been added to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-4, which
requires remediation and/or management measures on properties with known
environmental impacts, on page 191 of the Draft EIR to clarify that applicants are
required to demonstrate hazardous materials do not exist on the site or that the
proposed construction and use of the site are approved by the environmental
oversight agency with jurisdiction that meets the requirements of Health and Safety

Moffett Park Specific Plan 28 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023


mailto:D4Permits@dot.ca.gov
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/applications

Code Section 101480 prior to the issuance of building permits (refer to Section 5.0
Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment E.2: Refiners in the United States started adding lead compounds to gasoline in the 1920s
in order to boost octane levels and improve engine performance. This practice did not officially end
until 1992 when lead was banned as a fuel additive in California. Tailpipe emissions from
automobiles using leaded gasoline contained lead and resulted in aerially deposited lead (ADL) being
deposited in and along roadways throughout the state. ADL-contaminated soils still exist along
roadsides and medians and can also be found underneath some existing road surfaces due to past
construction activities. Due to the potential for ADL-contaminated soil, DTSC recommends
collecting soil samples for lead analysis prior to performing any intrusive activities for the project
described in the EIR.

Response E.2: Text has been added to page 188 of the Draft EIR to clarify that on-
site soils closest to SR 237 may be contaminated with Aerially Deposited Lead
(ADL) (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). Text has also been added to
Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-3 on page 190 of the Draft EIR, which is specific to
Phase II Environmental Site Assessments, to clarify that future development located
within proximity to SR 237 address the potential for ADL contamination (refer to
Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment E.3: If any projects initiated as part of the proposed project require the importation of soil
to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling should be conducted to ensure that the imported soil
is free of contamination. DTSC recommends the imported materials be characterized according to
DTSC’s 2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material.

Response E.3: A new Specific Plan requirement (10.3.1-8) has been added to page
192 of the Draft EIR to clarify that imported soil be free of contaminants and
characterized per the guidance referenced in the above comment (refer to Section 5.0
Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment E.4: If any sites included as part of the proposed project have been used for agricultural,
weed abatement or related activities, proper investigation for organochlorinated pesticides should be
discussed in the EIR. DTSC recommends the current and former agricultural lands be evaluated in
accordance with DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third
Revision).

Response E.4: Text has been added to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-3 (pertaining
to Phase II Environmental Site Assessments) to clarify future development assess and
address potential contamination from organochlorinated pesticides as appropriate
(refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for
Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision) and any other applicable DTSC
guidance documents would be considered during preparation of the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment, as appropriate.
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F. United States Department of the Navy (February 9, 2023)

Comment F.1: Section 3.9.1.2, Regulatory Database, Search of the DEIR: The EIR should note that
the cleanup of the Sunnyvale Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP) is also being
overseen by the United States Department of the Navy as the lead agency under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), with regulatory
agency oversight provided by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. The
description mentions the proposed plan to remediate groundwater; however, we have progressed to
the review of the Record of Decision. The groundwater remediation includes the use of land use
controls with the land until the groundwater cleanup goals are achieved. It should also mention that a
cleanup plan is being developed to remediate soil and soil vapor at the NIROP site. Once the final
plan is approved, the Navy envisions a remedy of land use controls that would run with the land, with
the potential for additional cleanup measures such as soil removal and soil vapor mitigations in the
event the site is redeveloped.

Response F.1: Text has been added to page 184 of the Draft EIR to include the
information provided in the above comment about the cleanup plan (refer to Section
5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment F.2: Section 3.9.2.1, Project Impacts, Impact HAZ-2 of the DEIR: The Specific Plan
Project Requirements noted as 10.3.1-1 through 10.3.1-5 do not acknowledge that many of the
contaminated sites within the planning area have already been thoroughly investigated. Remedies
already have been, or will be, approved by the appropriate regulatory authorities prior to any
redevelopment under the plan. Thus, in many cases the types of investigations called for in the
Requirements would not be necessary and would be superfluous. In the specific case of the NIROP
facility, approved CERCLA remedial action remedies for groundwater, soil, and soil vapor will be in
place prior to any redevelopment of the property. Remedies will be documented in formal records of
decision, and any ongoing land use controls and requirements will be recorded in the chain of title for
the property. The text of the EIR should acknowledge that where remedies are already in place and
approved by appropriate regulatory authorities, the additional studies and investigations should not
be required.

Response F.2: Text has been added to the Draft EIR to clarify that if project sites
proposed for development have met the Specific Plan requirements 10.3.1-1 through
10.3.1-5 on pages 190 through 191 of the Draft EIR through previous environmental
work, additional work may not be required unless previously unknown conditions are
encountered. It is assumed that sites under regulatory oversight would comply with
requirements from regulatory oversight agencies (including those documented in
RODs) prior to redevelopment. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions.
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES

G. Sunnyvale School District (February 10, 2023)

Comment G.1: On behalf of the Sunnyvale School District (“District”), we are responding to the
City of Sunnyvale’s recent release of the Draft Moffett Park Specific Plan (“Specific Plan”) and
related Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”). As the primary provider of public preschool
and elementary school education within the Specific Plan area, the impacts of the Specific Plan on
public education in the region is of considerable concern to our District and Board of Education. The
District shares many of the community values expressed in the Specific Plan; however, unless we
find effective ways to partner with the City and hold developers accountable for ensuring that we
have sufficient resources to provide school capacity as residential development occurs, families may
begin to look for residential communities outside of the region due to school overcrowding. In
addition, as further described in this letter, we believe that some impacts have not been fully or
accurately characterized in the DEIR.

The District appreciates the time that City staff has taken to meet and discuss issues of concern, and
this letter formalizes and summarizes the items we hope to identify, address and resolve through the
Specific Plan EIR process. Enclosed with this comment letter you will also find Resolution #R23-19
adopted by the District Board of Education expressing its concerns with the Specific Plan and DEIR
and requesting that the City take more affirmative steps in the Specific Plan to ensure that school
facility capacity keeps pace with development.

We offer the following comments on the Specific Plan and the DEIR.
1. School Capacity and Development

About 85% of projected buildout of the Specific Plan area will occur within the boundaries of our
District. Based on student generation data and the number and types of anticipated residential and
commercial development within the Specific Plan, our District agrees that a realistic estimate of total
new students is 1,200 but could be significantly higher depending on type and density of dwelling
units.

Currently, the District does not own land or operate any schools within the Specific Plan area. The
two schools located closest to that area are Lakewood Elementary School, serving grades TK-5, and
Columbia Middle School, serving grades 6-8. As noted in the DEIR, both schools are slightly below
capacity at present. Please note that the District recently learned of the likely closure of a local
charter school (Summit Denali Charter School) that derives significant enrollment from families in
the attendance area of Columbia Middle School. Students returning to Columbia Middle School
starting in the 2023-24 school year are likely to absorb and exceed all current capacity at that site,
which should be noted in the DEIR.

The DEIR is clear that neither of the two schools have anywhere near sufficient capacity to house
anticipated school generation, and we agree. In the short term and on a temporary basis, existing sites
will require significant expansion to house students beginning within the next five (5) years.
However, over the longer term, a school site of up to 10 acres will have to be acquired and a new
school developed to serve the Moffett Park area. Costs to acquire land and build a new TK-8 school
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are estimated to be in the range of $160-200 million in today’s dollars. School fees are likely to
generate about 50% of the total construction costs for a new campus; however, school fees collected
by the time the District must start planning a new campus will be far below the amount needed. In
addition, this fee collection does not account for funds that will be needed in the short term for
existing campus expansion. Early planning is essential, as school financing, site development and
construction can easily take ten years to accomplish.

With regard to the District's ultimate need for a TK-8 school site, we appreciate that some thought
has been given to school locations in the Specific Plan area. It appears that a potential school site of
approximately four acres is identified on page 71 of the Specific Plan in the artist rendering of the
Crossman neighborhood, but this site is not reflected or studied in the DEIR. We note that the neither
the Crossman parcel nor the parcels identified in the DEIR designated for institutional/school uses
(on Bordeaux Drive and Innovation Way) may be approvable by the California Department of
Education ("CDE") due to proximity to the Moftett Field airport facility, VTA rail lines and
freeways. Because school sites must meet very high safety thresholds, it is critical that the City work
with the District directly to locate, reserve and designate in the Specific Plan at least one potential
future school site that has a reasonable likelihood of being approved by CDE.

We recognize that high density neighborhoods may require some new approaches to school facility
planning, and we are open to considering alternatives that call for less acreage than the state standard
of 9-16 acres for an elementary school and 17-22 acres for a middle school. However, the needs
created by a TK-8 grade span will necessitate significantly more than four acres of land.

While laying out a myriad of facts about the insufficiency of existing schools to meet capacity needs
from anticipated development, the DEIR nevertheless concludes that the implementation of the
Specific Plan would not result in significant impacts to schools, based on the conclusion that in
accordance with Government Code Section 65995, payment of school impact fees is considered
adequate mitigation of impacts associated with the increased demands on school facilities resulting
from development; further, the DEIR states that it is the District's responsibility to implement the
specific methods for mitigating school impacts.

These conclusions should be re-evaluated. In March 2020, upon the failure of Proposition 13, the last
attempted statewide school bond measure, Government Code Section 65996 (quoted in the DEIR)
became inoperative and was replaced by Government Code Section 65997 to cover the period of time
between approved state bond programs. Government Code Section 65997 expands the power of local
agencies to condition environmental approvals of development projects on certain forms of school
facility mitigation, such as use of community facility districts under the Mello-Roos Community
Facility Act of 1982 (see Gov. Code, § 65997, operative upon failure of Proposition 13 in March,
2020, and replacing Gov. Code,§ 65996, which became inoperative upon failure of Proposition 13.)
Government Code Section 65997 is operative for as long as state bond funds for school facilities
remain unavailable.

Notwithstanding this legal authority, we encourage and request that the City consider all possible
avenues available to set conditions on development for school facility mitigation purposes, and that
at a minimum the City consider some additional methods to incentivize developers to voluntarily
agree to provide funding or assistance in excess of statutory fee amounts. Developer contributions to
costs in excess of school impact fees or agreement to place projects within community facilities
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districts are the most common and reliable ways we can assure the availability of funding for a new
school when the school is needed to serve the future residents of the Moffett Park area. The District's
current general obligation bond authority is dedicated solely to improvement of existing facilities
serving current residents. The State of California School Facility Program is out of funding, and even
if funds are replenished through a state bond measure in the future, the program requires a local
match to be provided by the District.

Response G.1: Refer to Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs.

Comment G.2: 2. School Service and Safety

Aside from the impact of the Specific Plan on the school facility capacity, we note the following
additional concerns with the DEIR:

Transportation Services - The District provides home-to-school transportation to students living in
areas of the District that we identify as safety-zones, which are those areas in which travel to school
on foot has been determined to pose a safety hazard to students. Under our safety-zone criteria, the
entirety of the Moffett Park Specific Plan area would qualify for such transportation services. To
accommodate 1,200+ students with busing support would require an additional 22 buses and drivers
on the road daily. For context, the District currently operates only 4 buses. It is not evident that the
transportation and traffic impact created by more than 5 times the current environmental baseline for
school bus traffic in Sunnyvale was taken into consideration and these impacts must be
acknowledged and addressed.

Safe Routes to School (TR7 Table 3.3-2) - The DEIR does not appear to show or address the Safe
Routes to School Program that General Plan policies reference.

Traffic/Circulation Impact Analysis -In the short term, students in the project area will be attending
school at Lakewood and Columbia. However, there is no evidence that the traffic or air quality
analyses take into consideration the increase in traffic to those sites from the Specific Plan area and
the accompanying release of pollutants in the region. These impacts must be characterized, addressed
and mitigated.

All of the foregoing factors should be considered in the DEIR and squarely acknowledge these
problems for decision makers and the public, and, in light of the significant impact of planned growth
or increasing residential density on our District, the DEIR should propose mitigation measures to
lessen or avoid those impacts.

Response G.2: The Transportation Analysis in Appendix I of the Draft EIR, which
includes travel demand forecast model Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) results,
accounts for the VMT generated from the buildout of the Specific Plan — including
vehicle trips to and from local schools. The traffic model uses socioeconomic inputs
(i.e., population, income, and employment) aggregated into geographic areas to
estimate travel within the model area. Because the model accounts for the entire Bay
Area, schools located outside of Moffett Park were coded as destinations within the
model. The residential VMT metrics account for home-based trips, which include
resident travel from home to work as well as resident travel from home to school.
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Therefore, trips to schools located outside of Moffett Park have been accounted for in
the VMT results. As discussed in Section 3.17 Transportation, page 307, of the Draft
EIR, buildout of the Specific Plan would result in a VMT per capita of 9.47 for
residential land uses, which is below the VMT impact threshold of 11.03.

The project’s air quality impacts, including air pollutant from project-generated trips
and VMT are discussed in Section 3.3 Air Quality on pages 55 through 81 of the
Draft EIR. The emissions from project-generated vehicle trips are based on the trip
generation and VMT data from the Transportation Analysis. The air quality analysis
in the Draft EIR, therefore, accounts for air pollutant emissions from project-
generated vehicle trips to and from schools.

If school buses are used to transport students living in Moffett Park to local schools,
the VMT (including number of vehicle trips) would be lower than evaluated in the
Draft EIR. In addition, school bus trips are typically assessed when a school is
proposed. As explained in Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs, no
school is proposed at this time,

As mentioned on pages 310 through 311 of the Draft EIR, the condition of traffic,
school bus safety, and safe routes to a potential school site would need to be
evaluated and considered when siting a future school. As shown in Table 3.3-2 of the
Draft EIR, in compliance with BAAQMD Control Strategy Measure TR7, future
projects under the Specific Plan would be designed to facilitate safe traffic flow and
promote school and bicycle safety and safe access to transit. In addition, when future
residential development is proposed, the City will evaluate safe routes to schools as
part of the development review process.

The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the
Draft EIR.

Comment G.3: 3. Specific Plan Strategies/CEQA Mitigation Measures

In order to address the above-described impacts, the District requests that additional strategies be
included within the Specific Plan in support of public education, as well as included in the DEIR as
mitigation measures to address and reduce the environmental impacts of the City's growth plans.
First, please establish an overall Specific Plan goal that is supportive of our District but is more
focused and specific than the City's General Plan goals. The General Plan currently states only its
vision "to support and work cooperatively with the educational institutions which serve Sunnyvale so
as to provide the opportunity for a quality education for all youth, and lifelong learning for all
residents."

A goal statement in the Specific Plan that the District would support could be very straightforward,
such as:

“The City seeks to ensure that youth in the Moffett Park Specific Plan area have access to a
quality school system with safe, adequate facilities and funding available as homes are built
and additional school capacity is needed. Requiring, encouraging and/or incentivizing
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landowners and developers through development incentives or otherwise, to provide land,
funding or participation in community facilities districts that provide funding in excess of
minimum development impact fees, are the primary methods to sustain quality educational
services and will be supported by the City as development moves forward.”

Second, plan strategies for the Specific Plan and mitigation measures for the impact of the Specific
Plan on school facilities, capacity and funding that should be included are the following:

e Provide information to school districts when considering Specific Plan amendments, zone
changes, or other legislative land use policy decisions and ensure that information about
school capacity contained in development and environmental analysis incorporates current
information on school capacity and the cumulative impacts of individual projects on school
capacity.

= Review proposed legislative land use decisions in the context of the adequacy of present and
future school facilities and require all developers to confirm, prior to receiving any project
entitlements from the City, that they have met with affected school districts to discuss the
impact of the project on school capacity and consider forms of mitigation, including placing
the project into a community facilities district.

e In addition to the Bonus Floor Area Ratio incentives, grant additional density, more flexible
setbacks and building heights, and/or reduced parking requirements or other development
incentives for projects that voluntarily provide additional financial support for school facility
funding; when and as possible, impose conditions on projects requiring school facility
mitigation in excess of statutory school fees.

* In conjunction with affected school districts, reserve or provide for the identification and
dedication of school sites within the Specific Plan area.

e Support lobbying efforts to expand State funding of the public school system.

e Support school construction bond measures or other financing options, such as the use of
community facilities districts, for the construction of new schools in the Specific Plan area.

Response G.3: Refer to Topic Response 2: School Impacts and Facility Needs. The
project would not result in significant impacts to schools therefore, no mitigation is
required under CEQA. The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

H. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (February 10, 2023)

Comment H.1: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impacts — TDM Mitigation Measures

The DEIR notes that the buildout of the Moffett Park Specific Plan (MPSP) would result in
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts in the areas of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(Impact AIR-2, p. 74, and Impact GHG-1, p. 162). The DEIR states that mobile emissions, from
project-generated motor vehicle trips, “account for 89 percent of emissions from Specific Plan
buildout” and notes that the Specific Plan includes TDM policies to reduce vehicle trips, which
would reduce mobile emissions (p. 70).
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VTA supports the inclusion of extensive TDM policies in the draft Specific Plan, including
establishing a Transportation Management Association (TMA), requiring a TDM plan and TMA
membership of new developments, and working with the TMA to achieve a 50 percent single-
occupancy vehicle (SOV) rate at full buildout of the Specific Plan. However, VTA believes that these
TDM requirements — which translate into mitigation measures in the DEIR — can be strengthened. In
particular, VT A recommends that the City establish an SOV rate target for an intermediate year (for
instance 2030 or 2035), and consider establishing a more aggressive SOV rate target for buildout. For
comparison, the North Bayshore Precise Plan in Mountain View identifies a 45 percent SOV target
for office trips, and the Google North Bayshore Master Plan includes an objective to achieve a 35
percent SOV rate at full buildout.

Response H.1: The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies TDMP-2.1
through TDMP-2.5 on page 71 of the Draft EIR are part of the proposed Specific
Plan and, therefore, assumed as part of the project (rather than mitigation). Page 71
through 72 of the Draft EIR lists supplemental TDM measures that individual
projects can implement. The above suggested TDM measure of a single occupancy
vehicle (SOV) target of less than 50 percent has been added to this list (refer to
Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

The 50 percent SOV rate for the proposed Specific Plan is informed by the vehicle
capacity at the district gateways and an assumption that the total number of person
trips at full buildout would require a 50 percent SOV mode share to maintain access
and functional operations on the surrounding street network. The constrained capacity
at the gateways in combination with the extensive TDM policies and a substantial
multimodal network in the district would contribute to meeting this target. The City
of Sunnyvale acknowledges the City of Mountain North Bayshore Precise Plan
identifies a 45 percent SOV target for office development. The Specific Plan’s target
of an overall 50 percent SOV rate encompasses all uses in the Specific Plan (not just
office development as is the case with the North Bayshore Precise Plan). In addition,
the stringent 35 percent SOV rate for the proposed single-tenant Google North
Bayshore Master Plan (SCH# 2022020712) is not typical of development with
multiple owners and tenants as would be the case with the Specific Plan.

Section 10.6 Performance Metrics of the Specific Plan requires regular district trip
monitoring by the Transportation Management Agency (TMA). Monitoring of future
developments” TDM plans are also required by the Specific Plan. The TMA would be
responsible for managing the TDM within Moffett Park and could consider an
interim SOV rate target for an interim year as part of its management strategy.

The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the
Draft EIR, nor does provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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Comment H.2: Transportation Analysis - Assumptions about Project Trips and Mode Splits

In Table 3.17-2 and accompanying text, the DEIR analysis assumes that 100 percent of internal trips
(within Moffett Park) would be accomplished by non-driving modes at project buildout. A footnote
states that “With district parking, people coming into Moffett Park would need to park once and use
other modes of transport (e.g., walking or biking) to complete their activities within Moffett Park™ (p.
297). VTA staff does not completely agree with this assumption. The DEIR does not provide any
mitigation measure nor does the MPSP include a policy to incentivize or enforce this “park-once”
approach. Given that the MPSP area is more than two miles long (Caribbean Drive/SR 237 to
Enterprise Way), it is certainly possible that travelers will chose to drive or take transit for internal
trips. The district parking and “park-once” approach in the MPSP will certainly encourage fewer trips
to be made by car, but VTA encourages the City to consider adding a policy to establish parking
pricing, to further encourage “park-once” and non-single-occupancy vehicle travel.

Response H.2: The proposed Specific Plan calls for a “park-once” policy. As
described in Chapter 8 of the Specific Plan, “a ‘park-once’ environment provides
optimally placed shared parking and inviting multimodal connections to encourage
non-driving trips within Moffett Park.” This is supported with accompanying policies
in Section 8.1, which address the importance of parking management in addition to
multimodal access.

More details about vehicle parking requirements are introduced in Section 8.3 of the
Specific Plan, as follows: “Park Once. Motorists will be able to drive to Moffett Park,
park their car, and walk, bike, scoot, or take transit to a variety of destinations. The
result is more physical and economic activity, less internal driving, and fewer needed
parking spaces.” Sections 8.3.1 and 8.2.2 of the Specific Plan include a variety of
standards and guidelines related to parking supply, access, and pricing. Section 8.4 of
the Specific Plan details management of shared parking and includes additional
standards and guidelines, including pricing (which is suggested in the above
comment).

Also refer to Response H.1. At full buildout, given the foundation of the Specific
Plan that includes complete neighborhoods featuring centralized open space and
activity center with all services and necessities needed for daily life within a 15-
minute walk or bike ride from places of residence or employment, the capacity
constraints of the street network, extensive TDM policies, and substantial multimodal
network®, the choice for people to travel within Moffett Park after arriving by

¢ The Specific Plan calls for extensive investments in multimodal infrastructure to support transit and active
transportation mode shares, including: a complete streets network with pedestrian-friendly street designs throughout
the district; separated bike and pedestrian facilities; a robust on-street bike network and connections to the
surrounding street network at district gateways; an internal circulator with frequent service to locations where public
transit is not convenient; mobility hubs to support multimodal trips and expand transit access at activity centers; and
substantial TDM requirements for all land uses. These resources and incentives to support non-drive access within
the district would be implemented over time as future projects are developed and would be most effective at full
build out.
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walking, biking, rolling, or taking transit would be more convenient and efficient than
by vehicle. These reasons substantiate the mode split assumed for the Specific Plan.
In addition, Section 10.6 Performance Metrics in the Specific Plan requires district
trip and mode split monitoring on a regular basis.

The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment H.3: It appears to VTA staff that Table 3.17-2 in the DEIR incorrectly translates the
percentages of non-driving external trips from Table 4 in the Hexagon memorandum in Appendix I.
Table 3.17-2 suggests that just under 2% (10,981) of all project trips would be made by public
transit, whereas the Hexagon memo states that “approximately 24% of all external non-driving trips
(or 4% of all trips) generated by Moffett Park would use public transit” (Hexagon memo p. 8). While
this difference is unlikely to affect the DEIR’s conclusions about Transportation impacts, clarifying
this will help the City and VTA plan for future transit service to Moffett Park.

Response H.3: The text in Table 3.17-2 on page 297 of the Draft EIR has been
revised to show 18 percent of bike/walk non-driving drips, 23 percent of transit non-
driving trips, and 59 percent of shuttle non-driving trips. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft
EIR Text Revisions.

Comment H.4: Transit Priority Areas Map

The location of the Borregas light rail station is incorrectly shown on the Transit Priority Areas map
in the DEIR (Figure 3.1-1, p. 48). However, this does not appear to affect the DEIR’s general
characterization of which MPSP development areas fall within Transit Priority Areas and which do
not.

Response H.4: The location of the Borregas light rail station is approximate on
Figure 3.1-1 on page 48 of the Draft EIR. This comment does not change the analysis
or conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment H.5: Transit Facilities

Transit facilities information is out of date, p. 292. Precise times are used in the DEIR description
which are only accurate at a specific period and then become quickly outdated. VTA recommends
updating the Final DEIR to reference more general time intervals to account for future schedule
changes. The Orange Line currently runs every 15 minutes on weekdays.

e LR Orange Line, 5a-12a weekdays, every 15 minutes.
e LR Orange Line, 6a-12a weekends, every 30 minutes.

e Express Line 122 does not exist and was discontinued in 2020. It is incorrectly shown on in
the DEIR (Figure 3.17-4, p. 305).

Response H.5: The text on page 292 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect
more general time intervals as suggested by VTA. Figure 3.17-4 on page 295 of the
Draft EIR has been revised to exclude reference to Express Line 122 (refer to Section
5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).
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Comment H.6: VTA recommends that Voluntary Contributions also be identified for transit
improvements to support the proposed MPSP Policies M-3.2, M-3.3, M-3.4. The Mathilda and Java
Drive corridors will require significant changes and enhancement to support transit. When the
Voluntary Contribution program was established, its intent was to provide local jurisdictions with a
pathway for developers to contribute funding towards regional transportation facilities. While the
early focus of contributions under this program was often to direct funding towards freeway and
express lanes projects, VTA encourages local jurisdictions to take a similar contribution approach
towards transit expansions and enhancements which can also address travel demand along regional
transportation corridors. To achieve the travel mode share splits and goals outlined in the MPSP and
DEIR, funding and contributions from private sources will be required to achieve the recommended
outcomes. For instance, voluntary contributions should also be identified for transit facilities
including the planned reconstruction of the Borregas Light Rail station.

Response H.6: Text to page 298 of the Draft EIR has been added to clarify that, as
part of future coordination between the City, VT A, and Moffett Park’s Transportation
Management Association, future development projects could provide voluntary
contributions to VTA for transit expansions and enhancements, as suggested in the
above comment. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions.

Comment H.7: Analysis of Congestion Management Program Facilities

VTA staff appreciates that the DEIR and Appendix I include analysis of the project’s effects on
Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities including CMP intersections and freeway
segments, recognizing that this analysis was performed for City and CMP purposes and the findings
to not constitute CEQA impacts. VTA supports the City’s statement in the DEIR that “Express lane
projects... would improve freeway traffic flow” and that “these express lane projects would be
included in the citywide nexus study. Future development under the Specific Plan would participate
in VTA’s Voluntary Freeway Contribution Program and contribute their fair share towards the
identified express lane projects via the nexus study” (p. 306). Before identifying specific projects to
fund, Sunnyvale staff should first consult with both the current VTA Planning and Programming
Officer and Engineering Program Delivery Officer at the time to best coordinate efforts.

Response H.7: City staff will consult with the VTA Planning and Programming
Officer and Engineering Program Delivery Officer, as suggested by the above
comment, in order to coordinate projects. The comment does identify any specific
CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is
required.

Comment H.8: The DEIR states that the “The results of the TIA showed that the buildout of the
Specific Plan would result in LOS operational deficiencies at a total of 16 study intersections under
background plus project and/or cumulative plus project conditions” (p. 299). The DEIR also notes
that “No feasible improvements were identified at seven of the 16 deficient intersections... due to
right of way constraints” and summarizes feasible improvements for the other 11 intersections (p.
302). VTA notes that several of the intersections where LOS operational deficiencies were found are
CMP intersections, and that two of these CMP intersections are along the County’s Expressway
system (Intersections #40 and #45) and one crosses the VTA light rail Orange Line. The City should
work with the County and VTA to monitor the Project’s effect on these intersections as buildout
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occurs, to determine whether the potential improvements in the DEIR (such as depressing light rail
tracks at Lawrence Expressway and Tasman Drive) is warranted, and to contribute funds through the
citywide nexus study/fee.

Response H.8: The City will coordinate with the County and VTA throughout
project buildout to confirm the improvements identified in the Draft EIR are
warranted. The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies
of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

L Valley Water (February 10, 2023)

Comment I.1: Within the Plan area Valley Water has fee title property and easement along both the
Sunnyvale East and West Channels. Both channels were constructed in the 1960’s by Valley Water
to serve as storm drains in response to flooding caused by a combination of major storm events, land
subsidence, and inadequate drainage to the south San Francisco Bay. The channels should not be
referred to as “creeks” or “rivers” as they are not located in the vicinity of a historic creek and have
no historical upstream watershed. They were designed for an approximate 10-year storm event and
were constructed with a combination of concrete box culverts, concrete lining, sack concrete slope
protection, rock slope protection, or earth lined trapezoidal shaped channels where the most
downstream sections included earthen levees.

Response I.1: The Draft EIR does not describe the East or West Channels as creeks
or rivers. For example, on page 202 of the Draft EIR, these channels are described as
hardened channels: “Moffett Park is located in an area where catchments drain to
hardened channels (e.g., Lockheed Martin, Sunnyvale West Channel and Sunnyvale
East Channels [emphasis added] and/or tidal areas (e.g., San Francisco Bay) as
described below.” Text has been added to page 202 of the Draft EIR to include the
design details of the channels provided in the above comment (refer to Section 5.0
Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.2: Page 28 and page 112 state that mitigation will be provided for impacts to riparian
habitat. Please note that no mitigation is allowed on Valley Water property for non-Valley Water
projects.

Response 1.2: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment 1.3: The DEIR does not include any discussion in the Biological Resources or Hydrology
and Water Quality sections regarding impacts on the Sunnyvale East or West Channels due to the
proposed the pedestrian bridge crossings. The DEIR should include discussion of how any proposed
bridge crossings may impact Sunnyvale East and West Channels. To minimize impacts to these
facilities, including operational impacts, the number of new crossings should be minimized and
where possible pedestrian crossings should be incorporated into existing road crossings.

Response 1.3: The Specific Plan proposes a transportation network that identifies the
location of two potential bicycle crossings over the East Channel. Text to page 12 of
the Draft EIR has been added to clarify this and Figure 2.3-4a has been added to the

Moffett Park Specific Plan 40 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



Draft EIR to show the approximate location of these crossings (refer to Section 5.0
Draft EIR Text Revisions). No crossings of the West Channel are proposed as part of
the Specific Plan.

Impacts to the East and West Channel are considered in the biological resources and
hydrology and water quality sections of the Draft EIR. The analysis on page 112 in
Section 3.4 Biological Resources acknowledges that implementation of the Specific
Plan could result in infrastructure over waterways (such as the East Channel) that
may impact riparian areas. Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-10 requires future
development within 250 feet of riparian areas to evaluate impacts to riparian habitat
and avoid impacts. The impact discussion under Impact HYD-1 on page 208 of the
Draft EIR concludes that existing water quality regulations would reduce water
quality impacts from future construction and development (such as future crossings
of the East Channel) to a less than significant level and the impact discussion under
Impact HYD-3 on page 210 through 211 of the Draft EIR discusses how the Specific
Plan would increase pervious surfaces around the East and West Channels and not
substantially alter the drainage of the East and West Channels.

Construction details for the crossings of the East Channel are currently unknown.
When the crossings are designed and construction details known, subsequent
environmental review would be required and mitigation measures would be
identified, as necessary, to reduce the impacts (including impacts to biological
resources and water quality) from the construction and operations of the future
crossings.

Comment 1.4: The discussion on page 86 under Regional and Local Regulatory Framework, should
include the Water Resources Protection Collaborative’s Guidelines and Standards for Land Use near
Streams (Guidelines and Standards), which was adopted by the City, and Valley Water’s Water
Resources Protection Ordinance and Manual.

Response 1.4: Text has been added to page 86 of the Draft EIR to include a
description of the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams and Water
Resources Protection Ordinance and Manual referenced in the above comment (refer
to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions of this Final EIR.

Comment 1.5: Page 92 states that Sunnyvale East appears to be tidally influenced. The document
should state that the channel is tidally influenced to approximately Highway 101.

Response 1.5: Text has been added to pages 92/93 of the Draft EIR to clarify that the
Sunnyvale East Channel is tidally influenced to approximately Highway 101 (refer to
Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.6: Page 93 states Sunnyvale West channel is tidally influenced. The document should
state that the channel is tidally influenced to approximately Mathilda Avenue.
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Response 1.6: Text has been added to page 93 of the Draft EIR to clarify that the
Sunnyvale West Channel is tidally influence to approximately Mathilda Avenue
(refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions)

Comment 1.7: The discussion of riparian impacts in the Biological Resources section, including
pages 111 (Impact BIO-2) and page 116 (Impact BIO-5) should discuss compliance with the
Guidelines and Standards and the Valley Water’s Water Resources Protection Manual, including
lighting and setbacks to waterways and riparian areas.

Response 1.7: Text has been added to the impact discussion under Impact BIO-2 on
page 113 of the Draft EIR to clarify that future development under the Specific Plan
would be subject to the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams and
Water Resources Protection Ordinance. Text has also been added to the impact
discussion under Impact BIO-5 on page 116 of the Draft EIR to clarify how future
development would comply with the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near
Streams and Water Resources Protection Ordinance and Manual, as applicable. This
comment does not provide new information that would change the conclusions
disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment 1.8: The Groundwater and Subsidence section on page 145 notes that local groundwater
provides 40 percent of the Bay Area’s water supply. While this is accurate for Santa Clara County,
California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118 (Department of Water Resources, 2020) notes groundwater
provides 20% of the water supply for the San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region. Also, this paragraph
uses meters instead of feet as the unit of measure. Meters are not used anywhere else in the DEIR;
therefore, for consistency, the document should use feet instead of meters in this paragraph.

Response 1.8: Text on page 145 of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that local
groundwater provides 40 percent of the County’s water supply (refer to Section 5.0
Draft EIR Text Revisions). This comment does not provide new information that
would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment 1.9: The discussion regarding Valley Water on page 198, should be replaced with the
following text:

“Valley Water operates as the flood protection agency for Santa Clara County. Valley Water also
provides stream stewardship and is the wholesale water supplier throughout the county, which
includes the groundwater recharge program. In accordance with Valley Water’s Water Resources
Protection Ordinance, any work within Valley Water’s fee title right of way or easement or work that
impacts Valley Water facilities requires the issuance of a Valley Water permit. Under Valley Water’s
Well Ordinance 90-1, permits are required for any boring, drilling, deepening, refurbishing, or
destroying a water well, cathodic protection well, observation well, monitoring well, exploratory
boring (45 feet or deeper), or other deep excavation that intersects the groundwater aquifers of Santa
Clara County.”

The discussion on page 199 regarding the City’s regulatory framework related to water resources
should include reference to the Guidelines and Standards.
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Response 1.9: The text on page 198 has been revised with an updated description of
the Water Resources Protection Ordinance and District Well Ordinance as suggested
in the above comment and to include a description of the Collaborative’s Guidelines

and Standards for Land Use Near Streams adopted in 2007 (refer to Section 5.0 Draft
EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.10: The discussion on page 201, Groundwater, should note that due to the long
agricultural history of the Santa Clara Subbasin and subsequent land development, there are likely
many abandoned wells in the Subbasin. While some of these abandoned wells may have been sealed
prior to well permitting requirements, many have open casings and may be discovered during
construction. If abandoned wells are encountered during construction, they must be properly
destroyed with related work permitted by Valley Water as per Valley Water’s Ordinance 90-1
discussed above.

Response 1.10: Text has been added to page 183 and 201 of the Draft EIR to clarify
that abandoned wells may be present in Moffett Park. Page 198 of the Draft EIR (as
revised) discloses that wells encountered during construction must be properly
destroyed in accordance with Valley Water’s Well Ordinance 90-1. Refer to Section
5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions. This comment does not provide new information that
would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment I.11: The discussion under Groundwater on page 202, needs to include a reference(s)
supporting the statements made in the paragraph starting with the sentence “Studies completed to
assess the influence of tides on groundwater elevations at the shallowest aquifers generally concludes
that tidal influence was not measurable at the locations monitored.”

Response I.11: The source for the above referenced text is the Sea-Level Rise
Impacts on Shallow Groundwater in Moffett Park Technical Addendum, which is
included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. A footnote has been added to the text to
clarify this (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.12: Page 204, Figure 3.10-2, is titled “Groundwater Depth in Moffett Park™ (note —
‘depth to groundwater’ is the commonly used term) but the figure legend uses the phrase “water table
elevation (NAVD)”. Depth to groundwater and water table elevation mean two different things. The
figure legend and title need to be corrected as noted for accuracy and consistency.

Response 1.12: The title for Figure 3.10-2 on page 204 of the Draft EIR has been
revised to “Groundwater Elevations in Moffett Park™ (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR
Text Revisions). This comment does not provide new information that would change
the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment 1.13: The discussion on page 206 regarding flooding should note that the Specific Plan
area includes areas in a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) AE to the north and east and areas to the
south and west are generally located in Zone X, protected by levees. Areas currently designated as
Zone X, which is not a SFHA, may in the future be subject to increased flooding due to sea level rise
or other changes that impact the levees that currently protect those areas.
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Response 1.13: Section 3.10.1.2 Existing Conditions, Page 206 of the Draft EIR
notes that the northern and eastern portions of Moffett Park and along the East and
West Channels are within a SFHA. The Draft EIR text has been updated to clarify
that areas to the south and west are generally located in Zone X, protected levees and
that areas designated within Zone X (which is not a SFHA) may be subject to
increased flooding in the future due to sea level rise or changes that affect levees
which currently protect these areas (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.14: The discussion of flooding of Sunnyvale East and West Channels on page 206 needs
to be revised for accuracy. Please replace the sentence regarding flooding on these channels with the
following:

“The cause of high-water levels on Sunnyvale East and West Channels could stem from multiple
factors, including backwater flows from San Tomas Aquino and Calabazas Creeks, coastal flood
events, high flows on the creeks themselves and higher roughness in the channel. Flooding could
potentially occur from a combination of one or more of these factors.”

Response 1.14: The text on page 206 of the Draft EIR has been reworded per the
above comment (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). This comment does
not provide new information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed
in the Draft EIR.

Comment 1.15: The discussion on page 206 under “Flooding and Other Inundation Hazards” states,
“The Shoreline Project, a joint effort between Valley Water, Coastal Conservancy, and the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), is planning, designing, and constructing a shoreline levee
to replace the protection provided by the salt pond berms.” The DEIR should also note that the
Shoreline Phase III Feasibility Study will determine the feasibility of implementing various options
to protect the low-lying areas along the Santa Clara County shoreline at risk to coastal flooding and
sea-level rise as well as identify opportunities for environmental restoration and expanded public
access to San Francisco Bay. The outcome of the Shoreline Phase III Feasibility Study must
determine that there is a positive benefit to cost ratio of building coastal flood protection in the study
area in order for the project to move forward with design and construction. After the completion of
the feasibility study, the project must compete nationally for congressional funding. The project
partners, including the City of Sunnyvale, must work together throughout the feasibility study and
beyond in order to build appropriate shoreline protection. It should also be noted that at this time the
feasibility study has not commenced.

Response 1.15: The information in the above comment has been added to page 206
of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment 1.16: The discussion of impacts related to flooding on pages 210 (Impact HDY-3), 211
(Impact HYD-4) and 212 (Impact HYD-C) do not discuss how new development will be protected
from existing flooding or comply with the National Flood Insurance Program requirements and City
floodplain policies and requirements. Nor do the discussions address the additional fill proposed to
raise the finished floors of non-residential buildings (page 214) as may be required for residential
buildings to meet federal and City floodplain ordinances would impact both the extent and depth of
existing flooding. While Valley Water is working to make flood protection improvements on both
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Sunnyvale East and West Channels as part of our capital improvement program, until these projects
are completed and the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) are revised, development within existing
Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) will need to comply with federal and City flood ordnance
requirements. Additionally, Valley Water’s projects may not remove all properties currently located
within the SFHAS for various reasons including flooding from other sources such as tidal flooding.

Response 1.16: As discussed in Section 3.10.3 Non-CEQA Effects, page 214 of the
Draft EIR, per the California Building Industry Association versus Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4" 369 (BIA v. BAAQMD), effects of the
environment on a project or Specific Plan are not considered CEQA impacts.
Therefore, the effects of flooding on future development under the Specific Plan were
not evaluated as a CEQA impact under Impact HYD-3, Impact HYD-4 or Impact
HYD-C of the Draft EIR. Text has been added to page 214 to clarify future
development would comply with existing regulations, including the National Flood
Insurance Program and City Municipal Code requirements, to avoid and/or minimize
flooding effects on future development (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text
Revisions).

Comment 1.17: In the second paragraph on page 322 under “Groundwater”, please either delete the
term “safe yield” regarding groundwater extraction of 8,000 AFY because that term is not used in
Valley Water’s 2021 Groundwater Management Plan or provide a proper citation if that term is used
in a City of Sunnyvale planning document. Additionally, the word “received” should be replaced by
“pumped” in the sentence “In fiscal year 2021 to 2022, the City of Sunnyvale received 135 AF of
groundwater.”

Response 1.17: The phrase “safe yield” in the above referenced sentence is referring
to the pumping capacity of the City’s physical wells that are currently operating. The
text on page 322 has been revised to provide the clarification requested in the above
comment (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revision).

Comment 1.18: The discussion on page 335 regarding water supply and the Water Supply
Assessment in Appendix J concludes that the project could increase water demands up to 7,400 acre-
feet per year beyond the estimated use in the City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Even
before these additional demands the Urban Water Management Plan already assumes a substantial
increase in water conservation to allow supplies to meet future demands. Valley Water encourages
the City to help meet this water conservation goal by requiring all available water conservation
measures in the master plan. Valley Water has been working with jurisdictions throughout the county
on a Model Water Efficient New Development Ordinance that the City may consider ensuring that
there are sufficient water supplies into the future. Measures from the Model Water Efficient New
Development Ordinance include:

e Hot water recirculation systems;

e Alternate water sources collection (like cisterns) and recycled water connections as feasible;

* Encourage non-potable reuse of water like recycled water, graywater and
rainwater/stormwater in new development and remodels through installation of dual
plumbing for irrigation, toilet flushing, cooling towers, and other non-potable water uses;
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e Require dedicated landscape meters where applicable;

e Require installation of separate submeters to each unit in multi-family developments and
individual spaces within commercial buildings to encourage efficient water use (Studies have
shown that adding submeters can reduce water use 15 to 30 percent); and

e Use of weather- or soil-based irrigation controllers.

Response 1.18: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR, nor does it provide new information that would change
the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is
required.

Comment 1.19: Appendix G, Technical Memorandum: Stormwater Management, the first sentence
on page 14 states, “...including the reasons for increased groundwater discharge in recent years”. It is
not clear from the report what, if any, data or technical analysis is used to support that statement. The
DEIR should specify what specific years does “recent years” represent in this sentence.

Response 1.19: The Sunnyvale Shoreline Resilience Vision Technical Memorandum:
Stormwater Management included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR memorializes the
conversation at a technical workshop that was held on February 4, 2021 to discuss
Sunnyvale’s existing stormwater system and brainstorm improvements. Attendees at
this workshop included representatives from each key stakeholder organization in the
Sunnyvale Shoreline Resilience Vision group: Valley Water, Google, City of
Sunnyvale, NASA, Lockheed Martin, South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project/US
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District.

The complete sentence on page 14 of is memorandum that is referenced in the above
comment is as follows: “Further exploration is needed to better understand existing
groundwater pumping and treatment systems, including the reasons for increased
groundwater discharge in recent years.” This statement represents an informal
observation provided at the workshop about recent conditions in the NASA Ames
western and eastern drainage areas.

The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment 1.20: Appendix G, Sunnyvale Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Strategy: Background,
Groundwater Vulnerability Assessment, page 37, as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the
Santa Clara Subbasin, Valley Water would be interested in coordinating efforts to supplement the
initial assessment of increasing groundwater hazard due to sea-level rise by the Plane et al. (2019)
study.

Response 1.20: The City will coordinate with Valley Water, as requested in the
above comment. This coordination will be separate from the Specific Plan. The
comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft
EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
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ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESSES, AND INDIVIDUALS

J. Brick. (February 10, 2023)

Comment J.1: [ hope this letter finds you well. Brick. would like to express its support for the
Moffett Park Specific Plan’s goals of creating a more connected, inclusive and sustainable built
environment. Our thanks goes out to the City staff and the team of consultants who have put together
a very thoughtful plan for the future of Moffett Park. As architects currently working in the City, we
appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the success of the Moffett Park Specific Plan and to the
future of the City of Sunnyvale.

As an architectural firm with a strong interest in sustainable design and urban planning, we are
writing to express some of our points of concern regarding the Draft Moffett Park Specific Plan. We
believe it is important to provide constructive feedback on proposals that will shape the future of the
city, and we believe the Draft Moffett Park Specific Plan could benefit from some revisions.

Firstly, we would like to address the issue of street and infrastructure improvements. While we
support the goal of creating a sustainable community, we do not believe that upgrading all
infrastructure, regardless of whether it is necessary or not, is an economically sustainable policy. This
approach will certainly lead to a significant increase in costs for developers and may jeopardize the
feasibility of many projects. Instead, we believe that the city should focus on upgrading infrastructure
only when it is necessary and where it will have the greatest impact on sustainability and livability.

Another area of concern is the requirement for green roofs. As architects, we believe that green roofs
are an important tool for reducing the urban heat island effect, improving air quality, and providing
additional outdoor space. However, we also believe that the requirement for green roofs may limit
the feasibility of mass timber projects given the weight requirements and the additional structural
support necessary. The sustainable benefits of a green roof, namely stormwater retention and heat
island reduction, can be achieved in other ways that do not require increasing the structural capacity
of the building.

Response J.1: The Specific Plan does not require upgrading of all infrastructure or
require green roofs. The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is required.

Comment J.2: Finally, we would like to highlight the requirement for Creation/Innovation spaces in
the O-1 and O-2 zones. While we believe that these spaces have the potential to be an important asset
to the new district, we have concerns about the specific requirements outlined in the Draft Moffett
Park Specific Plan. The tenant market for these types of small spaces is limited, which will result in
many empty spaces. Many large corporate tenants cannot share their campuses with other tenants due
to security concerns. Additionally, the requirement for redundant infrastructure, such as electrical
services and generators, will increase the carbon footprint of the project and place additional
demands on the city’s infrastructure.

We believe that the Draft Moffett Park Specific Plan has the potential to be a positive step forward
for the city of Sunnyvale, but also believe that some revisions are necessary to ensure that it is
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sustainable, livable, and economically viable. We would be happy to engage further in this important
conversation and provide any additional feedback that may be of assistance.

Response J.2: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is required.

K. D’Souza, Gladwyn (February 10, 2023)

Comment K.1: Because of out of attainment NOX, Ozone, and VMT in Appendix D Air Quality,
the project should add feasible measures for AQ public health impact reduction.

1. Charge incoming vehicles via Fastrak or video; and rebate automatically with cashout, those that
are electric, including e and other micromobility, and who would participate in the program via rfid
or face recognition.

Response K.1: The Bay Area is in non-attainment for ground-level ozone, PM> 5, and
PMio under the federal and/or state Clean Air Act, as explained on page 59 of the
Draft EIR. The precursors to ozone are Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and nitrogen
oxide (NOx). Pages 69 through 72 of the Draft EIR disclose that buildout of the
Specific Plan would result in significant, unavoidable operational air pollutant
emissions of ROG, fine particulate matter (PM: ), and coarse particulate matter
(PMio). As explained on page 70 of the Draft EIR, the significant operational ROG
emissions are attributed to the use of architectural coatings (i.e., paint) for buildings
and the significant levels of PMa s and PMio primarily result from the increase in
traffic and associated tailpipe exhaust emissions resulting from implementation of the
project. The health effects associated with these emissions are discussed on pages 72
through 74 of the Draft EIR. These impacts are based on the technical Air Quality
Analysis included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR.

As discussed on pages 70 through 72, the Specific Plan includes requirements and
policies to use of low VOC coatings to reduce ROG emissions and implement
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies to reduce vehicle trips. Specific
Plan policies, specifically Policy TDMP-2.1 to establish a Transportation
Management Association (TMA) to oversee mobility improvements, coordinate
efforts, and manage a district-wide TDM strategy and Policy TDMP-2.4 to continue
to collaborate with Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) to align local
development with transit infrastructure improvements, have flexibility and could
consider the above suggested measure to promote alternatives to single-occupancy
vehicle trips for policy compliance.

This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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Comment K.2: 2. The TDM, set a goal of 50% SOV, is excellent but is still out of attainment of
PM2.5. Increase mitigation via increased vegetative barriers, indoor air filters, and a stronger target
like 25% SOV. CARB in 2005 recommended that housing be located 500 feet away from pollution
sources. Recent recommendations in the European Union say the barrier should be 1,000 feet to
avoid significant epigenetic effects. Highway vegetative barriers are one way to reduce impacts.

Response K.2: Refer to Response H.1 regarding the Specific Plan’s single-
occupancy vehicle goal of 50 percent. There is no data to support the feasibility of an
SOV rate of 25 percent for the project, as suggested in the above comment. While the
implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant, unavoidable
operational emissions of PM> s, a mitigation measure requiring a more aggressive
SOV rate (such as 25 percent) is infeasible and, pursuant to CEQA, mitigation must
be feasible.

Constructing vegetative barriers could reduce exposure of the population locally; for
example, along a busy roadway. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines recommend this measure for reducing
health risk impacts from toxic air contaminants and PM: s to sensitive receptors.
However, there is no specific data or guidance that demonstrates the amount of
reduction vegetative barriers provide. Specific Plan policies 10.3.3-1 through 10.3.3-
3 (which are described on pages 67 through 69 and 72) require new development to
address issues of TAC and PMa s exposure through proper site design and use of
enhanced filtration. Vegetative barriers may be included in future projects on an
individual basis. Furthermore, CARB 2005 recommendations are outdated and
superseded by BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines methodology, which
recommend use of site-specific data that represent current and future conditions.

This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment K.3: 3. The recommendations in 2 will also reduce GHG. Reduce GHG further feasibly

by designing the project as a microgrids for 24/7 renewables similar to the google project in San José
at Diridon station and use geothermal for fixed power.

Response K.3: The potential for microgrids and use of geothermal power is allowed
per Specific Plan Policy IU-3.3, which is described on page 39 of the Draft EIR as
follows: “Encourage sustainable development practices for development projects to
reduce the demands on the water supply and sanitary sewer systems, including use of
recycled water indoors, installation of localized blackwater systems, regenerative and
high efficiency landscape practices that reduce water and energy use, development of
private district utility systems, and increased building efficiency beyond City
standards.”

As described on page 135 of the Draft EIR, Silicon Valley Clean Energy (SVCE) is
the electricity provider for the City of Sunnyvale and provides 100 percent GHG
emission free electricity. Therefore, requiring future development to include
microgrids would not be needed to reduce GHG emissions from electricity use. No
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specific development is proposed at this time. In the event future development under
the Specific Plan is determined to result in a significant project-level GHG impact
(see thresholds and discussion on page 165 through 166 of the Draft EIR), all feasible
mitigation measures would be required. If providing geothermal energy is determined
to reduce a project’s significant GHG emissions, it may be required as mitigation.
This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

L. Google LLC (February 10, 2023)

Comment L.1: Google LLC appreciates the opportunity to provide public comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Moffett Park Specific Plan (MPSP), State
Clearinghouse No. 2021080338. As set forth in Section 2.3 of the DEIR, the City’s vision for Moffett
Park is as follows: “Moffett Park is an integral part of Sunnyvale, and a well-connected ecological
innovation district with a diverse mix of uses that serves as a model of resilience, climate protection,
equity, and economic opportunity.” The City’s guiding principles for the MPSP include creating a
healthy, resilient, and biodiverse environment and integrating innovative and emerging technologies
in the district to support the community wide goals. (DEIR, Section 2.3). Consistent with this vision
and guiding principles, the MPSP and DEIR contain implementing policies such as IU-3.3, which is
specific to utilities and service systems, and provides: “Encourage sustainable development practices
for development projects to reduce the demands on the water supply and sanitary sewer systems,
including use of recycled water indoors, installation of localized blackwater systems, regenerative
and high efficiency landscape practices that reduce water and energy use, development of private
district utility systems, and increased building efficiency beyond City standards.”

Google LLC supports the City’s vision for Moffett Park as an ecological innovation district, and
specifically supports any future proposals for private district utility systems (District Systems)
consistent with the MPSP and DEIR’s policies and analysis. This letter describes District Systems,
including the components necessary to enable District Systems and the service options; the benefits
of District Systems compared to business-as-usual; and the most accurate way for District Systems to
be studied and assessed in a future project context.

Projects within Moffett Park could construct and operate private District Systems that could serve
certain buildings within the Master Plan with wastewater, recycled water, thermal energy (heating
and cooling), centralized waste management and local renewable energy generation. The District
Systems would include two primary components: (1) one or more Central Plants (CP), and (2) a
network of underground pipe connections that connect multiple buildings to the CP.

The particular District Systems that could be implemented in Moffett Park could include:

e Local renewable energy generation and battery storage.

e District Thermal with all-electric heating and cooling systems.

e Water Reuse Facility that treats wastewater to create recycled water for non-potable reuse.
This could include the use of pyrolysis or anaerobic digestion (including best management
practices for odor control) for onsite solids management.

e Centralized Waste Management opportunities to manage waste at the source to become a
resource.
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Associated with a District Thermal System, there are a number of integrated technology
opportunities to increase energy efficiency and reliability, such as:

e Thermal Storage tanks or materials with high thermal capacity.

e Waste Heat Recovery Systems including heat recovery from sewer lines (related to Water
Reuse and District Thermal).

e Ground-Source Heat Exchange Field (i.e., geofield): where possible, geofields would be
implemented to leverage renewable, seasonal thermal energy storage. Geofields could consist
of energy piles either integrated with a structural pile foundation or as drilled bores
underneath a mat slab foundation. Energy bores could also be implemented in open space

(i.e., not as part of a building’s foundation system). The energy bores could have a maximum
depth of 500 feet.

District Systems provide significant benefits compared to business-as-usual utility connections. For
example, District Systems can provide the following:
e Increased environmental performance through energy efficiency, reduced carbon footprint,
reduced potable water use, increased reliability,
e Reduced burden on city infrastructure,
e Improved urban outcomes through significantly reduced building equipment footprints,
resultant noise and pollutants, and
e Circular economy and innovation by providing local opportunities to innovate through
reusing resources and addressing the City’s targets of carbon neutrality and climate action
goals.

Any environmental review of future projects with proposed District Systems (or with the option for
District Systems) should not consider District Systems as additive to business-as-usual (i.e., additive
to a baseline project with conventional utility connections). Rather, any future environmental review
of projects with District Systems should analyze the impacts of District Systems, which is anticipated
to be below the impacts of business-as-usual.

Response L.1: The City will review development applications and operational details
for district systems and determine the appropriate analysis for such systems at the
time submitted. The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

M. Lockheed Martin Corporation Properties, Inc. (January 12, 2023)

Comment M.1: PG 138: New natural gas services to be prohibited in Moffett Park? Is this an issue
for our continuing industrial operations! Can exemption for industrial uses be incorporated?

Response M.1: The City’s Reach Code does not apply to existing development. Page
138 of the Draft EIR states: ... the City’s Reach Code prohibits natural gas use for
residential uses....” Natural gas use may be permitted for industrial uses. Pages 133
and 134 summarizes that the City’s Reach Code prohibits gas appliances with the
exception of certain non-residential uses such as factories, hazardous materials

Moffett Park Specific Plan 51 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



manufacturing, and laboratory facilities, as well as emergency operation centers and
commercial dryers in large hotels.

Comment M.2: PG 296: District Parking Strategy: Mostly centralized in series of shared parking
garages. Additional detail on how this would work?

Response M.2: Page 296 of the Draft EIR states: “Under full buildout conditions, the
Specific Plan would implement a district parking strategy, where parking is mostly
centralized in a series of shared parking garages. With district parking, people coming
into Moffett Park would park once and use other modes of transport (e.g., walking or
biking) to complete their activities within Moffett Park.” This described as the “park-
once” environment on pages 59 and 231 of the draft Specific Plan, which is included
as Appendix B to the Draft EIR. All future development would be required to submit
a Site Master Plan application. As part of future master plans, the need for district
parking facilities or contributions towards development of district parking facilities
will be assessed by the City. Refer to Response H.2 for a description of parking
management facilitated by the Specific Plan’s park-once policy. This comment does
not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR.

N. Miramar Capital (February 10, 2023 email)

Comment N.1: In the BKF Waste Water Master Plan Report (October 2022) Section 6.0- Existing
System Evaluation (BKF Report), it indicates there was an evaluation of the “Cumulative Impact
Evaluation and Cumulative Impact Improvements. If this evaluation includes off site flows + the
flows created by the Moffett Park Specific Plan (MPSP) full build out, the proposed new sanitary
sewer system is overbuilt to accommodate sanitary sewage for the entire City of Sunnyvale (City).
The builders and developers in the MPSP should not be held entirely responsible for the cost of this
City-wide system upgrade. Accordingly, a careful nexus study must be completed to determine the
level of incremental responsibility to the MPSP development should contribute to the new City-wide
system. Under the total cost estimates in the BKF Report, there is only a $600,000 difference ($17.9
million vs. $18.5 million) between the total cost for the MPSP improvements versus the cost to
remedy existing deficiencies. This indicates that the MPSP projects are responsible for the lion’s
share of the City-wide upgrade. These significant improvement costs not only add to the cost of
housing, but appear to be disproportionate to the actual MSPSP impacts to the sewer system.

Response N.1: As explained on page 42 of the Draft EIR, CEQA requires an EIR to
discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is
cumulatively considerable. The October 2022 Wastewater Master Plan Report by
BKF Engineers referenced in the above comment and included in Appendix K of the
Draft EIR evaluates the project’s impact on the sewer system under existing and
cumulative conditions.

A summary of the analysis is included on pages 332 through 334 and pages 340
through 341 of the Draft EIR. Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) listed in Table
3.19-3 on page 332 of the Draft EIR are required to provide adequate sewer system
capacity to serve the project under existing and cumulative conditions. The
cumulative analysis assumes sanitary sewage flows from the buildout of the General
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Plan and Specific Plan. All cumulative projects, including development in Moffett
Park, would be required to fund the CIPs. As explained on page 340 of the Draft EIR,
improvements needed to the City’s sewer system (including the CIPs listed in Table
3.19-3 of the Draft EIR) are funded through the collection of sewer connection fees.
Developers citywide (not just in Moffett Park) are required to pay the sewer
connection fee prior to development or redevelopment of a property.

The cost for the improvements identified in Appendix K of the Draft EIR and
referenced in the above comment are for CIPs necessary to serve the project under
existing and cumulative conditions. The analysis does not evaluate or identify other
CIPs that may be needed independent of the Specific Plan development.

The comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions in the Draft EIR.

Comment N.2: Moreover, the BKF report calls for upping the size of the primarily 12” water main
system to 16” and 18” mains. This upsizing seems very conservative and may be setting up the
overbuilding of the water system to a level that is not needed or necessary. Again, we are concerned
about the significant cost of providing new infrastructure that seems to be over engineered for the
actual needs in the MPSP, which will result in higher cost for the much-needed housing in the City
that the MPSP seeks to unlock.

Response N.2: The project’s impact to the water system is summarized on pages 329
through 331 of the Draft EIR and is based on the October 2022 Water Master Plan
Report by BKF, which is included in Appendix L of the Draft EIR. The identified
improvements referenced in the above comment and listed in Table 3.19-2 on page
330 of the Draft EIR are required to provide adequate fire flow service (i.e., meet the
City’s minimum allowable pressure levels under Maximum Day Demand with Fire
Flow and Peak Hour Demand scenarios) for the project under existing and cumulative
conditions. The comment does not provide new information that would change the
analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR.

0. Miramar Capital (February 10, 2023 letter)

Comment O.1: Miramar Capital has submitted to the City a development concept design for a 300+
unit residential project on a +/- 2.0-acre site located at 352 E. Java Drive, the SE corner of Java Drive
and Geneva Drive, to inform the drafting of the policies and standards for the South Java area of the
Moffett Park Specific Plan (MPSP). The recently released Draft MPSP appears to have changed
dramatically since the last public presentation. We are concerned that certain new policies and
development standards of the draft MPSP will make it infeasible and impractical to accomplish the
goals of the MPSP to develop high-density residential in the South Java Area which is critical to
achieve the jobs and housing balance and support the CEQA Analysis for the MPSP. Below is a
synopsis of our concerns.

1. We have studied and optimized our design for the highest residential density possible that is viable
and feasible on our site. The design would include parking above grade at 0.82 spaces/unit. Soil
conditions in that area of Moffett Park are poor, mostly due to a high groundwater table, and a
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subterranean parking and deep foundations for Type I (concrete) high-rise construction at that
location are not viable. The maximum density we can achieve for a marketable and feasible product
on that 2 ac. Site is a Type III (5-story wood over 2 story concrete) building with 330 units. Type I
(concrete) high-rise construction, even with ideal soil conditions, is not viable due to construction
costs and interest rates. We are not aware of many, if any, Type I high-rise residential projects under
development in the market.

2. Most critically, the proposed 50-foot diagonal bike/ped (The Diagonal) path would bisect our site
and many other parcels in the area and drastically reduce our developable site and render
development of any building on the parcel infeasible by dramatically increasing costs and causing
design inefficiencies. A 50-ft wide path through the middle of the site would create 2 small and
irregular shape parcel that could not be developed practically and feasible. The 330 units shown on
our concept plan are possible only if we utilized our parcel fully and optimally as shown on our
submitted concept plan. We are aware that the City would need us to maximize density on our site in
order to make Moffett Park walkable and dense and make the jobs/housing ratio work for the CEQA
Analysis. However, the changes to the MPSP render our parcel, and other residential land use
designated parcels, incapable of supporting any development and density above their current uses.
We believe that there are viable alternatives to provide bike and pedestrian access on the perimeter of
our site, as proposed on our concept plan, to ultimately link to the Java Drive LRT station.

3. Limiting lot coverage to 70% (+15% for additional hardscape elements) and excluding publicly
accessible open space from the net site area, further impedes the ability to develop sites utilizing
podium courtyards and/or Type V or Type III construction which is the only construction type viable
for residential construction in this market. No type of residential construction will be possible on that
site with these lot coverage development standards.

4. “Floor Plate Reduction” and “Facade Step-Back” above the 7" story are not compatible with high
density mid-rise residential apartment design. Efficient multi-family residential projects rely on
stacked floor plates for continuity of building systems and acoustical relationships of adjoining uses.
These development standards will further reduce density and feasibility and increase costs of
residential construction.

5. The “Major Break” requirement as part of the building modulation within the Fine Grain Core
Area currently requires a 20° deep recess into the building massing. This requirement will further
reduce the potential residential density of the project. Alternatively, a 5-foot deep recess would allow
for substantial and meaningful massing break while still accommodating a reduced depth unit design
and maintaining the project’s density goals.

6. The requirement for 4” offset from glazing to the exterior building finish will require the use of
more complicated framing and waterproofing and will cause the project to incur significant cost
above and beyond what is seen elsewhere in the market.

7. Requiring transformers to be located inside of buildings or underground is another development
standard which make construction of residential projects impractical and infeasible. As PG&E and
other utilities have routinely prohibited the installation of underground transformers with their
jurisdiction, this language will force transformers inside of buildings into areas that are already
scarce and in high demand in high-density buildings in order to accommodate other uses and
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program such as storage and trash and parking access. Given that these transformer rooms have strict
exterior access requirements, the addition of these rooms will add larger areas of solid walls and
doors to project facades at the street level where activation and glazing is the most desired and will
make it difficult to provide storage, parking access or trash areas.

The use of terms like “shall” in the MPSP provides no flexibility or alternatives compliance for
projects. We suggest that alternative terms such as “encouraged” or “considered” be used to meet the
intent of a design requirement and provide flexibility to staff and applicants to achieve the goals of
the MPSP.

The objections stated above are not exhaustive and highlight many of the critically concerning
features, conditions and standards which render development of a residential project on our site
infeasible. In order for the city to achieve the desired goals of 7,500 dwelling units in the South Java
District, we would need development standards that accommodate and support the maximum and
optimally feasible development of the residentially designated parcels. We look forward to
scheduling further meetings with you and staff to discuss our concerns and propose alternative
standards.

Response O.1: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is required.

P. Price, Mitch (January 17, 2023)
Comment P.1: I have a few silly questions about table 3.17-2 on page 297 of the draft EIR:

1. I checked the referenced table (page 9 of "Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation
Analysis" in Appendix I), and it shows a different mode share for non-driving external trips. It looks
like the "Total" mode split on Table 4 of the Transportation Analysis has accidentally been
transposed into the draft EIR as "External" mode split at build out, resulting in the "Bike-Walk"
percentage being over-inflated.

Response P.1: The text in Table 3.17-2 on page 297 of the Draft EIR for external
non-driving trips has been revised to show 18 percent bike/walk, 23 percent transit,
and 59 percent shuttle. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions.

Comment P.2: Additionally, I am confused as to where the 587,222 average daily trips being
generated comes from and was unable to find it in the Transportation Analysis report - is there an
explanation of where this is calculated somewhere?

Response P.2: The 587,222 average daily trips were calculated using the trip
generation model. The number of trips was inadvertently omitted from the table in the
Transportation Analysis report included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. The
Transportation Analysis report has been revised to include the 587,222 average daily
trips. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions.
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Q. Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP (February 9, 2023)

Comment Q.1: Chapter 4.4, pg. 82 (General Land Use) Land Use Controls for MP-R District. The
Draft Plan states that allowable land uses in the future MP-R District are listed in the Sunnyvale
Zoning Code. However, there is no existing MP-R District to draw from in the Sunnyvale Zoning

Code. Please provide proposed allowable land uses the future MP-R district within or as an
attachment to the Draft MPSP.

Response Q.1: Table 2.3-3 on pages 10 through 12 of the Draft EIR includes the
land use districts and their description, allowed uses, and location and gross acreage.
As shown on page 11 of the Draft EIR, the allowed uses in the MP-R: Residential
land use district are residential, day care, group homes, parks and open space, schools
and community facilities. The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues
or inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment Q.2: Chapter 4.4 Chapter 10 Plan Area Permitting Requirements. The Draft Plan states
that all development will be required to submit a Site Master Plan for review, and that neighborhood-
serving commercial uses will be subject to permitting requirements in the City’s Zoning Code.

However, the current zoning code does not identify commercial permitting requirements for the
future MP-R District, and the Draft Plan does not provides little additional detail on entitlement
process for Plan area redevelopment. Draft Plan Section 10.3 states that Site Master Plan
requirements are established in a separate set of guidelines.

Please provide commercial use permitting requirements for the future MP-R district within or as an
attachment to the Draft MPSP.

Please provide additional detail regarding the proposed Site Master Plan review and approval
process, and if additional entitlements are anticipated to be required for residential development
within the MPSP area. Please also provide a reference to the Site Master Plan requirement guidelines.

Chapter 4.4, pg. 82-83 (General Land Use) Residential FAR in the MP-R District. The Draft Plan
states that residential development in the MP-R District will be subject to a Total Maximum FAR of
350%, but indicates that no Base or Bonus FAR applies to residential development in this area. The
Draft Plan also states that residential development is not subject to maximum density controls, and
that instead maximum density is limited through detailed form-based design standards.

Application of a Total Maximum FAR functions as a de-facto residential density control by capping
total allowable residential floor area within a given property.

Please confirm that above grade parking levels would not count towards Total Maximum FAR.

Please also confirm that community service Retail/Commercial space (not required on the Property
would not count towards Total Maximum FAR.

As the Plan aims to encourage high-density residential development and already incorporates
detailed form-based density design controls (height/bulk/setback/open space), we suggest potentially
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eliminating the additional Total Maximum FAR limit in this district. Alternately, we suggest the
following:

e For purposes of calculating Total Maximum FAR, please clarify that Total Maximum FAR is
to be based upon total, current gross parcel areas.

e Allowing development that proposes a high-rise development of 85’ in height or greater to
achieve an additional FAR bonus (potentially 0.5:1) for areas above the 8th floor of
buildings, with no associated requirement to obtain transfer of development rights from the
Development Reserve; increased entitlement process (i.e. Development Agreement)
associated with this bonus; or requirement for additional community benefits. This would
incentivize development of the high-rise typology encouraged by form-based design controls
within the district by allowing for additional residential area to offset increased development
costs.

Section 5.2 (Site Design) Figure 32 (Parks and Open Space Framework) Certainty of Laneway
Location. The Draft Plan states that block breaks will be accomplished via creation of laneways
equivalent to with a minimum width of 50’ which may or may not be open to vehicular access. The
Draft Plan states that the location of these laneways on Draft Plan figures are diagrammatic, flexible
and will be determined through the Site Master Plan review process for proposed redevelopments.
However, location of laneways is also to be determined to some extent through maximum lot size
and dimensional restrictions.

As properties within the plan area are anticipated to be redeveloped over time, there is a potential that
the first site design to be approved will result in precedential laneway placement that negatively
impacts the potential for future residential development on adjacent sites, or that the first site to be
developed would be required to absorb a disproportionate burden of full laneway area dedication
within their own parcel.

In order to ensure equitable division of existing land parcels, increase certainty in the future
redevelopment process, and ensure a well-coordinated transportation network consistent with the
Draft Plan’s vision, the Owner requests that the Draft Plan provide a fixed location for future
laneways and their operation.

On the Property’s block, the Owner suggests the following guiding principles:

e A single east-west laneway be required at approximately the centerline of the block with
vehicular access.

e Laneways straddle existing property lines (e.g. a 52-ft wide laneway encroach no more than
26-ft inward from each existing property lines.

e Laneways not be required in a manner that splits exiting parcels.

Section 4.9 (Dedication and Easement Requirements) Indeterminate Encroachment through Existing
ROW Widening. The Draft Plan requires redeveloped properties to make substantial public area
dedications through easements or other means, including the area required to widen certain Plan area
streets adjacent to private parcels. However, little information is provided on the existing width of
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public ROW and improvements within the Plan area, which is necessary for owners to confirm the
extent of public land dedication that will be required on their frontages.

Please indicate the existing street and right of way widths throughout the plan area to enable existing
owners to confirm the extent of additional public land dedication required along their frontages. For

Java and Geneva (amongst other streets) the Owner suggests having the suggested ROW be overlaid
relative to existing street surveys, to understand the encroachment/easement being required.

Section 5.2.3 (Lot Coverage) Lot Coverage. The Draft Plan states that development in the MP-R
District will be subject to a maximum lot coverage area of 70%. However, the term “lot coverage” is
not clearly defined, and is controlled through other detailed form-based density restrictions such a
public area dedication and minimum building setback requirements along public streets and future
laneways.

From the team’s preliminary discussion with Planning staff on 2/1/23, it is our understanding that the
intent is for this lot coverage restriction to apply above a building base of up to two levels (or 25 feet)
high.

Please clarify that this 70% lot coverage requirement would begin Lot coverage be measured above a
‘podium’, at least two levels (or 25-feet) high.

We further request either that:
« the lot coverage requirement be increased to 80% of Net Parcel Area; or
e for purposes of Total Maximum FAR and maximum lot coverage, the Net Parcel Area be
based upon existing parcel dimensions (prior to open space dedications).

Section 5.3.4 (Usable Open Space) Section 5.4.3 (Green Roofs) Open Space — Amount and Credit.
Under the Draft Plan, public open space dedication reduces Net Parcel Area, but despite the practical
function of providing usable open space for both building residents and the community at large these
areas are not credited against project usable open space requirements.

Under the Draft Plan, building setback areas in addition to public open space dedication areas may
not count toward project usable open space requirements.

Under the Draft Plan, certain minimum green roof requirements apply.

We suggest allowing development to credit the area of public open space provided through required
easements to be credited toward private usable open space requirements.

We suggest allowing the area of required ground-level setbacks on a property to be credited toward
private usable open space requirements of development on that property, regardless of minimum
width dimensions.

We suggest allowing development to provide additional publicly-accessible-private-open-space
(“POPOS”) areas beyond the public easement areas required by the Plan, and to credit the area of
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POPOS toward private open space requirements of the development at a reduced ratio (i.e., every
square credited as 2 square feet of common usable open space).

Please clarify that the area of Green Roof provided may count toward usable open space
requirements.

Chapter 4, pg. 85. Section 5.3.4 Potential Usable Open Space Conflict Language. The Draft Plan
states that “all development must comply with the SMC Title 19 with regard to usable open space
and landscaping.” However, the Draft Plan provides usable open space and landscaping requirements
under Section 5.3.4, and the existing zoning code does not have usable open space requirements
specific to MP-R Districts.

Please clarify the specific usable open space and landscaping requirements applicable to
development in the MP-R District under both the Draft Plan and Sunnyvale Municipal Code.

Section 5.3 (Building Design) Figure 30 Clarification of Maximum Building Height. Figure 30 shows
maximum building heights throughout the Draft Plan area. This figure indicates that the Property is
largely within a 160’ height district, with a portion along the west edge shown as 170°.

Please clarify the map is accurately reflecting the proposed heigh limits on this Property, and clarify
the proposed dimensions of split height district intended for the Property.

Section 8.3.1 (Vehicle Parking Maximums) Table 24 Parking Ratio — Phasing. The Draft Plan
indicates that maximum parking amounts will be phased.

Please provide more information regarding the proposed phasing methodology. Would this be
determined by set time periods within the overall Plan period or triggered by percentage of Plan area
build-out?

Section 8.2.1 (Vehicle Parking Maximums) Parking Ratio — Shared Parking Bonus. The Draft Plan
allows development to exceed otherwise permitted maximum parking limits by up to 50%, provided
that all of the additional spaces over the maximum “shall be shared with the public at all times.”

Please clarify that this 50% bonus is tied to the per-unit maximum parking ratio in effect at the time
the development is approved. (ex: At plan adoption, the residential maximum of 1 space per unit
would increase to 1.5 spaces per unit).

We request that the Draft Plan language be amended to allow shared public parking spaces to be
made available to the public only during daylight hours or fixed hours (ex: from 7 a.m.-10 p.m.)
rather than “at all times.” This is to address security concerns that arise with public access to private
residential development 24/7.

Global Economic Feasibility. Creation of the Plan’s vibrant new communities and ecological
innovation district would be accomplished through the establishment of public easements, creation of
ROW widening, open space and landscape improvements undertaken through redevelopment of
individual parcels within the Plan Area. Accordingly, it is critical that the zoning and design controls
adopted in connection with the Plan facilitate future residential redevelopment of existing sites under
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current and reasonably anticipated future market conditions. If development of these sites does not
“pencil” for property owners, they will not proceed with redevelopment and the associated
community benefits and exactions necessary to finance public improvements within the Plan Area
would not be achieved.

We request that the Department evaluate the economic feasibility of residential development within
the Plan area based upon typical building typologies incorporating the Draft Plan’s detailed form-
based density design requirements, horizontal site area restrictions, public opens space obligations,
and proposed increases to development impact fee exactions for plan-area development.

We further suggest that the Department conduct a workshop to coordinate and share comments
specifically amongst potential residential developers within the Draft Plan area and to explore current
incentives and barriers to the form of high-density residential development proposed by the Draft
Plan.

Project and Alternatives Selected This section discusses the scope of development under the
proposed project analyzed by the EIR and describes various alternative projects considered by the
City during review.

The Owner strongly urges City adoption of the proposed project and rejection of all other alternatives
discussed in this section, as the full project scope is most closely aligned with the goals and policies
evaluated under the MPSP.

Response Q.2: CEQA requires the analysis of the environmental impacts of a
project. CEQA does not require the analysis of other effects, such economic
feasibility of a project. The City prepared a separate response to comments on the
merits of the Specific Plan, which is available at: https://www.moffettparksp.com/.
The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the
Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

R. Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (February 10, 2023)

Comment R.1: Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter, Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society and the
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge are environmental organizations with interest in the San
Francisco Bay and our region's wildlife and natural resources. Due to the Moffett Park Specific Plan
area’s proximity to San Francisco Bay, new development in the Plan area raises significant concern.
We therefore participated in every opportunity to provide public comment on the Moffett Park
Specific Plan (MPSP) as it developed. We appreciate the efforts to address our wishes and concerns
and thank the City for including “Non-CEQA effects” since the analysis of climate change and sea
level rise on the project is important for planning where regulatory statutes come short. We submit
the following comments on the MPSP and the associated Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR).

3.3 Air Quality

Please discuss the health effects of air pollution, such as gaseous emissions and particulate matter,
and analyze cumulative impacts on air quality. Please include large projects in Sunnyvale and in

Moffett Park Specific Plan 60 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023


https://www.moffettparksp.com/

nearby jurisdictions (Santa Clara, North Bayshore and East Whisman in Mountain View, Peery Park
in Sunnyvale, Development in Moffett Field and the Salt Pond Restoration Project).

Response R.1: Potential health effects of air pollutants (including gaseous emissions
— like ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and toxic air contaminants — and particulate matter)
are summarized in Section 3.3.1.1 Background Information on pages 55 and 56 of the
Draft EIR and described in more detail in Appendix D of the Draft EIR.

Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Section 3.3.2.2 Cumulative Impacts
on pages 80 and 81 of the Draft EIR. Page 80 of the Draft EIR states: “The
geographic area for consistency with the 2017 CAP and criteria air pollutants is the
San Francisco Bay Air Basin. Past, present, and future development projects
contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis.” Text has
been added to this page to clarify that past, present, and future development projects
in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin include development projects in the cities of
Santa Clara and Mountain View, and elsewhere in the City of Sunnyvale, as noted in
the above comment (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment R.2: 3.4 Biological Resources
Consultations with Wildlife Agencies

The Biological Resources analysis identifies a number of special-status species (Burrowing owls,
bees, western pond turtles, roosting bats, salt marsh harvest mouse, dusky-footed woodrat) with the
potential or likelihood to be present in the MPSP area and its vicinity. Standards for analysis of
impacts and for avoidance and mitigation measures should be specified, and permitting and reporting
requirements for these species should be clear.

Response R.2: The impact analysis for special status species is included in Section
3.4.2 Impact Discussion, specifically under Impact BIO-1 on pages 102 through 111
of the Draft EIR. The discussion identifies requirements of future development
pertaining to special status species, including standards for presence/absence surveys,
avoidance measures, compensatory measures, and reporting. Text has been added to
page 104 of the Draft EIR to clarify that future development projects would be
required to obtain necessary permits (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment R.3:

e The DEIR should identify and describe the regulatory responsibility of both wildlife
permitting agencies, including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). For each special-status species or
biological resource, please identify which wildlife agency(s) should be consulted.

Response R.3: The regulatory agency for special status species and biological
resources varies. Section 3.4.1.1 Regulatory Framework on pages 85 through 88 of
the Draft EIR summarizes the existing regulations pertaining to biological resources
and identifies the regulatory agencies, including the United States Fish and Wildlife
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Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFW), United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), and City of Sunnyvale.

Regarding special status animal species, Table 3.4.1 on pages 96 through 100 of the
Draft EIR summarizes the special status animal species that occur or could occur in
Moffett Park. The first column of the table identifies whether the species is federally
protected and/or state protected. The regulatory agency for state listed plant and
animal species is CDFW. The regulatory agency for federally listed plant and animal
species is USFWS. All non-listed special status plant and animal species fall under
the framework of CEQA; in other words, the EIR must evaluate whether the project
would result in an adverse impact to them, and if so, propose feasible mitigation to
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Text has been added to the Draft
EIR to provide this clarification (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

As discussed on pages 85 through 86, 112, and 113 of the Draft EIR, the regulatory
and permitting agencies for wetlands and riparian habitat could include the USACE,
CDFW, and/or RWQCB.

Comment R.4:

e The DEIR requires surveys and/or special-status Species Plans to be prepared for subsequent
developments. However, the DEIR erroneously assigns City staff to review and approve such
Species Plans, reports, and outcomes from surveys. Sunnyvale is not a qualified agency to
approve avoidance and/or mitigation measures and special-status Species Plans for
endangered, threatened or Species of Special Concern. Consultation with the responsible
wildlife agencies is the appropriate level of protective action. The EIR should describe the
consultation process and responsible agencies for each special-status species.

Response R.4: At the time future development is proposed, project-specific
biological evaluation shall be required by the City to determine if the proposed
project would result in significant impacts to special status species. The project-
specific biological evaluations would be completed by a qualified biologist to
determine if the development would impact special status species and be submitted to
the City for review and approval. If potential impacts are identified, the project would
follow the species information and protocol in the Draft EIR and Specific Plan
requirements. Depending on the species and the level of potential impact, this may
require coordination with responsible agencies to obtain necessary permits. If no
potential impacts to special status species are identified, no coordination with (or
permits from) responsible agencies is required. Refer to Response R.3 regarding
regulatory agencies for special status species.

Comment R.5:

e For all subsequent projects that are planned on undeveloped parcels, or on any parcels
located near open space or water features (wetlands, creeks) and other habitat areas, for each
special-status species that has the potential to occur, additional environmental review should
require consultation with CDFW and include:
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Criteria for the selection of qualified biologists,

Criteria for evaluating potential disturbance or “take”,

Criteria clarifying and directing survey protocols,

Avoidance periods and buffer distances,

Criteria for requiring Biologist supervision of construction activities,
Reporting requirements,

Reporting of incidents that impact the habitat and/or special status species in
question.

O O O 0O O O O

Response R.5: A qualified biologist is a person with a minimum of a four-year
degree in wildlife sciences, biology, environmental sciences, or equivalent experience
in the biological sciences. This definition has been added to page 103 of the Draft
EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

The determination of whether a future development proposal would result in an
impact (such as the “take” of a special status species as defined by the federal and
state Endangered Species Acts) would be made during the project-specific evaluation
when each individual development is proposed. Pursuant to CEQA, the project-
specific evaluation would include an impact determination is based on existing
conditions at the time the development is proposed and the construction and
operational details of the development.

The criteria for surveys for special status species are identified as Special Species
Project Requirements in Section 3.4.2.1 Project Impacts under Impact BIO-1 on
pages 102 through 111 of the Draft EIR. The requirements include completing
surveys for the special status species (including details about how and when the
surveys would be done), avoidance measures (including buffer distances and
monitoring by a qualified biologist), and reporting requirements. Refer to Response
R.4 regarding coordination with regulatory agencies.

The purpose of the EIR and the potential for streamlined environmental review for
subsequent development projects is explained in Section 1.1 on pages 1 through 2 of
the Draft EIR. When specific development is proposed, it will be subject to the City’s
development review process and subsequent CEQA review. In the event a
development proposal is determined by the City to result in new or substantially more
severe significant impacts to special status species (or any other environmental
resource area) than disclosed in the Draft EIR, a supplemental or subsequent Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report may be
required.

Comment R.6: 3.4 Biological Resources
Recovery Plans
The DEIR and Appendix F should include reference to USFWS plans that guide recovery of the

following federally listed species: the salt marsh harvest mouse, the Ridgway’s rail (formerly
California clapper rail) and the western snowy plover.
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e Salt marsh harvest mouse (SMHM), Ridgway’s rail (RIRA): the 2013 USFWS Recovery
Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems of Northern and Central California was prepared and
approved to guide the habitat recovery of five federally endangered species, inclusive of the
salt marsh harvest mouse and Ridgway’s rail and certain other species of concern. The plan
was largely constructed around the biology of the target species. It includes maps that
broadly identify areas of sensitive habitat and lands of potential restoration to habitat for the
target species. The entirety of the ECD and other lowland portions of the MPSP are within
the boundary for consideration for actions aiding recovery (Figure 1).

e Western Snowy Plover (SNPL): The DEIR’s Special Status Animals map (p.104, Figure 3.4-
4) should include the closest nesting location of SNPL on the Stevens Creek Shoreline Nature
Study Area of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (Midpen). The DEIR should
refer to the USFWS 2007 Recovery Plan for the Western Snowy Plover for guidance for
potential recovery actions in the MPSP Area.

unnyvale
Treatment Pafids

Figure 1 - : . l
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Excerpt of Segment O, USFWS Recovery Plan for Tidal Marsh Ecosystems,
Figure 111-21. Red line marks approximate inland limit for potential restoration.

Response R.6: The Draft EIR evaluated current conditions and all species in the
comment were identified as having a possibility of occurring on-site. This Specific
Plan does not negate the potential for restoration or recovery activities within the
areas defined by the above referenced Recovery Plans; however, it does provide a
guide for all potential projects within the Specific Plan area, including restoration
projects.

The Recovery Plans set goals for species and habitat protection. In the case of the
western snowy plover and Ridgway’s rail, these species have not been observed in
Moftett Park, but have the potential to use vegetation for nesting during the migratory
season. Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-9 requires pre-construction surveys and the
establishment of construction-free buffers (as appropriate) in order to protect these
species during construction of future projects. In the case of the salt-marsh harvest
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mouse, the Draft EIR assumed presence for the salt-marsh harvest mouse for the
small area of suitable habitat (pickleweed) in the northwestern corner of the site.
Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-7 requires habitat surveys, establishment of
construction-free buffer zones, and population monitoring (as appropriate) in order to
protect this species and its habitat. Additionally, pages 112 through 113 of the Draft
EIR includes a list of design standards established for the Ecological Combining
District that would protect sensitive habitat. Thus, the project is consistent with the
goals of the Recovery Plans.

Page 94 of the Draft EIR introduces Figure 3.4-4 as: “a map showing special status
animals within and in the vicinity of Moffett Park, based on findings of the
CNDDB.” CNDDB stands for the California Natural Diversity Database. Figure 3.4-
4 on page 101 of the Draft EIR, therefore, is not meant to be a map showing all
locations of special status animals within and in the vicinity of Moffett Park. The title
of Figure 3.4-4 has been revised to clarify this and text has been added to page 94 of
the Draft EIR about the nesting location noted in the above comment (refer to Section
5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions).

Comment R.7: 3.4 Biological Resources
Western Burrowing owl

The Burrowing owl population in the south Bay Area has suffered a significant decline and the
breeding population is at a risk of extirpation. In the past four years, the Burrowing owl population of
the South Bay Area has been sustained by deliberate conservation actions implemented primarily by
the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency in an effort to accomplish the conservation goals of this
adopted Valley Habitat Plan. Burrowing owls have not bred in Sunnyvale in recent years, but
wintering migratory owls use ground squirrel burrows at the landfill and along the levees (including
observations by SCVAS staff and volunteers in January 2023), and may use undeveloped parcels
within the MPSP area as well as marginal habitat areas along roads and in parking lots.

Sunnyvale’s 2019 “Burrowing Owl Habitat Suitability and Opportunities Report” should be
consulted in mitigating impacts to this species. The MPSP should also consider Burrowing owl
conservation actions as part of public benefits allocation.

For Requirement 10.3.5-2:

e Please specify in Requirement 10.3.5-2: Qualified Biologist must have at least 2 years
experience conducting surveys for burrowing owls

e A pre-construction survey 14 days prior to construction is too long an interval for both
migratory and nesting Burrowing owls. Migratory owls may stay at a burrow for only a few
days. Breeding burrowing owls may select a burrow, start a nest and lay eggs within 10-days.
Surveys must take place no longer than a week before ground disturbance, and repeat if
construction activities are halted or paused for more than a week.

Response R.7: The Burrowing Owls Habitat Suitability and Opportunities Report
provides a good background on the adjacent lands; however, this does not change the
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evaluation and potential impacts to burrowing owls in Moffett Park as
preconstruction surveys and appropriate avoidance measures are already included.

The biological report referenced the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation
(CDFG 2012) for appropriate methods. This report includes two surveys for take
avoidance: one within 14 days prior to ground disturbance and a second one within
24 hours prior to ground disturbance. The text on page 105 of the Draft EIR has been
revised to clarify the timing of the second survey, need to complete additional
preconstruction surveys if construction work is halted or paused for more than a
week, and qualifications for the surveying biologist.

Comment R.8: 3.4 Biological Resources
Impacts of increased human presence and activities in natural areas

We remain concerned with potential impacts to special-status species, migratory birds and other
wildlife species that is likely to result from the inevitable increase in human and pet activity on trails
and levees, wetlands, and stormwater features, as well as at Baylands Park and the landfill hills.
Science shows unequivocally that increased human presence and activity in wildlife habitat impacts
wildlife. Human activity can flush birds, or deter birds and special-status species from using
important resources along the bay, and disrupt basking behavior that is critical to the survival of the
Western pond turtle. Even low impact human recreation can change the timing and spatial use of
habitat by mammals.

The DEIR implies the expectation - which we find difficult to comprehend - that residents and new
employees will not substantially increase the use of trails, levees and other recreational facilities
outside the MPSP (see discussion in section 3.16 Recreation).

To the contrary, with 42,000 additional residents and 60,000 new employees, and the tremendous
public interest in development at MPSP because of its proximity to the Bays, it is reasonable to expect
here will be a significant surge in use of trails and levees adjacent to migratory birds habitat
(including Burrowing owls) and wildlife habitat all along the Bay - a surge that will significantly
exacerbate conditions stemming from existing encroachment and disturbance.

Response R.8: Refer to Topic Response 3: Park and Recreation Impacts regarding
the increase in population in Moffett Park and its effects on existing parks and open
space, such as Baylands Park and San Francisco Bay Trail.

As discussed on page 18 of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan establishes an Ecological
Combining District (ECD) that covers the existing emergent wetland, potential
wetland, and riparian habitat in the northwest corner of Moffett Park, as well as most
of the California annual grassland. While Moffett Park is approximately 1,270 acres,
only approximately 93 acres (or seven percent) of the northwest corner of Moffett
Park contains sensitive habitat. The existing habitat and habitat maps are provided in
Section 3.4.1.2 on pages 88 through 93 of the Draft EIR.
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A map showing the location of the ECD is provided on Figure 2.3-1 on page 13 of
the Draft EIR. The ECD restricts new private development within the ECD and
special design standards regulate development within and adjacent to the ECD
boundary. The design standards are outlined in Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan (which
is included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR), as well as on pages 112 through 113 of
the Draft EIR, and pertain to limiting development within the ECD, and requiring no
new impervious surface be constructed closer to the delineated wetlands than existing
impervious surfaces and no net increase in impervious surface can occur within the
ECD. Other standards pertaining to landscaping, lighting, and raptor perch deterrents
are also included.

Evaluation of the Specific Plan’s impact to special status species and sensitive habitat
is provided under Impact BIO-1 and Impact BIO-2 in Section 3.4.2.1 Project Impacts
on pages 102 through 114 and determined that conformance with Specific Plan
requirements would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The ECD further
reduces the impact. When future development is proposed, it shall be reviewed for
conformance with the Specific Plan (including the ECD standards) and project-
specific evaluation shall be required pursuant to CEQA to confirm whether the
development would result in impacts to biological resources.

Comment R.9: A 2020 book published by the California Fish and Wildlife Journal and the scientific
resources cited in footnotes 8-19, show that even low human use can have impacts, but seem to
indicate that level of disturbance is directly associated with faster speed of movement. In addition,
lighting interferes with wildlife movement and migratory behavior, and must be avoided in natural

arcas.

The impact of increased population to wildlife in the natural areas in and around the MPSP should be
recognized and mitigation measures should be developed. We propose the following mitigation

measures:

* Ensure that night lighting is avoided, and not added to trails on levees, near wetlands, or on
and around the landfill hills,

Response R.9: A copy of the Specific Plan is included in Appendix B of the Draft
EIR. Chapter 6.6.9 of the Specific Plan includes the standards for exterior lighting
and future development shall comply with these standards, as explained on pages 112
through 113 of the Draft EIR. Standard 3 Full cutoff — lighting shielding requires all
exterior lighting be shielded from the top, directed downward, and avoid excessive
light trespass. Uplighting of buildings and landscaping is prohibited. Standard 4 on
page 178 of the Specific Plan specifically pertains to lighting near habitat areas and
states: “Exterior light design shall minimize the potential to impact open spaces
intended to provide wildlife habitat as identified in this Chapter, including the
Ecological Combining District ECD, areas within 150 feet of the ECD boundary,
habitat areas within Greenbelts- Ecological Corridors and Natural Areas-Habitat
Patches, and the East and West Channels. Within these areas the following standards
shall apply.
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a. Light fixtures shall be designed and maintained to only illuminate pathways and
other surfaces or features necessary for safety, building entrances, and circulation.
Light shall be diverted away from wildlife habitat. Light fixtures shall meet the
Backlight-Uplight-Glare (BUG) rating system requirements for Lighting Zone 1
(LZ1) under the International Dark-Sky Association’s model lighting ordinance.

b. Interior and exterior lighting that is not necessary for safety, building entrances,
and circulation shall be automatically shut off from 10 pm to sunrise.

c. All light fixtures near habitat areas shall have a light temperature of < 2,700
kelvin.”

In addition, page 179 of the Specific Plan includes a guideline to conduct lighting
studies and modeling during the exterior lighting design process to confirm that the
development proposal would minimize the addition of indirect artificial light at night
to habitat areas.

The above Specific Plan standard would minimize night lighting near sensitive
habitats and not result in impacts to sensitive habitat or special status species in those
habitats due to nighttime lighting. Mitigation, therefore, is not required.

Comment R.10:

e With the exception of commute trails (Such as Bay Trail and the East and West Channels
trails), limit access to human-powered-only, and prohibit electronic or motorized mobility
devices,

Response R.10: Refer to Response A.9 for a discussion of future environmental
review requirements required for multi-use trails. Further, the development of future
multi-use trails in the Specific Plan area would be required to meet ADA
requirements, which may not allow for prohibition of electronic or motorized
mobility devices. In addition, all persons operating motorized mobility devices would
be subject to City Municipal Code 9.62.040 which sets forth safety regulations.

Comment R.11:

e Limit public access to some of the Baylands Levees. Sunnyvale resident and naturalist Kira
Od provided the attached report in which she identifies parallel levees that can be closed to
public access with no impact to mobility and circulation (Figure 2). Ms. Od’s comments and
recommendations can be integrated into the EIR to mitigate some of the impacts of human
encroachment and disturbance of wildlife and habitat.

Moffett Park Specific Plan 68 Final EIR

City of Sunnyvale

April 2023



Figure 2 PROPOSED SEASONAL LEVEE CLOSURES

Waterfow or on and near them to

Response R.11: The project does not propose any changes to the bayland levees, also
refer to Topic Response 3: Park and Recreation Impacts regarding how the current
use, operations, and restrictions at existing recreational facilities would not change as
part of the project. No significant impacts were identified to special status species
wildlife or sensitive habitat; therefore, no mitigation is required.

Comment R.12: 3.4 Biological Resources

Environmental Impacts Caused by Shading
The setbacks from the East channel are missing in Table 5 Building Setback Requirements.

Response R.12: Refer to Response R.13 for discussion about environmental impacts
caused by shading. Page 164 of the Specific Plan shows the minimum setback from
the East Channel is 65 feet average (from new parcel line or public access easement
defining publicly accessible open space).

Comment R.13: The MPSP places the tallest buildings (Chesapeake) with allowable heights of 250°,
275’ and 250’ near the East Channel and Baylands park. We believe this placement may have
significant impacts including shading during the day and introducing Artificial Light at Night. Tall
buildings adjacent to open space should be required to step-back in height to reduce visual impact on
valuable open space, to reduce shadows cast by the building and reduce impacts of light at night on
the environment.

Moffett Park Specific Plan 69 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



Response R.13: The aesthetic impacts (including light and glare) from implementing
the Specific Plan are evaluated in Section 3.1 Aesthetics on pages 44 through 51 of
the Draft EIR and are concluded to be less than significant. Refer to Response R.9
regarding the Specific Plan’s exterior lighting standard to minimize lighting impacts
near habitat areas, including the East and West Channels.

Comment R.14: Height of buildings can also have a significant impact on riparian corridors,
wetlands, open space, and recreation. Light is necessary for photosynthesis by riparian and aquatic
vegetation. Water temperature in creeks is also affected and in turn, it influences pH and dissolved
oxygen concentration, which affects the species composition and abundance of invertebrates and
fish. The effect of shading on the structure and function of wetland ecosystems is greatest in small
wetlands.

Response R.14: The Draft EIR discusses the impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands
under Impact BIO-2 and Impact BIO-3 on pages 111 through 114 of the Draft EIR
and concludes that with the implementation of the Specific Plan requirements
identified (which including requiring project-specific analysis of impacts if
development is proposed within 250 feet of riparian areas and wetland delineation if
wetland or potential wetlands may be present and mitigation for any impacts) would
not result in significant impacts. In addition, refer to Response R.8 which discusses
how the existing wetland and riparian habitats in the northwest corner of Moffett Park
are within the ECD and private development is prohibited in the ECD and Response
R.9 regarding the Specific Plan’s exterior lighting standard to minimize lighting
impacts to riparian and wetland habitats. Furthermore, when specific development is
proposed, it will be subject to the City’s development review process and subsequent
CEQA review.

Comment R.15: Sunlight is important in parks and open space, and in the urban landscape.

Response R.15: The City does not have a policy or standard pertaining to sunlight in
parks, open space, or urban landscape. The comment does not refer to any specific
CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is
required.

Comment R.16: Chapter 6 Open Space and Urban Ecology, Table 15 defines the setbacks required
along the East and West Channels. Section 5.3.2 defines the “step-backs.” However the building
step-backs are not clear for all facades and may not be adequate for reducing shading of open space
and waterways.

e Please clarify the step-backs of building facades along the East Channel and West Channel
and fronting on Baylands Park.

Response R.16: Step backs of building facades would not result in environmental
impacts. Refer to Responses R.14 and R.15 regarding shading impacts to open space
and waterways.
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Comment R.17: 3.6 Energy

Life Sciences Energy Use

e Has the DEIR analyzed projected energy use for different projects and facilities that are
likely to be constructed as R&D uses? Our concern is that Life Science labs have unique
requirements. and use significantly more resources than office buildings (in the order of two
to ten times more energy.)

Response R.17: The estimated energy use from buildout of the Specific Plan is
discussed under Impact EN-1 in Section 3.6.2.1 on pages 137 through 139 of the
Draft EIR. The energy use for the various land uses in the Specific Plan, including
R&D uses, was based on CalEEMod model defaults. Pursuant to the CEQA
Guidelines, an energy impact is determined based on whether the project would: 1)
result in a significant impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy, 2) conflict with or obstruct state or local plans for renewable energy or
energy efficiency, or 3) result in substantial increase in demand upon energy
resources. These questions are more fully stated in Section 3.6.2 on pages 136
through 137 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concluded that the energy impacts from
the buildout of the Specific Plan would be less than significant due to compliance
with Specific Plan policies and existing regulations and energy efficient standards
(see pages 137 through 141 of the Draft EIR).

No specific development is proposed at this time. Future development, including life
science labs, would be subject to subsequent review by the City to confirm the
development does not result in impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
energy consumption, conflict with plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency,
or result in a substantial increase in demand upon energy resources. consistency with
the Specific Plan (including its policies pertaining to energy efficiency, which are
listed on pages 138 through 139 of the Draft EIR), current regulations, and
assumptions in the Draft EIR.

Comment R.18: 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The DEIR has not adequately mitigated for the potentially significant adverse impacts posed by
hazards and hazardous materials within the Plan area. We disagree with the findings and maintain
that Impacts HAZ-2, HAZ-4 and HAZ-C remain significant, and there is substantial concern that the
proposed mitigation is not feasible, therefore the impacts will remain significant, unmitigated,
reasonably expected to occur.

Response R.18: This comment letter does not provide substantial evidence that the
impact discussion and conclusions in the Draft EIR, including Section 3.9 Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, are inadequate or the requirements are infeasible, as
explained in the responses to this comment letter provided below.
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Comment R.19: The MPSP addresses hazards through the following seven requirements for future
projects:

Environmental Site Assessments (ESA)

Site Management Plan

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
Remediation and/or Management Measures
Dewatering Management Plan

Asbestos Survey

Lead-based Paint Survey

These requirements are vague. The MPSP bases the determination whether or not an ESA should be
prepared on “evaluation of the property history to determine if the property has been or is likely to
have environmental impacts.”

Response R.19: The Specific Plan requirements listed in the above comment are not
vague. The description of the requirements, which are included on pages 190 through
192 of the Draft EIR (as well as in the Specific Plan in Appendix B of the Draft EIR)
include detail about what the requirement is, the purpose of the requirement, the
elements of the requirement, and reviewing/reporting requirements. Additionally, this
list covers the standard forms of investigation and management of environmental
issues accepted and required by regulatory agencies with jurisdiction in California,
i.e., the Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control,
Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and local oversight programs. There are
extensive guidance documents issued by these agencies and the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) that present requirements and professional standards
that must be met for each bulleted item.

Further, the above comment incorrectly summarizes the requirement for the
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) identified as a Specific Plan requirement
under Impact HAZ-2 on page 190 of the Draft EIR. Per Specific Plan requirement
10.3.1-1 (which is stated on page 190 of the Draft EIR), an ESA is required for any
renovation, modification, or redevelopment of a property. Specifically, Specific Plan
requirement 10.3.1-1 states: “Environmental Site Assessment. For any renovation,
modification, or redevelopment of a property within Moffett Park [emphasis added]
that includes subsurface disturbance and requires City review, a property-specific
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall be completed [emphasis added]
in accordance with ASTM Standard Designation E 1527-13 (or the standard that is
effective at the time the Phase I ESA is completed) to identify Recognized
Environmental Conditions, evaluate the property history, and establish if the property
has been or is likely to have environmental impacts....”

Comment R.20: However, considering only historical data, which in many cases may not be up- to-

date and in some cases, quite old, is not sufficient to determine if contaminants remain on the surface
or underground at a particular site. Project-specific sampling must be performed by independent
qualified personnel in order to determine if a Site Management Plan should be required. In addition,
thresholds for what is deemed “minor environmental impact” must be made by independent qualified
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personnel to determine if a Site Management Plan will be required. The conclusions made in the
original ESA for a site are critical to determining if a Site Management Plan, a Phase Il ESA,
Remediation and/or Management Measures, and a Dewatering Management Plan are required. For
this reason, the ESA must be based on current, project specific data as to what toxins and at what
levels exist on each property in the Specific Plan area and what cleanup standards must be used.

Response R.20: A review of a site’s history is only one component of the ESA. The
ESA shall be completed in accordance with ASTM E 1527-13 standards (as stated in
Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-1) by a qualified environmental professional, which
is defined by ASTM standards as a person who either 1) holds a current Professional
Engineer’s or Professional Geologist’s license or registration from a state, tribe, or
U.S. territory and has the equivalent of three years of full-time relevant experience, or
2) is licensed or certified by the federal government, a state, tribe, or U.S. territory to
perform environmental inquiries as defined by Section 312.10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations and has the equivalent of three years full-time experience, or 3) has a
Baccalaureate or higher degree from an accredited institution of higher education in a
discipline of engineering or science and the equivalent of five years of full-time
experience; or 4) has the equivalent of 10 years of full-time relevant experience.

In addition, the City or its designated environmental professional shall review the
ESA to confirm its adequacy. Per ASTM E 1527-E standards, the ESA is also
required to identify any Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), Historical
Recognized Environmental Conditions (HRECs), and Controlled Recognized
Environmental Conditions (CRECs). RECs are defined by ASTM E 1527-13 as the
presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum projects in, on,
or at a property. ASTM E 1527-13 standards also require review of hazardous
materials databases for existing contamination on- and off-site that may affect the
development. Additionally, Phase I ESAs are typically considered outdated after 180
days. If a development project relies on a Phase I ESA older than 180 days, the City
may require the project prepare a new one.

A Site Management Plan (as required by Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-2 and
described on page 190 of the Draft EIR) and sampling (as required in Specific Plan
requirement 10.3.1-3 and described on pages 190 through 191 of the Draft EIR) are
both required to be completed to the satisfaction of the regulatory agency (e.g.,
California Department of Toxic Substances Control, San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board, or Santa Clara County Department of Environmental
Health).

Comment R.21: The following aspects of the MPSP and the DEIR are of concern:

Hazard Assessment

A groundwater solvent plume is present at the Lockheed Plant One/Naval Industrial Reserve
Ordnance Plant (NIROP) site, which is identified as a Cortese List site by the California
Environmental Protection Agency. Soil gas samples above the plume have concentrations greater
than USEPA Regional Screening Levels (SLs) for the carcinogens TCE, vinyl chloride (VC),
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benzene, and chloroform, contributing to an estimated lifetime excess cancer risk for residential use
of greater than one in one million. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the site has not been finalized;
thus, it is unknown whether the yet-to-be-selected remedy will reduce hazard levels for specific
populations. The finding of no significance for Impact HAZ- 4 is premature and cannot be supported
at this time.

Response R.21: The Draft EIR summarizes known contamination in Moffett Park,
including the contamination on the Lockheed Sunnyvale — Plant One Facility and
Sunnyvale Navel Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP) sites on pages 183
through 188 of the Draft EIR, and in more detail in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.

In the Specific Plan, the Lockheed Sunnyvale — Plant One Facility site has a land use
district designation of MP-E2: Mixed Employment 2 and MP-O1: Office 1. The
NIROP site is designated as MP-E1: Mixed Employment 1. Residential uses are
prohibited in these land use district designations. A map of the land use districts is
shown on Figure 2.3-1 on page 13 of the Draft EIR.

While the groundwater Record of Decision (ROD) for the NIROP site has not been
finalized, the draft ROD identifies feasible methods to remediate the contamination,
including use of in situ bioremediation, chemical reaction and extraction and
treatment of the groundwater contamination, and land use controls. These possible
remediation measures identified as possible remediation and management measures
that could be implemented per Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1.4 described on page
191 of the Draft EIR.

No specific redevelopment of the Lockheed Sunnyvale — Plant One Facility or the
NIROP sites is proposed at this time. When a specific development is proposed, it
would comply with Specific Plan requirements 10.3.1-1, 10.3.1-2, 10.3.1-3, 10.3.1-4,
and 10.3.1-5 described on pages 190 through 191 of the Draft EIR to reduce impacts
from soil, soil vapor, and/or groundwater contamination by requiring sampling for
contaminants, proper handling of hazardous materials contamination, and remediation
of contamination under regulatory agency oversight. Specific Plan requirement
10.3.1-4 on page 191, as revised in Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions, requires
future project applicants to demonstrate hazardous materials do not exist on the site
prior to the issuance of building permit.

Comment R.22: Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) from the SF Bay RWQCB are much more
stringent and address more exposure routes and human and ecological receptors than the USEPA SLs
used in the NIROP report. We request that the EIR and Specific Plan incorporate the requirement to
use the latest California methodology in assessing hazards at proposed project developments.

Response R.22: The commenter is correct in stating that the San Francisco Regional
Water Quality Control Board environmental screening levels (ESLs) are more

conservative or stringent than the EPA’s. The ESLs are intended as guidance and are
not definitive indications of risk to human health or the environment. ESLs are not a
hazard assessment methodology or cleanup goal; rather, they are used as a screening

Moffett Park Specific Plan 74 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



tool to identify potential issues at a site. Furthermore, the Specific Plan and Draft EIR
are not able to impose requirements on agencies with jurisdiction over a site.

Comment R.23: We request that the DEIR accept the recommendation in Appendix G to expand the
existing network of monitoring wells into the eastern part of the project area, to better characterize
historical contamination. Figure 15 of Appendix G shows existing well locations listed in the Santa
Clara County (Valley Water) Well Database that could possibly be used to extend the network. There
is no indication that any chemical measurements from these wells are publicly available, as the wells
are not shown on the California Water Board’s Groundwater Information System (GAMA)
interactive map. New wells should also be placed along the southern boundary of the project area to
detect upgradient sources of groundwater contamination that could migrate onsite and impact future
developments.

Response R.23: The above recommendation to expand the existing network of
monitoring wells into the eastern part of the project area is beyond the scope of the
EIR. In addition, information about the referenced wells is available on the
GeoTracker or Envirostor database websites. This comment does not identify any
specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR, nor does this comment
provide new information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.

Comment R.24: As previously stated, site investigations conducted under IMPACT HAZ-2 should
not rely solely on historical records such as are typically used in Phase I/Phase II investigations to
determine the need for sampling and analysis.

Response R.24: The above assumption is incorrect. Phase I/Phase II investigations
do not solely rely on historic records, refer to Response R.20.

Comment R.25: Due to the extensive military and industrial use of the project area, it is likely that
contaminants are present that have not been tested for in the past. In particular, the EIR should
include provisions to require proposed developments to sample for the following.

Per-and-polyfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS) are ubiquitous in the environment, but
significant contamination is often associated with municipal waste landfills, biosolids
operations, and firefighting or fire training on military bases. Soil and shallow groundwater
should be tested along the northern border of the project area across from the former
Sunnyvale Landfill, and along the western boundary of the project area where the Navy has
identified releases at the former Hanger 4 on Moffett Field Air Base.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) have multiple historical uses and may be present in soil or
groundwater from electrical equipment dielectric fluid spills, weathering of PCB-containing
paints or building materials, and many other sources. Testing should be conducted on soils in
any areas of the site with past industrial or military use. The City of Sunnyvale requirements
to test building materials during demolition will not detect this environmental contamination.
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are common soil contaminants due to releases
from petroleum spills and vehicle exhaust. Testing for those chemicals was recommended in
Appendix G of the DEIR.
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Response R.25: Sampling of known or suspected contaminants (which could include
the above contaminants if deemed appropriate) is required per Specific Plan
requirement 10.3.1-3, which is described on page 190 of the Draft EIR.

Comment R.26: Cumulative Impact of Hazardous Materials (Impact HAZ-C)

The cumulative impacts of hazardous materials on residents and workers within the Plan area have
not been adequately identified, assessed or mitigated to levels that are less than significant. Existing
contamination identified on the site exceeds USEPA SLs for both residential and commercial
exposures. More of the Project Area is likely to exceed SF Bay RWQCB ESLs, which are more
health-protective than USEPAs ESLs. Because the identified and potential contamination sites have
not been fully investigated, and a ROD has not been finalized for the extensive Plant One/NIROP
solvent plume, there is no factual basis to state that the cumulative impact after mitigation will be
less than significant.

Response R.26: As discussed under Response R.22, the San Francisco Regional
Water Quality Control Board environmental screening levels (ESLs) are more
conservative than the EPA’s. However, the ESLs are intended as guidance and are
not definitive indications of risk to human health or the environment. Additionally,
no specific development is proposed at this time. When development projects are
proposed, site-specific investigation is required to identify any necessary measures to
ensure no significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts occur to the
environment (including off-site residents and workers) due to the proposed
construction or use. The site-specific investigation requirements are outlined and
detailed on pages 190 through 192 of the Draft EIR and are the mechanisms in place
to ensure investigation and appropriate remediation is implemented to reduce impacts
to a less than significant level. Further, the Specific Plan requirements identified are
standard forms of investigation and management employed to mitigate hazardous
materials impacts.

Comment R.27: DEIR Appendix F (5), Impact Haz-C concludes there will be no significant
cumulative impact of existing site contamination because “EXisting regulations are in place to
reduce hazardous materials impacts to acceptable levels, preventing cumulative impacts.... Projects
resulting in hazardous materials impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level through
compliance with existing regulations and implementation of project-specific measures (such as those
identified in the Specific Plan Project Requirements identified under Impact HAZ-2).” This statement
ignores features of the site and the planned development.

Response R.27: The above comment omits text from the quoted discussion that
pertains to site-specific investigations. The discussion does not ignore features of a
site or the planned development. Page 195 of the Draft EIR states: “Existing
regulations are in place to reduce hazardous materials impacts to acceptable levels,
preventing cumulative impacts. Future development projects within and outside
Moffett Park are subject to existing regulations, including the ones summarized in
Section 3.9.1.1 Regulatory Framework, that ensure the safe storage, management, and
disposal of hazardous materials. Future development projects are also subject to the
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City’s development review process, which requires site-specific evaluation of impacts
under CEQA. Development in adjacent jurisdictions, such as the City of Mountain
View, are subject to a similar development review process. [emphasis added] Projects
resulting in hazardous materials impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant
level through compliance with existing regulations and implementation of project-
specific measures (such as those identified in the Specific Plan Project Requirements
identified under Impact HAZ-2).”

No specific development is proposed at this time. Site-specific investigations and
analyses are identified as Specific Plan requirements for future development to
complete and confirm impacts (if any) are mitigated. Refer to Response R.20
regarding the mechanisms in place to ensure future development does not result in
significant hazardous materials impacts.

Comment R.28: The project requirements for Impact HAZ-2 through HAZ-4 apply to individual
development proposals, but residents and workers in the commercial and industrial facilities may be
exposed to contamination from multiple sources within the project area. Since many of the residents
are expected to also work and recreate in the project area, the cumulative impact should be evaluated
on a project area-wide basis.

Response R.28: For hazardous materials impacts, the thresholds and screening levels
for contamination set by regulatory agencies reduce risk on an individual and
cumulative basis. If a site is redeveloped and remediated to acceptable levels and
does not exacerbate conditions off-site, the impact to occupants and visitors on-site
and occupants off-site are considered less than significant and not cumulatively
considerable.

Comment R.29: Mitigation of Hazardous Conditions

The DEIR conclusion of no significant impact from future resident or worker exposure to VOCs in
groundwater and soil gas is based on unrealistic assumptions as to the efficacy and timeframe of the
mitigation actions. To this point, guidance from both the SF Bay RWQCB and Santa Clara County
indicate that the use of a VIMS to reduce hazards cannot be allowed until active mitigation is
complete.

Santa Clara County: “SMP [Site Mitigation Program] typically requires cleanup (i.e.,
remediation) of the source of contamination, instead of mitigation (ex. VIMS). VIMS are
considered short-term solutions to provide protection while active cleanup is ongoing.”

SF Bay RWQCB: “In most cases, for new construction where a VIMS is needed to protect
building occupants, we will not approve the VIMS until remediation to the extent feasible has
been implemented. This could affect the local agency’s permitting decision for occupancy.”

Response R.29: Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-4 on page 191 identifies vapor
intrusion mitigation systems (VIMS) as a potential management measure, along with
other control measures. Additionally, Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-4 on page 191
of the Draft EIR (as revised, see Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions) requires
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applicants to demonstrate that hazardous materials do not exist on the site or that the
proposed construction and use of the site are approved by the environmental
oversight agency with jurisdiction prior to the issuance of building permit.

Comment R.30: The timeframe for remediation of halogenated solvent plumes is typically many
decades. The required monitoring and treatment infrastructure may preclude future development in
project areas above VOC plumes.

We request that the DEIR and Specific Plan add the SF Bay RWQCB and Santa Clara County VIMS
guidance as project requirements for all future developments in the project area.

Response R.30: The suggested measure is unnecessary as regulatory agencies would
review and approve development on sites with known impacts. Regulatory agencies
apply guidance that is current at the time a project is developed. Further, the
regulatory guidance on vapor intrusion is revised on a regular basis. Guidance will
likely become more stringent over the next 20 years (the expected timeframe of
buildout of Moffett Park). Tying development to a current guidance document would
preclude future development from complying with future guidance that may prove
more protective of human health and the environment in the future.

Comment R.31: Impacts of Sea Level Rise on Subsurface Contamination

The SFEI et al. report of groundwater conditions at the project area concluded that SLR could lead to
groundwater reaching the surface in portions of the site by the end of the century, which could
mobilize subsurface contamination. The report also states that “Changes to remediation strategies at
individual sites may be required to ensure public safety if groundwater levels rise and cause
contaminants to spread to new locations.” We worry that the contamination could potentially spread
to areas outside of the MPSP boundary and to the Bay.

The DEIR does not address the potential increase in transport of contaminants in soil vapors as
groundwater elevations increase over time, which may occur earlier than the end of the century.
Mobilization of contaminated groundwater plumes is also not analyzed. And the DEIR does not
address recommendations A through D from the SFEI report for measures designed to adapt to
groundwater rise, or the steps that were identified to fill data gaps that prevent adequate evaluation of
site hydrology and contaminant migration. We recommend that the final EIR incorporate the
proposed mitigation measures into the project’s design.

Response R.31: No specific development is proposed at this time. Refer to Response
R.20 for the mechanisms in place to evaluate and remediate contamination (such as
contamination from migrating groundwater plumes) during redevelopment of sites
within Moffett Park.

It is assumed that the “recommendations A through D from the SFEI report” are the
adaptation strategies identified in Chapter 6 of the Sea-level Rise Impacts on Shallow
Groundwater in Moffett Park by SFEI included in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. The
adaptation strategies are considerations for future development that could minimize
the risk of rising groundwater, including adding three feet to groundwater design
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levels, accounting for higher groundwater levels in stormwater system upgrades, and
designing site open spaces to allow more groundwater and stormwater detention. Per
California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, 62 Cal 4" 369 (BIA v. BAAQMD), effects of the environment on a project
(e.g., groundwater level effects to the development of the Specific Plan) are not
considered CEQA impacts. This does not, however, preclude the City from
considering the adaptation strategies outside of the CEQA process. When future
development is proposed, the City will consider the applicability of the adaptation
strategies identified during the planning (not CEQA) process.

Comment R.32: 3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

The DEIR discussion of Existing Conditions, Groundwater, pp.201-202, inadequately informs the
reader and decision-makers about the existing groundwater status in the Plan area. We recommend
that you improve that discussion with the following.

e Differentiate between shallow groundwater and deep groundwater.

e Replace Figure 3.10-2 “Groundwater Depth in Moffett Park” with Figure 10 “Estimated
depth to water in Moffett Park, based on an interpolation between measured values in the
Geotracker database”. The latter, in the City’s Groundwater and Sea Level Rise Addendum,
provides the reader with a more site-specific overview of the shallow groundwater landscape
relative to the proposed plan and includes references to sources and dates of data used.

Response R.32: The description of existing groundwater conditions on pages 201
through 202 of the Draft EIR provides a general description of groundwater
conditions. Valley Water, the groundwater management agency for Santa Clara
County, has reviewed the Draft EIR and did not comment that the groundwater
description was inadequate. The description on page 202 of the Draft EIR mentions
the depth of shallow aquifers and text has been added to page 202 of the Draft EIR to
clarify the depth of deeper aquifers. In addition, Figure 10 in Appendix G of the Draft
EIR, which is referenced in the above comment, has been added to the Draft EIR as
an additional figure, Figure 3.10-2a. Refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions.

Comment R.33: The DEIR discussion of Existing Conditions, Flood Hazards on p. 206 makes the
following statement: “There are several projects in the process that would reduce the risk of flooding
within Moffett Park, including: South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Phase III Feasibility Study —
undertaken by the USACE, Valley Water, and the California Coastal Conservancy that is evaluating
the feasibility of implementing levee improvements and habitat restoration that would benefit
Moffett Park. The design and construction of improvements is unknown at this time.”

This statement about the Shoreline Phase 3 Feasibility Study is inaccurate and thereby misleading.

» Before a Feasibility Study can begin, Valley Water and the USACE must sign a cost-share
agreement. That action has not occurred nor is there any agreement that it will at any time
soon. No Feasibility Study is underway. There is no Phase 3 Project.

e Unlike nearby cities (Palo Alto and Mountain View), Sunnyvale has not prepared a technical
shoreline vulnerability study. While the City has had multiple reports prepared on sea level
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strategy and resilience, none provide the technical analysis that assesses vulnerability as a
starting point for a Phase 3 project.
e The USACE has now reassessed Phase 2 (Palo Alto, part of Mountain View) to target the
year 2060 for completion. Phase 2 is prioritized ahead of Phase 3.
e Please correct the Existing Condition discussion in the EIR
e Discussion and impact analysis in the DEIR that refers to the Shoreline Phase 3
Project as an existing condition should be re-evaluated.
e Since the timing for design and construction of Phase 3 levee improvements has not
been ascertained, and funding is not reasonably foreseeable, the MPSP and the DEIR
should rely upon the levee in considerations of flood risk reduction.

Response R.33: The description of the South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Phase I11
Feasibility Study, including the statement that the design and construction of
improvements are unknown, on page 206 of the Draft EIR is correct. Additional text
to the description of the South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Phase III Feasibility
Study has been added to page 206 of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR
Text Revisions). Valley Water and the California State Coastal Conservancy are
currently working with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on the terms of the feasibility
cost share agreement (FCSA). Once the FCSA is finalized, the Shoreline Phase III
Feasibility Study will be initiated.

The projects identified on page 206 through 207 of the Draft EIR include the South
San Francisco Bay Shoreline Phase III Feasibility Study (which the above comment
references), South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project, Sunnyvale East and West
Channel Flood Protection Project, and Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan
project. These projects are briefly discussed further in Section 3.10.3 Non-CEQA
Effects as examples for future flood risk reduction in anticipation of sea-level rise. In
general, effects of the environment on a project are not CEQA impacts. For this
reason, a discussion of these projects was included in the Draft EIR for informational
purposes only and do not shape the CEQA analysis or impact discussion.

This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment R.34: 3.11 Land Use and Planning

Residential Use

Residential use is not advisable for project parcels that have volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in
groundwater or soil vapor far in excess of California Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). The
Proposed Land Use Map (MPSP DEIR Figure 2.3.1) shows a residential area between Lockheed
Martin Way, 1st Avenue and Bordeaux Drive. A portion of this parcel is located above a
groundwater solvent plume from the Lockheed Plant One/Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant
(NIROP) military cleanup site. Figure 1 shows the trichloroethene (TCE) groundwater plume from
the Figure 2-15 of the NIROP report, overlaid on the Project Land Use Map. Soil gas samples within
the proposed residential area have concentrations greater than USEPA ESLs for the carcinogens
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TCE, vinyl chloride (VC), benzene, and chloroform, contributing to an estimated lifetime excess
cancer risk for residential use of greater than one in one million.

Response R.34: No specific development is proposed at this time. Site-specific
investigations and analysis are identified as Specific Plan requirements for future
development. Refer to Responses R.20, R.21, and R.26 regarding clarification about
Specific Plan requirements and the mechanisms in place to ensure future
development does not result in significant hazardous materials impacts.

Comment R.35: Commercial Use

Subslab soil gas and indoor air sampling has found VOC concentrations in excess of USEPA
commercial use SLs at multiple vacuum degreaser facilities within the Lockheed Plant One site and
within the boundaries of the NIROP solvent plume, and in the vicinity of the Google Caribbean
Campus. This is not a complete list of sites in the project area that could potentially have soil gas
contamination. Other potential areas with known or suspected hazardous chemical releases were
identified in the Farallon Consulting report, Appendix F to the Draft EIR. Subsequent projects should
perform soil gas sampling at potential contamination sites.
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Response R.35: Future development under the Specific Plan is required to complete
site-specific investigations and analysis, including soil vapor sampling as warranted
per Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-3 described on pages 190 through 191 of the
Draft EIR.

Comment R.36: Landscape Area and Open Space

We have consistently expressed the importance of open space in the “Ecological Innovation
District,” so we are pleased that the MPSP proposes 200-plus new acres of parks and open space.
However, it is not clear to us that the MPSP provides adequate mechanisms for acquisition or
dedication of public open space. Even the Bonus FAR mechanism, which requires community
benefits, does not assure that any new open space would be produced. Therefore, we are concerned
that the DEIR makes findings of significance based on the presumed addition and availability to the
public of these parks and open space. If 200 acres of open space are not acquired or deeded for public
use, project impacts on existing environmental resources (for example, recreation and biological
impacts) may prove significant and unavoidable.

Response R.36: Refer to Topic Response 3: Park and Recreation Impacts.

Comment R.37: We are also concerned about the minimal landscape areas delineated in the
proposed Plan and also that the MPSP’s Lot Coverage and Paving Area requirements will severely
constrain the greenscape benefits of landscape areas. The MPSP does not require ANY landscape
area in the Activity Core MP-AC. In the Residential area MP-R, only 15% of the site is a landscape
area. In Non-Residential areas only 5% landscape area (in the Fine Grain Core). Figure 28, pg 104
shows that the “fine grain core” area (referenced in Table 6) covers approximately 50% of the MPSP
(excluding the Lockheed campus). We note that there is no requirement for any “landscape area” in
this zone though there are guidelines for planting areas located in sidewalk and paved areas for this
zone. Outside the “fine grain core” there is a requirement for 20% minimum lot area for landscape
area. However, it is not clear whether surface parking and driveways (Paving Area) are allowed in
this “landscape area.”

Please consider the following Plan amendments to ensure that open space will be a required part of
the ecological innovation district.

* Require that 50% of all community benefits for bonus FAR be for open space, with priority
for ecologically beneficial open space. This is also important because as buildings get taller,
the open spaces between them need to be larger in proportion.

e Please reduce the 25% of lot area for “paving area” allowed for non-residential development
outside the “fine grain core” so that paved area and surface parking are minimized and
landscape area is increased in the “eco-innovation district.”

Response R.37: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.
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Comment R.38: Life Science Land Use

Permitting of Life Sciences Land Use in R&D requires additional discussion and clarification in the
EIR. Life Sciences lab buildings are categorized into four Biosafety Levels. These reflect levels of
bio-containment of infectious diseases and pathogens.

Moffett Park is located on a fill area with a high groundwater table and flooding risk, as well as
liquefaction potential in major earthquake events. In the event of a major earthquake, soils are
predicted to liquefy resulting in rupturing and damage to underground utilities as well as potential
major structural damage to the buildings. In the event of a major disaster, back-up systems may not
be operable and containment may not be possible for biohazards.

Proposed mitigation: Require that emergency equipment and back-up systems be located higher than
the 100-year flood level and preferably on the second floor or the roof so as to be safe from flooding.

e Please clarify which districts will be available for biotech labs.

e Will BSL-3 labs be allowed in the MPSP?

e Will there be separation requirements for BSL labs from housing in the MPSP? Cities have
instituted separation requirements ranging from 250 feet to 500 feet for public health and
safety.

e Will there be special setback requirements for BSL labs from the East and West Channels
which are connected by tidal flows to San Francisco Bay and ecologically sensitive
wetlands?

Suggested mitigations.

e Limit Life Sciences labs to BSL-1 and BSL-2. Consider allowing BSL-1 and BSL-2 labs
with minimum setbacks of 500” from any parks and open space as well as residential, school
or day-care sites.

» Site lab buildings out of low lying ground levels to avoid flooding.

We disagree that implementation of the Plan would not include any new or uniquely hazardous uses.
See Section 3.11 Land Use and Planning for a discussion about the NEW potential for environmental
accidents from biohazards. These are uniquely hazardous uses with the potential to affect the public
and are not addressed in the MPSP or in the Sunnyvale General Plan.

Response R.38: Life science and biotech labs are types of Research and
Development (R&D) uses, which are currently allowed under the existing Moffett
Park — General Industrial (MP-I) and Moffett Park — Transit Oriented Development
(MP-TOD) zoning subdistricts and there are existing biotech labs currently operating
in Moffett Park. Biotech labs would continue to be allowed under the proposed
Mixed Office (MP-O1 and MP-0O2), Mixed Employment (MP-E1, MP-E2, and MP-
E3), and Mixed Use (MP-MU) land use districts shown on Figure 2.3-1 on page 13 of
the Draft EIR and described on pages 10 through 11 of the Draft EIR. R&D uses,
including life science labs and biotech labs, are not new uses in Moffett Park.
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No specific development, including life science or biotech labs, is currently proposed.
If life science or biotech labs are proposed in the future, subsequent project- and site-
specific analyses are required to evaluate if the specific life science or biotech lab use
would result in new or substantially greater environmental impacts than disclosed in
the EIR. Subsequent analyses include a site-specific geotechnical investigation report
per the California Building Code to evaluate seismic and geological conditions and
implement recommendations to avoid/minimize risk due to seismic and seismic-
related hazards (including liquefaction) to acceptable levels (as discussed on page
149 of the Draft EIR) and compliance with federal, state, and local regulations for the
safe storage, use, handling, generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous
materials during operations (as discussed on page 189 of the Draft EIR). In addition,
future development (including life science and biotech lab uses) are required to
comply with the Specific Plan requirement and standards to protect sensitive habitats
(including wetland habitats) that are described on pages 112 through 113 of the Draft
EIR. The project’s impact on flooding and inundation is discussed under Impact
HYD-3 and Impact HYD-4 on pages 210 through 211 of the Draft EIR and
concluded to be less than significant. Also, future development is required to comply
with City Municipal Code Chapter 16.62 regulations including standards for
construction to prevent flood damage. If impacts are identified during project-specific
review, setbacks (as suggested in the above comment) may be considered by the City
to reduce impacts.

This comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment R.39: Maximum Height Limits

Clarify that the maximum heights are to the top of the tallest structures on a building. Usually,
heights are set to the top of the roof parapet, or the top of the roof level, or the top of the mechanical
equipment structure on the rooftop. However, exhaust stacks may be even taller than the intake and
exhaust air from single-pass HVAC equipment. Therefore TOTAL height needs to be specified as the
maximum allowable height, to the top of all equipment including exhaust stacks.

Response R.39: Per page 110 of the Specific Plan: “‘Building height’ means the
vertical distance measured from the top of the curb closest to the main building, or if
there is no curb, from the highest point of the street adjacent to the main building, to
the highest point of the main building [emphasis added]. Regardless of maximum
building heights allowed on Figure 30, all buildings shall meet the height standards
set forth by the Moffett Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan.” The comment does not
identify any specific CEQA issues or inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no
further response is required.

Comment R.40: Population and Housing

The CEQA Appendix G Guidelines do not include analysis of jobs/housing balance in the checklist
of environmental factors that must be evaluated for all projects in California. Nevertheless, the
intensity of the housing crisis in California and the Bay Area has made jobs/housing balance an issue
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of critical public concern. Rapid jobs growth that outpaces housing production is seen as a significant
contributor to housing disruption and inequality in the region. The failure to analyze, describe, and
mitigate the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed MPSP on the city-wide or regional
jobs/housing balance is a significant omission.

New state laws, and a doubling of Sunnyvale’s RHNA allocation from the 5th to the 6th Cycle, strive
to spur housing production. However, recent studies suggest that housing production alone may be
insufficient to reverse the trends pushing workers and jobs farther apart. In order to reduce housing
inequity and displacement, better alignment between jobs and housing and also between jobs and
workers are important parts of the puzzle.

The MPSP’s Guiding Principle 2 envisions “improving the local as well as regional jobs-housing
ratio.” Objective 2 in the DEIR uses similar language, but focuses only on “improving the regional
jobs-housing balance.” Neither document makes any further mention of jobs-housing balance or ratio
and the limited data provided appears inconsistent. Table 3.14.2: Projected Growth Citywide on
DEIR page 259 indicates that General Plan Buildout will produce 43,865 jobs/employees, 203,985
residents and 82,122 households whereas the narrative above that table states that buildout of the
General Plan is estimated to result in 121,689 jobs/employees and 197,785 residents (with no number
of households specified). That inconsistency makes it impossible for the public to estimate the city-
wide jobs-housing balance likely to result from the MPSP. Additionally, there is no data provided
regarding the current city wide or regional jobs/housing balance, making it difficult to evaluate any
improvement consistent with Objective 2 or Guiding Principle 2.

We ask that the DEIR provide accurate data about the current local and regional jobs/housing balance
and the projected delta resulting from the proposed MPSP, analyze the city-wide job/housing fit with
and without the proposed MPSP, and reduce or mitigate any significant impacts on job/housing
balance and fit.

Response R.40: The number of existing, projected citywide and regionwide, and
Specific Plan jobs/employees, housing units, and residents is identified and
associated impacts are discussed in Section 3.17 Population and Housing on pages
256 through 261 and Section 4.0 Growth-Inducing Impacts on pages 343 through 345
of the Draft EIR, as revised (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). The text
in Table 3.14-2 on page 259 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the correct
number of residents/population and jobs/employees projected to result from the
buildout of the City’s adopted General Plan (197,785 residents/population and
121,689 jobs/employees) (refer to Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions). Based on
the information and data provided in the Draft EIR, citywide jobs to housing ratio
under existing conditions is 1.64, adopted General Plan is 1.48, and adopted General
Plan with the proposed Specific Plan would be 1.45. Text has been added to pages
257 and 259 of the Draft EIR to explicitly state these existing, General Plan buildout,
and General Plan buildout with Specific Plan jobs to housing ratios. These text
revisions do not change the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR. As discussed in
Sections 3.17 Population and Housing and 4.0 Growth-Inducing Impacts, the growth
resulting from the proposed Specific Plan is consistent with projected growth for the
North Santa Clara County area (which includes the City of Sunnyvale and portions of
the cities of Santa Clara, Mountain View, Milpitas, San Jose, and Palo Alto) in Plan
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Bay Area 2050. No significant population and housing or growth inducing impacts
were identified in the Draft EIR, therefore, no mitigation is required.

Comment R.41: Recreation

We dispute the contention in Impact REC-1 that the eventual addition of 200 new acres of park and
open space in the Plan area would offset the project’s demand on nearby park and recreational
facilities and thereby avoid contributing to or accelerating substantial physical deterioration of
nearby park and recreation facilities. The DEIR specifies that a determination of the project’s impact
on recreation depends on whether the project would “increase the use of existing ... parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated.” By conflating “demand” with “use” in its conclusory recreation impact assessment, the
DEIR provides inadequate analysis, fails to substantiate the conclusion that there will be less than
significant impact regarding physical deterioration of existing regional parks and other recreation
facilities, and fails to propose appropriate mitigation of impacts.

Significant park and recreation facilities currently located on the Bay shoreline (just outside of the
Plan area), including Baylands Park and the Bay Trail, are of a character and function distinct from
the parks and recreation facilities planned within the Plan area. As a result, any increase in their use
due to proposed net population and employee growth is unlikely to be offset by the eventual addition
of parks and facilities proposed in the MPSP.

e The recreational facilities along the Bay include commute trails that provide access to
destinations outside the Plan area, primarily the Bay Trail. The Bay Trail transverses the Don
Edwards National Wildlife Refuge. The acknowledged and intended increase in use of the
Bay Trail by residents and employees originating in the MPSP area, both for commute and
recreation, will very likely increase degradation and increase maintenance requirements for
the Bay Trail. The cost of maintenance would thus fall on the refuge, a federal jurisdiction.

e Sunnyvale Baylands Park also provides recreation opportunities that are different in character
from the parks and open space proposed within the plan area, including seasonal wetlands,
reservable picnic and event areas for large groups, a ropes course, an area for flying drones
and model airplanes, and a petting zoo open to the public for limited hours.

The City has repeatedly emphasized the benefits of connections to the Bay and nearby open space,
trails, parkland, and recreation facilities to the new Moffett Park community. Additionally, in the
2020 Community Visioning Survey, the highest-ranked key priority was “Connect people too nature
and the Bay.” Thus it is likely and anticipated that the proposed 42,000 new residents and 60,414
new employees will use the Bay Trail or other existing recreation facilities in addition to new
facilities within the Plan Area. The DEIR’s narrow and conclusory approach, focused on a
generalized demand for parks and open space rather than likely usage, has resulted in an inadequate
analysis that is inconsistent with both expectations and intentions.

Further analysis is needed to identify existing conditions in these nearby facilities, evaluate the
impacts (including physical degradation of facilities, overcrowding and excessive noise) of additional
use by the net new residents and employees proposed in the MPSP as well as cumulative impacts

Moffett Park Specific Plan 86 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



with other developments along the bay, such as the North Bayshore Precise Plan and the Bayview
Campus, and identify mitigations to minimize degradation of the facilities.

The existing conditions description should include such factors as daily use (including, for Baylands
Park, the number of visitors, picnic and event space reservations, and drone operators) as well as
maintenance conditions and requirements, and the adequacy of parking facilities. Mitigations could
include such things as limiting open hours, daily capacity limits, a reservation system to regulate the
volume of drone activity, and signage and fencing to limit off-trail intrusion, especially into sensitive
habitat areas.

Response R.41: Refer to Topic Response 3: Park and Recreation Impacts.

Comment R.42: 3.17 Transportation

Moffett Park is isolated from the rest of Sunnyvale by Highway 237. There are three overpasses that
serve the area and these “gateways” are already at a Level of Service (LOS) of E or F during
commute periods (DEIR Table 3.17-3 Intersection Level of Service Summary). Several other
intersections within the MPSP are also impacted according to this summary. The Mary Avenue
Overpass is currently not planned for auto traffic and there is no clear path to its being built in the
near future.

We dispute the assumptions of Table 3.17-2: Project Trips and Mode Split at Buildout. While we are
supportive of reducing driving within the plan area, it is not practical to assume that there would be
ZERO internal trips using automobiles. Please revise this assumption to a more realistic scenario
where a certain percentage of trips within the plan area will be made using an automobile.

Response R.42: Refer to Response B.13 for the lane assumptions for the separate,
proposed Mary Avenue Overcrossing project. Table 3.17-2 on page 297 of the Draft
EIR has been revised to clarify the types of internal, non-driving trips (refer to
Section 5.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions. The internal trips include all non-driving
modes, which comprise of transit trips, internal circulator trips, and all active
transportation modes, inclusive of biking, walking, and rolling. The Specific Plan
calls for extensive investments in multimodal infrastructure to support transit and
active transportation mode shares, including: a complete streets network with
pedestrian-friendly street designs throughout the district; separated bike and
pedestrian facilities; a robust on-street bike network and connections to the
surrounding street network at district gateways; an internal circulator with frequent
service to locations where public transit is not convenient; mobility hubs to support
multimodal trips and expand transit access at activity centers; and substantial TDM
requirements for all land uses. These resources and incentives to support non-drive
access within the district would be implemented over time as future projects are
developed and would be most effective at full build out. Also refer to Response H.2
for more context about the mode split at build out.

This comment does not identify any inadequacies of the Draft EIR, nor does it
provide new information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in
the Draft EIR.
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Comment R.43: We maintain that Impact TRN-4: The project would not result in inadequate
emergency access remains significant. The MPSP has limited roadway access points for emergency
vehicles and personnel. The existing “gateway" access roads are already impacted and additional
development will further impact these points and severely limit emergency access. The planned Mary
Crossing overpass may allow emergency vehicles, however, there is no clear path ahead to realizing
this project.

Suggested mitigation: In section 10.6 Performance metrics, in the MPSP, add Item 8: Gateway
Capacity: A traffic analysis should be conducted annually, with reporting to the City Council, on the
traffic at each gateway, in both directions (incoming and outgoing) during commute hours. Future
development should be made conditional to the gateways being able to accept the additional traffic.
This should be used to make an informed decision on permitting additional development, guide
future decisions on development and emphasize the importance of emergency access to the plan area.

Response R.43: Emergency access, services, and/or response are discussed in several
places in the Draft EIR, including Sections 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
3.15 Public Services, and 3.17 Transportation. Moffett Park is within the existing
service area of the Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety (DPS) and currently
served by DPS. DPS provides fire, emergency medical, and police protection services
and is staffed by officers who are cross trained as police officers, firefighters, and
emergency medical technicians. Fire Station #5 is relatively centrally located within
Moftett Park at 1210 Bordeaux Drive and police services regularly patrol Moffett
Park. Additional details about DPS are provided on page 265 of the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR was prepared in coordination with DPS. The Draft EIR concluded that
implementation of Moffett Park would not impair implementation of or physically
interfere with the City’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, which provides
comprehensive, detailed instructions and procedures to ensure the safety of
Sunnyvale citizens in the event of an emergency (e.g., fire, geologic, or other
hazardous occurrence). No major modification to U.S. Highway 101 or Central
Expressway (which are designated major evacuation routes for the City) are proposed
as part of the project (see discussion under Impact HAZ-6 on pages 194 through 195
of the Draft EIR).

In addition, DPS and the City Council evaluate service levels during the annual
budget process to balance resources and ensure and maintain adequate service. As the
Specific Plan is implemented, a new or expanded DPS facility may be required. The
environmental impacts of constructing such facilities in Moffett Park would be less
than significant, as explained on pages 271 through 272 of the Draft EIR. Further, as
explained on pages 271 and 309 of the Draft EIR, the proposed street network would
increase mobility and access within Moffett Park compared to existing conditions and
future development would be designed to meet current building and fire code
standards to ensure adequate emergency vehicle access.

As referenced in the above comment, there are several gateways to Moffett Park.
Although no longer an impact under CEQA, the level of service (LOS) of
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intersections (including intersections along the gateways) was analyzed and the
results summarized in Section 3.17 Transportation of the Draft EIR. Improvements at
deficient intersections, including North Mary Avenue/Central Expressway, Crossman
Avenue/Moffett Park Drive, and various intersections on Lawrence Expressway,
were identified and future development shall pay their fair-share towards these LOS
improvements. In addition, the Specific Plan includes Goal M-4 and supporting
policies (policies M-3.1 through M-4.2) to increase transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
capacity at the gateways. In addition, Section 10.6 Performance Metrics of the
Specific Plan requires regular district trip monitoring to be implemented by the TMA
with the City’s regulatory oversight. Furthermore, in an emergency, vehicles
traveling on roadways are required to move over and pull over to let emergency
response vehicles (e.g., fire, emergency medical, and police) pass.

For these reasons, the project would not result in significant impacts to emergency
access and no mitigation is required. The comment does not identify any
inadequacies of the Draft EIR.

Comment R.44: Parking

The MPSP parking policies may not achieve the required reduction in driving that is needed to
support the anticipated intensification of land use. We have the following suggested changes to the

MPSP.

Parking structures should accommodate change of use in the future, from parking cars to housing
people. This flexibility of re-purpose should be the model for all parking structures.

New parking structures should be built to allow future re-purposing such as housing. In
addition, new parking structures should be built so as to be able to respond immediately to
crisis needs (shelter during major weather events, shelter post earthquake).

Please consider using feasible strategies like parking cash-out which Stanford, Lockheed, and
Genentech used to avoid building additional parking lots and to reduce automobile use.
Please require paid parking by all employees. Please install a traffic cap. Traffic caps work if
enforced (for example, using pavement sensors that count vehicles throughput) and
controlled (via pricing) and feedback systems, such as increasing pricing and fines for
exceeding the cap).

Include the use of electronic toll payment, like FasTrak transponders for all parking and in
garages in MPSP.

Allow or encourage parking in-lieu fees to help pay for shared parking structures. The cost of
the structures can be partially covered by revenue generated by parking fees.

Add a requirement to include car-sharing spaces in residential buildings and require bike-
sharing and micromobility-sharing in mobility hubs.

Prior to building each parking structure, please study overall parking demand to evaluate how
multi-modal behaviors evolve, and ensure that the added parking is indeed needed.

Response R.44: Pursuant to Specific Plan Policy TDMP-2.1, a Transportation
Management Association (TMA) is to be established to oversee mobility
improvements, coordinate efforts, and manage a district-wide TDM strategy. New
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development under the Specific Plan is required to implement Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) plans to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and
incentivize multi-modal trips. The standards and guidelines for TDM plans are
outlined in Chapter 8.2 of the Specific Plan and identify required TDM measures
including unbundled parking; carpool/vanpool parking; bike parking, showers, and
lockers; parking cash out program; monitoring; and new metrics as needed and
determined by the TMA. Therefore, the above suggestions could be identified in
TDM plans for future development as applicable. This comment does not provide
new information that would change the analysis or conclusions disclosed in the Draft
EIR.

Comment R.45: 3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Water Supply Assessment

In Appendix J, water supply was assessed through 2040 and “The City is projected to experience
Supply shortfalls under single dry-year conditions and multiple dry-year conditions due to the
anticipated water supply shortfalls from the SFPUC due to the Bay Delta Plan.” Please analyze the
cumulative impacts of increased water usage from the MPSP and other large master planning efforts
in Sunnyvale such as Peery Park past the year 2040. Also include the water use estimates for
anticipated Life Sciences Lab facilities (since Life Sciences Lab buildings require large quantities of
water.)

Response R.45: The project’s impact on water supply was evaluated in the Draft EIR
pursuant to existing regulations including Senate Bill (SB) 610 and California Water
Code. Per these regulations, a water supply assessment for a qualifying project must
(1) state whether the water supply needs of the development can be met by the
supplies available to the water provider as described in its Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) and (2) determine if the water provider’s available water supplies are
capable of meeting the development’s needs during single-dry and multiple-dry water
years as described in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) 20-year
projection.

As described on page 318 of the Draft EIR, the City’s current UWMP projected
demands for 20 years through the year 2040 based on General Plan growth estimates.
Accordingly, the WSA for the project assessed water supply through 2040 and
accounts for the water demand from buildout of the General Plan (including growth
from the Peery Park Specific Plan) in combination with the water demand from the
proposed project. The WSA, therefore, represents a cumulative analysis of water
supply and demand.

As discussed under Impact UTL-2 on pages 335 through 336 of the Draft EIR, and
detailed in the WSA included in Appendix J of the Draft EIR, the City has sufficient
water supply to serve the buildout of the General Plan and the project under normal
years and would meet demands during single-dry and multiple-dry years with the
implementation of its Water Shortage Contingency Plan. Per the state water code, the
City’s UWMP must be updated every five years.
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No life sciences lab facilities are proposed at this time. The WSA prepared for the
project assumed representative water usage rates for each land use category. These
rates are listed on page 10 of the WSA in Appendix J of the Draft EIR. In the event a
use is proposed that would result in substantially different water demand than
assumed in the WSA, a subsequent WSA may be required.

The comment does not provide new information that would change the analysis or
conclusions disclosed in the Draft EIR.

S. SV@Home, Greenbelt Alliance, Housing Action Coalition, Friends of Caltrain,
Seamless Bay Area, SPUR, Bay Area Council, TransForm (February 10, 2023)

Comment S.1: Affordable Housing

e Because the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program does not guarantee that affordable units
will be built on site or within Moffett Park, include an explicit requirement that a minimum
of 15 percent of the residential units in the plan area be income-restricted housing affordable
to moderate, low, very-low and extremely-low income households, with a 20 percent goal.

e Include explicit language acknowledging that expanding access to people of all incomes will
require deed-restricted units integrated into both market-rate development and stand-alone
100 percent affordable developments. This will require additional public and private
resources to achieve deeper levels of affordability.

e Consider other tools that would generate additional resources, reduce costs, and incentivize
affordable housing development.

e One potential tool to consider could be to allow all or some of the Housing Mitigation Fees
collected from commercial development within Moffett Park be dedicated to affordable
housing development within each master plan area. Another tool could be to reduce city
development fees for affordable housing within the plan area.

e Incorporate concrete language in the Community Benefits Program that affordable housing
be prioritized to expand opportunities for very-low and extremely-low income households.

e Include details in the Community Benefits Program on how affordable housing is valued,
relative to other benefits.

Environmental Resilience and Equitable Open Space

e Pursue more extensive efforts to stave off urban heat island effects and predicted flooding
issues by specifying and incorporating additional nature based solutions and green
infrastructure (bioswales, wetland restoration and creation, urban greening requirements, etc.)
into the MPSP.

* Ensure spatial equity by committing to going above and beyond the minimum 44 acres of
high habitat value eco patches recommended in the San Francisco Estuary Institute Technical
Report, with emphasis in areas and neighborhoods slated for affordable housing
development.

e Consider the establishment of a climate resilience task force focused on guidance of longer
term resilience planning efforts.
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Shared Economic Opportunity

e The establishment of a small business advocate office that serves as a single point of contact
for existing Sunnyvale small business owners and non-profits, or through a small business
alliance, to support the proposed retention/expansion policy currently included in the
Community Benefits Program list.

Equitable Transit Commitments

e Require increased investment in Transportation Demand Management measures that seek to
attain the goals before assessing penalties for non-attainment.

e Include an explicit commitment to engage in regional transit integration plans to expand
equitable access to Moffett Park including: Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
Connected Network Plan, Valley Transportation Authority’s Visionary Network, and an
MTC-convened regional initiative laying the groundwork for a regional funding measures for
public transportation.

e Adjust the MPSP to be consistent with MTC’s recently adopted Transit Oriented
Communities Policy, wherever relevant.

Community Participation

e Include public participation in developing and implementing the administrative guidelines
and expected value of contributions for the Community Benefits Program.

e Provide the Sunnyvale community an ongoing role as equity stakeholders in the
Collaborative Entity for Infrastructure, the Transportation Management Authority, and the
Community Benefits Program’s community benefits guidelines and contributions.

Response S.1: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

T. Wickham, Kristel (February 10, 2023)

Comment T.1: Two suggested items: 1) add something to the plan that would somewhat
synchronize the building of housing with other uses like office. Since the plan will cover multiple
decades the office space could get built much faster than housing without safeguards.

Response T.1: The comment does not identify any specific CEQA issues or
inadequacies of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required.

Comment T.2: 2) with significant and unavoidable GHG impacts and construction over decades it
would be good to address/encourage low carbon construction materials and use of zero emission
construction equipment. Although these are not yet mandated, the requirement for 85% GHG
reduction by 2045 will necessitate many changes such as these. Meanwhile, cost and availability of
these materials and methods will continue to improve.
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Response T.2: The project’s construction-related greenhouse gas (GHG) impact is
discussed on page 162 of the Draft EIR and concluded to be less than significant. For
this reason, no mitigation (such as the suggestion above for low carbon construction
materials and use of zero emission construction equipment) is required. The Specific
Plan does include Policy 10.3.3-2, described on pages 68 and 69 in Section 3.3 Air
Quality of the Draft EIR, which identifies use of zero emission construction
equipment by future development if needed to reduce significant construction criteria
air pollutant emissions.

The state’s goal to reduce anthropogenic GHG emissions by 85 percent below the
1990 levels by the year 2045 and achieve net zero GHG emissions by 2045 pursuant
to Assembly Bill 1279 is described on page 156 of the Draft EIR. The current GHG
operational threshold for plan-level projects per the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) is meeting state goals (or being consistent with a
qualified greenhouse gas reduction strategy). The analysis of the project’s ability to
meet state goals is provided on pages 162 through 165 of the Draft EIR and explains
how achieving carbon neutrality will rely on multiple factors outside of the City’s
control, including future state regulations and technologies and changes to human
behavior. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan includes an adaptive
requirement that requires the Specific Plan policies and implementing measures be
updated on a regular basis to measure progress and incorporate new measures to
progress towards achieving carbon neutrality (see requirement 10.6 on page 164 of
the Draft EIR).
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SECTION 5.0 DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS

This section contains revisions to the text of the Moffett Park Specific Plan Draft EIR dated
December 19, 2022. Revised or new language is underlined. All deletions are shown with a }ine

through-the text.

Master Edit ~ ADD text to all references of the Sunnyvale WPCP salt ponds on figures as follows:

Former salt ponds

Cover REVISE the text as follows:

File-SCH No.: 20210880338

Page vi ADD the following text to the first paragraph:

The approximately 1,270-acre Specific Plan area (hereinafter referred to as “Moffett Park™) is located
in the northernmost portion of the City. Moffett Park is generally bounded by State Route (SR) 237
to the south, Moffett Federal Airfield and a golf course to the west; San Francisco Bay, a
former/closed Sunnyvale landfill, Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer (SMaRT) Station®,
Donald M. Somers Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), WPCP former salt ponds for wastewater
treatment, an open-water pond, and Caribbean Drive to the north; and Caribbean Drive, Twin Creeks
Sports Complex, and Baylands Park to the east.

Page vii REVISE the first paragraph and ADD a bullet as follows:

The EIR includes a detailed discussion of the existing setting, impacts, and Specific Plan policies
proposed to protect environmental resources and avoid and/or reduce impacts. The analysis in the
EIR concluded that the implementation of the Specific Plan would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts from 1) project-level operational criteria air pollutant emissions, and 2)
operational greenhouse gas emissions, and 3) potential construction-related impacts from expanding
the WPCP to treat cumulative sewage generation. These impacts are identified in the EIR as follows:

e Impact AIR-1: The project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan. (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)
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Page 10 REVISE the text in the last column of the (1) MP -O1: Office 1 and (2) MP-O2:
Office 2 row in Table 2.3-3 as follows:
(1) MP-O1: A mix of moderate and high Office Throughout Moffett
Office 1 intensity’ office and R&D R&D/Flex Park, totaling 417.5
(2) MP-O2: uses, with hotels, retail, and Light Industrial acres
Office 2 other general commercial Manufacturing e MP-Ol: 225 acres
allowed. Residential uses are Retail e MP-02: 179 +89
not allowed. General acres
Commercial
Eating/Drinking
Establishments
Hospitality
Healthcare
Parks and Open
Space
Page 11 REVISE the text in the last column of the (7) MP -MU: Mixed Use row in Table 2.3-
3 as follows:
(7) MP-MU: A mix of single use Retail, Restaurants, | Throughout Moffett
Mixed Use residential or office uses. Entertainment Park, totaling 146436
These areas provide a Museums, Galleries | acres
transition from mixed-use Residential
activity centers and Office
residential areas to other land R&D
use types in Moffett Park. General
Commercial
Hospitality
Healthcare
Group Homes
Parks and Open
Space

7 Moderate intensity is defined as office/R&D buildings with an FAR less than 1.0 and buildings less than 75 feet in
height. High intensity is defined as office/R&D buildings with a finished floor greater than 75 feet in height.
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Page 12 REVISE the text in the last column of the (10) P: Public row in Table 2.3-3 as

follows:

(1) P: Public Public open space areas e Restoration/ Throughout Moffett
include ponds, channels, and wastewater Park, 41 acres
riparian areas adjacent to the treatment plant
East and West Channels. ponds Note that additional

e Channels open space would be

o Riparian areas required in other land

 Parks and Open use designations, which
Space would result in a total

e Trails of 245te240 212 to

e Public/community 230 acres of park and
Facilities open space areas.

Page 12 REVISE the following text in Section 2.3.2 Maximum Building Heights

2.3.2 Maximum Building Heights

The Specific Plan includes maximum building heights allowed for future developments in Moffett
Park. The tallest buildings would primarily be allowed in the central and eastern areas of Moffett
Park, with maximum building heights ranging from 160 to 275 feet above the ground surface. The
maximum building heights in other areas of Moffett Park would be 436-145-to 150 feet above the
ground surface. The maximum building heights allowed under the Specific Plan are shown on Figure
2.32.

Page 12 ADD the following text to Section 2.3.3 Neighborhoods:

2.3.3 Neighborhoods

The Specific Plan divides Moffett Park into the following six complete neighborhoods that define
future districts: (1) North Java, (2) South Java, (3) Crossman, (4) Chesapeake, (5) West Mathilda,
and (6) Discovery. As described in the Specific Plan (which is included in Appendix A), each
neighborhood is distinct with a unique mix of land uses to create a complete walkable neighborhood
oriented around a centralized public open space and activity center and featuring all the services and
necessities needed for daily life within a 15-minute walk or bike ride from places of residence or
employment. Moffett Park’s complete neighborhoods offer workers, residents, and visitors alike with
a range of commercial options, recreational opportunities, and transit within a convenient distance of
their place of employment or homes. The neighborhoods are shown on Figure 2.3-3 and a summary
of the proposed land uses by neighborhood is provided in Table 2.3-4.
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Page 12 REVISE the heading and discussion for Section 2.3.4 as follows:

2.3.4 TransportationStreets Network

The proposed street network for Moffett Park would consist of existing streets (public and private)
and new streets for vehicles and/or people who would walk or bike in Moffett Park. The proposed
street network is shown on Figure 2.3-4. The proposed street network includes four street typologies:
anchor streets, crosstown connectors, neighborhood streets, and laneways. The location and
alignment of new streets may be adjusted to meet specific requirements of future development
projects as they occur subject to City approval and dependent on site and property conditions. All the
street typologies would accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.

The proposed street network would include pedestrian facilities on every street. Pedestrian facilities
include crosswalks, protected crossings, prioritize crossings, sidewalks, lighting, and curbside drop
off and loading areas. The proposed bicycle network includes several east-west and north-south
connections that are supplemented by additional internal bikeways. The proposed bicycle network is
shown on Figure 2.3-4a. Several bicycle enhancements are proposed at key crossings, which are
notated with letters A through H on Figure 2.3-4a. The enhancements considered as part of the
Specific Plan are two crossings at East Channel shown as “D” and “E” on Figure 2.3-4a. Future
bicycle enhancements would be subject to subsequent environmental review when proposed and
designed. Chapter 7 of the Specific Plan includes more details about the mobility network, including
bicycle and pedestrian networks, for Moffett Park.

To reduce the overall number of vehicle trips in Moffett Park, there would be a substantial increase
in both public and private transit service. Chapter 7.6 of the Specific Plan discusses future transit
investments, standards, and guidelines pertaining to the transit network. To optimize transit service in
Moffett Park, the Specific Plan identifies the need to reconfigure VTA bus service to better serve
increased demand, prioritize light rail on Java Drive and reconfigure pedestrian access to the
Java/Borregas light rail station, accommodate an internal circulator, and provide bus layover stations
at specified locations. Refer to Chapter 7.6 of the Specific Plan for additional details.

The Specific Plan’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies aim to reduce Single-
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) travel, minimize daily vehicle trips, and shift trips to transit, biking,
walking, scooting, or rideshare. A key element of the Moffett Park TDM strategy is parking
management, prioritizing a reduction in the overall parking supply while providing well-managed
access for people who choose to drive. Parking maximums, unbundling, and shared parking reduce

parking demand, minimize the number of vehicle trips, optimize the use of the existing and future
parking supply, and support enhanced urban design and placemaking. The approach for parking is

anchored by two key concepts: park once and shared parking. The park once concept is where
motorist who drive to Moffett Park would park their car and walk, bike, scoot, or take transit to a
variety of destinations. Shared parking facilities would be located proximate to key destinations to

optimize the use of parking supply, and limit the number of vehicle trips and local congestion. These
concepts are described in more detail in the Specific Plan included in Appendix A.

As part of the Specific Plan, a Transportation Management Authority (TMA) would be formed. The
TMA would provide a coordinated framework for designing, administering, operating, and marketing
transportation services or programs that reduce SOV trips (such as the internal connector). The TMA
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would also be responsible for on-going coordination with local transit agencies to maintain frequent

service, and implement station area improvements. The Specific Plan has a goal of 50 percent SOV
at full buildout (Policy TDMP-2.5).

Pages 13-15 REPLACE Figure 2.3-1 Proposed Land Use Map, Figure 2.3-2 Maximum Building
Heights, and Figure 2.3-3 Neighborhoods Map with the following:
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Page 17 REPLACE Figure 2.3-4 Street Network with the following:
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Page 17 ADD the following figure after Figure 2.3-4 on page 17:

Moffett Park Specific Plan 104 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023






Page 18 ADD the following text after the first paragraph and before Table 2.3-5:

Per the proposed Specific Plan, the 212 to 230 acres of open space would be realized through a
coordinated effort between the City, property owners, and developers, utilizing land dedication or
easement dedication by non-residential and residential developments, transfer of development rights,
ecological setback standards, the purchase of land using park dedication fee, and maintenance of
parks and open spaces by property owners.

Page 22 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-1 listed under Special-
Status Plants in Table 2.3-6:

e Requirement 10.3.5-1: Special Status Plants. At the time development is proposed, focused
special status plant surveys shall be completed by a qualified biologist (defined as a person
with a minimum of a four-year degree in wildlife sciences, biology, environmental sciences,
or equivalent experience in the biological sciences) for alkali milk-vetch and Congdon’s
tarplant in the grasslands and vernally mesic areas (e.g., areas with a moderate supply of
moisture) of Moffett Park’s northwestern corner.

Page 23 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-2 listed under Burrowing
Owl in Table 2.3-6:

. Requirement 10.3.5-2: Burrowing Owl Survey. Preconstruction surveys shall be completed
by a qualified biologist in areas where burrowing owl habitat occurs such as ruderal lots (not
including impervious surfaces). Each preconstruction survey shall consist of two surveys: an
initial survey no more than 14 days in advance of the on-set of ground-disturbing activity and
a follow-up survey occurring within 24 hours prior to the start of construction. These surveys
shall be conducted in accordance with the methods described in the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation or the most recent California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) guidelines at the time development is proposed. The surveys shall cover all areas of
suitable burrowing owl habitat within the construction zones.

- If preconstruction surveys are undertaken during the non-breeding season (September
1 through January 31), any burrows occupied by resident owls in areas planned for
construction shall be protected by a construction-free buffer with a radius of 150 to
250 feet around each active burrow, with the required buffer distance to be
determined in each case by a qualified biologist with at least two years of experience
surveying for burrowing owls. Passive relocation of resident owls is not
recommended by the CDFW where it can be avoided. If passive relocation is
unavoidable, resident owls may be passively relocated according to a relocation plan
prepared by a qualified biologist.

- If preconstruction surveys are undertaken during the breeding season (February 1
through August 31) and active nest burrows are located within or near construction
zones, a construction-free buffer of 250 feet shall be established around all active owl
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nests. The buffer areas shall be enclosed with temporary fencing, and construction
equipment and workers shall not be allowed to enter the enclosed setback areas.
Buffers shall remain in place for the duration of the breeding season. Should
construction work be halted or paused for more than one week, new preconstruction
surveys shall be prepared meeting the same requirements. After the breeding season
(i.e., once all young have left the nest), passive relocation of any remaining owls may
take place but only under the conditions described below.

Page 28 ADD the following text to the second paragraph of Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-
11 listed under State or Federally Protected Wetlands in Table 2.3-6:

Future development must comply with all state and federal laws and regulations related to
disturbance to jurisdictional waters. If it is determined that wetlands within Moffett Park under the
USACE’s and/or RWQCB?’s jurisdiction, future project developers would be required to obtain a
Section 404 Clean Water Act permit from the USACE, Section 401 water quality certification from
the RWQCB, and/or Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW or demonstrate
that such permits are not necessary prior to initiating any construction-related activities within
jurisdictional waters. Future project developers shall satisfy all agency requirements to mitigate
aquatic impacts. These may include avoidance of aquatic resources, measures to minimize impacts,
or compensation (e.g., habitat enhancement) for impacts_at a minimum of 1:1. Mitigation for the
permanent loss of waters of the US and/or state shall be required by either purchasing appropriate
mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank (currently mitigation banks do not exist for this
location, but should one become available this would become an option) or via permittee responsible
mitigation for which the applicant would need to provide a project-specific Wetland/Riparian
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) prepared by a qualified wetland restoration ecologist. The
MMP would form the basis of the applicants permit package to the USACE, CDFW, and/or
RWQCB and shall also be submitted to the City of Sunnyvale for review and approval. At a
minimum this plan shall include:

e A description of the impacted water:

e A map depicting the location of the mitigation site(s) and a description of existing site
conditions;

e A detailed description of the mitigation design that includes: (i) the location of the created
wetlands; (ii) proposed construction schedule; (iii) a planting/vegetation plan; (iv) specific
monitoring metrics, and objective performance and success criteria, such as delineation of
created area as jurisdictional waters using USACE published methods; and (v) contingency
measures if the created wetlands do not achieve the specified success criteria; and

e Short-term and long-term management and monitoring methods.

Page 31 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-2 listed under
Contaminated Groundwater, Soil, and Soil Vapor in Table 2.3-6:

e 10.3.1-2: Site Management Plan. At properties with known or suspected minor
environmental impacts that can be addressed safely and effectively during subsurface
disturbance activities, a Site Management Plan (SMP) shall be prepared prior to development
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activities to establish management practices for handling contaminated soil, soil vapor,
groundwater, or other materials during construction activities. Subsurface sampling shall be
compared to then-current DTSC, Water Board, or U.S. EPA screening levels for the proposed
land use and background levels to determine if risk is present. The SMP shall also address
management of site risks and previously unknown conditions during earthwork activities in
areas where impacted soil, soil vapor, and/or groundwater are present or suspected.
Recommendations for elements to be included in site-specific Health and Safety Plans
(HSPs), to be prepared by individual contractors for their employees’ safety based on their
work scope, may also be included in the SMP. Worker training requirements and health and
safety shall be described in the SMP. The SMP shall be reviewed and approved by a qualified
environmental regulatory agency such as California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or Santa
Clara County Department of Environmental Health (SCCDEH).

Page 31 ADD the following text to the first paragraph of the bullet for Specific Plan

requirement 10.3.1-3 listed under Contaminated Groundwater, Soil, and Soil Vapor
in Table 2.3-6:

e 10.3.1-3: Phase II Environmental Site Assessment. At properties with known or suspected
environmental impacts that require additional investigation prior to subsurface disturbance
activities, a Phase I ESA shall be prepared and implemented prior to development activities
to determine the nature and extent of impacts. The Phase II ESA shall be reviewed and
approved by a qualified environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, RWQCB, or
SCCDEH. Consideration should be given to obtaining approval for an investigation plan
from the oversight agency prior to completing the Phase II investigation. The scope of work
shall include soil, groundwater, and/or soil vapor sampling in areas of potential concern to
evaluate if site-specific measures are needed to protect the health and safety of property
occupants and construction workers. For example, for projects located on land historically
used for agricultural, weed abatement, or related activities, the potential for elevated levels of
organochlorinated pesticides shall be addressed. For projects located within proximity to SR
237, the potential for ADL contamination shall be addressed. Field techniques that may be
employed under include but are not limited to:

Page 31-32  ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-4 listed under
Contaminated Groundwater, Soil, and Soil Vapor in Table 2.3-6:

e 10.3.1-4: Remediation and/or Management Measures. At properties with known
environmental impacts that must be addressed to make the property compatible with its
future use, appropriate remediation and/or management measures must be implemented
under the oversight and to the satisfaction of a qualified environmental regulatory agency
such as DTSC, RWQCB, or SCCDEH. Contaminants are considered adequately remediated
if levels are at or below the current DTSC, Water Board, or U.S. EPA cleanup levels or
background levels. Remediation techniques may include but are not limited to excavation,
extraction, bioremediation, oxidation, reduction, phytoremediation, and thermal treatment.
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Management measures may include engineering and administrative controls such as but not
limited to impermeable surface caps, vapor intrusion mitigation systems, permeable reactive
barriers, land use covenants, and deed restrictions. Field techniques that may be employed
under include but are not limited to:

- Excavation, extraction, or removal of impacted material for off-site disposal or
temporary on-site storage or treatment;

- Ex-situ (i.e., above-ground) treatment of impacted material via physical and/or
chemical processing; and

- In-situ (i.e., below-ground) treatment of impacted material via intrusive physical
and/or chemical processing.

These field techniques include those currently known and used (e.g., dig-and-haul,
landfarming, groundwater and soil vapor extraction and treatment, subsurface injection, etc.)
and those that will become state of the art in the future. Prior to the issuance of building
permits, the applicant shall demonstrate that hazardous materials do not exist on the site or
that the proposed construction and use of the site are approved by the environmental
oversight agency with jurisdiction that meets the requirements of Health and Safety Code
Section 101480.

Page 32 ADD the following text in Table 2.3-6 after Requirement 10.3.1-7:

Imported Soils
e Requirement 10.3.1-8: Imported Soil Testing. Prior to issuance of building permits, any
development project within Moffett Park that includes the importation of soil shall conduct
proper sampling to ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. Imported materials
shall be characterized according to the DTSC’s 2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported

Fill Material.
Page 48 REPLACE Figure 3.1-1 Transit Priority Area with the following:
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Page 50 ADD the following text before the last sentence on the page:

In addition, the Specific Plan includes the following policy to reduce unnecessary lighting during
nighttime.

Proposed Specific Plan Policy:

e Policy OSE-3.4: Integrate dark sky policies into site lighting and street light plans.

Consistent with Specific Plan Policy OSE-3.4, future development would comply with the exterior
lighting standards described in Section 6.6.9 of the Specific Plan, requiring compliance with the
International Dark-Sky Association’s Backlight-Uplight-Glare rating system, automatic shutoffs for
unnecessary lighting from 10 PM to sunrise, and other requirements. Therefore, implementation of
the Specific Plan would not substantially adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area because
of new sources of light and glare. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 61 REVISE the following text of Impact AIR-1:

Impact AIR-1: The project would net conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. (lzess-than Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

Page 71 ADD the following bullets at the end of the page:

e Single-occupancy vehicle target of less than 50 percent when feasible

Page 73 REVISE the following text in the fourth paragraph and in Table 3.3-6:

The Specific Plan buildout would result in a reduction in operational NOy emissions. Therefore,
operational NOy emissions would not result in a significant impact to public health. However,
Specific Plan buildout would result in an net increase of approximately 190 205 tons per year (or
0.52 tons per day) in ROG emissions which is well above the 10 tons per day threshold. To evaluate
the Specific Plan’s effects on O3 levels in the region, the operational ROG emissions at buildout were
compared to regional emissions that lead to elevated concentrations of Os (refer to Table 3.3-6
below).
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Table 3.3-6: Comparison of Project Emissions to Air Basin Emissions

Scenario ROG (tons/day) | PM;yy (tons/day) | PM,s (tons/day)
Bay Area Air Basin in 2020 205 88.6 37.7
Bay Area Air Basin in 2035! 203 96.1 399
Project Net Operational Emissions in 0.52 0.32 0.08
2035
Percentage of Emissions in Air Basin in 0.25 percent 0.24 percent 0.15 percent
2040

Notes:

! CARB emission inventories are reported out to year 2035, which is the closest year of analysis to the proposed
operational year of 2040.

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. Moffett Park Specific Plan Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report.
November 23, 2022. Page 48.

Page 80 ADD the following text to the second sentence of the first paragraph under Impact

AIR-C:

The geographic area for consistency with the 2017 CAP and criteria air pollutants is the San
Francisco Bay Air Basin. Past, present, and future development projects (including those in the cities
of Santa Clara and Mountain View, as well as other projects in the City of Sunnyvale) contribute to
the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis.

Page 86 ADD the following text under Regional and Local heading:

Guidelines and Standards for L.and Use Near Streams

To identify streamline permitting for streamside activities, representatives from Valley Water, 15
cities (including the City of Sunnyvale), the County of Santa Clara, business, agriculture streamside
property owner and environmental interests formed the Water Resources Protective Collaborative
(Collaborative) in 2002. The Collaborative adopted the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near
Streams, a manual of tools, standards, and procedures to protect streams in Santa Clara County in
2007. The Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams was developed to address land use
activities near streams and to protect surface and groundwater quality and quantity in Santa Clara
County. This document includes measures to protect riparian corridors including requirements for
native planting, establishing riparian buffers, maximizing distance of lighting from the riparian
corridor and avoidance of nighttime lighting, and preserving fish and aquatic wildlife habitat.

As a part of the Collaborative’s effort to address land use activities near streams, City of Sunnyvale’s
Municipal Code Chapter 19.81 requires streamside development review (based on the
Collaborative’s Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams) be completed as a part of a
building permit plan check process, design review, plan permit, or discretionary review process.
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Water Resources Protection Ordinance and Manual

Valley Water’s Water Resources Protection Ordinance requires projects to obtain an encroachment
permit prior to making modifications on or within a Valley Water facility or easement. Valley Water
integrated the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams into their permitting process by
adopting the Water Resources Protection Manual as a framework for evaluating permit applications
and setting permit conditions under the Water Resources Protection Ordinance. The Water Resources
Protection Manual includes recommendations to protect riparian corridors such as preserving in and
near-stream existing riparian vegetation whose canopies provide shade and nutrients to aquatic
wildlife, protecting stream characteristics for suitable fish habitat, avoiding nighttime lighting within
riparian corridors, and locating paved areas and active recreational areas outside of riparian corridors.

Page 88 ADD the following text to the first paragraph under the Section 3.4.1.2 heading:

Moffett Park is comprised of mostly developed property containing ruderal fields and vegetation, and
more natural lands along the Bay to the north. Database searches and field visits were completed to
identify the existing habitat and species in Moffett Park and the vicinity. While Moffett Park is
approximately 1,270 acres, only approximately 93 acres (or seven percent) of the northwest corner of
Moffett Park contains sensitive habitat. The existing habitats and species are discussed below.

Pages 92-93  ADD the following text to the first sentence under the Sunnyvale East Channel and
Associated Channel heading:

The Sunnyvale East Channel (shown on Figure 3.10-1) is a channelized waterway that feeds into the
Bay by way of the eastern branch of Guadalupe Slough into Sunnyvale and appears to be tidally
influenced to approximately US 101 to the south.

Page 93 ADD the following text to the first sentence under the Sunnyvale West Channel
heading:

The Sunnyvale West Channel (shown on Figure 3.10-1) is a channelized waterway that feeds into the
Bay by way of the western branch of Guadalupe Slough into Sunnyvale and is tidally influenced to
approximately Mathilda Avenue to the south.

Page 101 ADD the following text to the title of the figure:

SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS IN MOFFETT PARK, PER CNDDB
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Page 103 ADD the following text in the first paragraph under Special Species Project
Requirements:

e 10.3.5-1: Special Status Plants. At the time development is proposed, focused special status
plant surveys shall be completed by a qualified biologist (defined as a person with a
minimum of a four-year degree in wildlife sciences, biology, environmental sciences, or
equivalent experience in the biological sciences) for alkali milk-vetch and Congdon’s tarplant
in the grasslands and vernally mesic areas (e.g., areas with a moderate supply of moisture) of
Moffett Park’s northwestern corner.

Page 104 ADD the following text in the first paragraph in this discussion:

Future development should be designed and constructed to avoid impacts to special status species. If
impacts cannot be avoided, measures shall be implemented to reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level. Future development would obtain necessary permits from USFWS and/or CDFW,
as appropriate. Potential impacts of future development under the Specific Plan to special status
animal species that have the potential to occur or are present within Moffett Park are discussed
below.

Page 104 ADD the following text in the last paragraph in this discussion:

With the implementation of the proposed Specific Plan Project Requirement 10.3.5-1, future
development under the proposed Specific Plan would result in a less than significant impact on
special status alkali milk-vetch and Congdon’s tarplant by ensuring project design avoids these
habitats, or implementing restoration plans. Future development would obtain necessary permits
from CDFW, as appropriate. If focused rare plant surveys determine that these species are absent
from areas proposed for future development, then there would be no impact to these species. (Less
than Significant Impact)

Page 105 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-2:

e 10.3.5-2: Burrowing Owl Survey. Preconstruction surveys shall be completed by a qualified
biologist in areas where burrowing owl habitat occurs such as ruderal lots (not including
impervious surfaces). Each preconstruction survey shall consist of two surveys: an initial
survey no more than 14 days in advance of the on-set of ground-disturbing activity and a
follow-up survey occurring within 24 hours prior to the start of construction. These surveys
shall be conducted in accordance with the methods described in the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation or the most recent California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) guidelines at the time development is proposed. The surveys shall cover all areas of
suitable burrowing owl habitat within the construction zones.

- If preconstruction surveys are undertaken during the non-breeding season (September
1 through January 31), any burrows occupied by resident owls in areas planned for
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construction shall be protected by a construction-free buffer with a radius of 150 to
250 feet around each active burrow, with the required buffer distance to be
determined in each case by a qualified biologist with at least two years of experience
surveying for burrowing owls. Passive relocation of resident owls is not
recommended by the CDFW where it can be avoided. If passive relocation is
unavoidable, resident owls may be passively relocated according to a relocation plan
prepared by a qualified biologist.

- If preconstruction surveys are undertaken during the breeding season (February 1
through August 31) and active nest burrows are located within or near construction
zones, a construction-free buffer of 250 feet shall be established around all active owl
nests. The buffer areas shall be enclosed with temporary fencing, and construction
equipment and workers shall not be allowed to enter the enclosed setback areas.
Buffers shall remain in place for the duration of the breeding season. Should
construction work be halted or paused for more than one week, new preconstruction
surveys shall be prepared meeting the same requirements. After the breeding season
(i.e., once all young have left the nest), passive relocation of any remaining owls may
take place but only under the conditions described below.

Page 113 ADD the following text after the Raptor Perches bullet:

Future development adjacent to riparian habitat or waterways would also be subject to the Guidelines
and Standards for Land Use Near Streams, City Municipal Code Chapter 19.81 Streamside
Development Review, and Water Resources Protection Ordinance, as applicable.

Page 113 ADD the following text to the second paragraph of Specific Plan requirement 10.3.5-
11:

Future development must comply with all state and federal laws and regulations related to
disturbance to jurisdictional waters. If it is determined that wetlands within Moffett Park under the
USACE’s and/or RWQCB’s jurisdiction, future project developers would be required to obtain a
Section 404 Clean Water Act permit from the USACE, Section 401 water quality certification from
the RWQCB, and/or Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW or demonstrate
that such permits are not necessary prior to initiating any construction-related activities within
jurisdictional waters. Future project developers shall satisfy all agency requirements to mitigate
aquatic impacts. These may include avoidance of aquatic resources, measures to minimize impacts,
or compensation (e.g., habitat enhancement) for impacts_at a minimum of 1:1. Mitigation for the
permanent loss of waters of the US and/or state shall be required by either purchasing appropriate
mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank (currently mitigation banks do not exist for this
location, but should one become available this would become an option) or via permittee responsible
mitigation for which the applicant would need to provide a project-specific Wetland/Riparian
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) prepared by a qualified wetland restoration ecologist. The
MMP would form the basis of the applicants permit package to the USACE, CDFW, and/or
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RWOCB and shall also be submitted to the City of Sunnyvale for review and approval. At a
minimum this plan shall include:

e A description of the impacted water:
e A map depicting the location of the mitigation site(s) and a description of existing site
conditions;

e A detailed description of the mitigation design that includes: (i) the location of the created
wetlands; (ii) proposed construction schedule; (iii) a planting/vegetation plan; (iv) specific
monitoring metrics, and objective performance and success criteria, such as delineation of
created area as jurisdictional waters using USACE published methods; and (v) contingency
measures if the created wetlands do not achieve the specified success criteria; and

e Short-term and long-term management and monitoring methods.

Page 116 ADD the following text before the paragraph above Impact BIO-5:

In addition, the proposed Specific Plan includes Policy OSE-3.4 requiring future development in
Moffett Park to integrate dark sky policies into site lighting and street light plans. Future
development would comply with the exterior lighting standards described in Section 6.6.9 of the
Specific Plan, requiring compliance with the International Dark-Sky Association’s Backlight-
Uplight-Glare rating system, diversion of lighting from habitat areas, automatic shutoffs for
unnecessary lighting from 10 PM to sunrise, and light temperature requirements.

Page 116 REVISE the following text to the paragraph above Impact BIO-5:

With the implementation and compliance of the above proposed Specific Plan standards and
guidelines for bird-safe design and lighting and Specific Plan Policy OSE-3.4and-City’s Bird-Safe
Pestgn-Guidelines, future development in Moffett Park would not result in significant impacts to the
movement of resident or migratory birds. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 116 ADD the following text before the first paragraph under Impact BIO-5:

Future development adjacent to waterways would comply with the Guidelines and Standards for
Land Use Near Streams and the City Municipal Code Chapter 19.81 Streamside Development
Review. In addition, if future development would result in modifications within Valley Water
property or easements, an encroachment permit would be required from Valley Water and subject to
the Water Resources Protection Ordinance.

Page 129 REVISE the text under Impact CUL-3 as follows:

As discussed in Section 3.5.1.2 and under Impact CUL-2 above, there is potential for buried
archaeological resources to be disturbed during construction or demolition. Future development
implementing the Specific Plan would comply with the Specific Plan Project Requirements 10.3.2-5

identified under Impact CUL-2 (Requirements+0-3-2—1threugh10-3-2-5) to protect archaeological
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resources and human remains if discovered. Therefore, future development would result in less than
significant impacts. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 129 ADD the following text to the Impact CUL-C statement:

Impact CUL-C:  The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
cumulatively significant cultural resources impact. (Less than Significant
Cumulative Impact)

Page 137 ADD the following text to the Impact EN-1 statement:

Impact EN-1: The project would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or operation. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 138 ADD the following text to row B in Table 3.6-1:

B. Specific Plan Buildout

2040° 254,483,320 1,939,560 20,254,020

Page 139 REVISE the last sentence of the second paragraph as follows:

Given Moffett Park’s accessibility to existing transit, the Specific Plan’s proposed mix of uses (i.e.,
jobs, housing, and services), the Specific Plan’s multi-modal transportation network, and Specific
Plan policies TDMP-2.1 through 2-42.5 (which require implementation of a TDM program), multi-
modal transportation options and alternatives to SOV trips would reduce gasoline consumption.

Page 139 REVISE the paragraph under Impact EN-2 as follows:

Future development under the Specific Plan would obtain electricity from SVCE, which is 100
percent GHG-emission free energy from renewable and hydroelectric sources, consistent with the
state’s RPS program and SB 350.% In addition, future projects under the Specific Plan would meet or
exceed state mandated Title 24 energy efficiency, CALGreen, and Sunnyvale Green Building
standards given future projects would comply with Specific Plan policies DS-4.1, DS-4.8, BS-5-5
DS-5.4, and IU.5-1 through TU-5.4 pertaining to energy efficiency. Future development would also
comply with the City’s Reach Code requirements. In addition, as discussed in Section 3.8

8 SVCE is the default electricity provider in the City. Building occupants/owners need to voluntarily opt-out of
SVCE in order to obtain electricity directly from PGE.

Moffett Park Specific Plan 117 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



Greenhouse Gas, future development would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Playbook.
Therefore, buildout of the Specific Plan would not obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 145 REVISE the last sentence of the first paragraph under the Groundwater and
Subsidence heading as follows:

Local groundwater currently provides 40 percent of the Bay-AreaSanta Clara County’s water supply.

Page 146 REPLACE Figure 3.7-1 Topography of Moffett Park with the following:
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Page 148 ADD the following text to the last sentence in the paragraph under the Lateral
Spreading heading:

The former salt ponds are located approximately 1,000 feet north of Moffett Park.

Pages 165-166 ADD the following text to the paragraph before the Impact GHG-2 statement:

However, some of the future non-residential buildings may include natural gas appliances and
plumbing in accordance with exceptions in the Reach Code; therefore, future projects that include
natural gas appliances or natural gas plumbing would result in a significant project-level impact. As
acknowledged by the Reach Code, it is not feasible to prohibit all future non-residential
developments under the Specific Plan from using natural gas. Mitigation for future development that

results in a significant GHG impact could include the purchase of carbon offset credits or compliance
with a qualified GHG reduction strategy. (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)

Page 167 ADD the following text to the fifth row for Play 3.2 of Table 3.8-3:

3.2 | Increase Consistent. As required by TDMP-2.2, future projects under the Specific
transportation Plan shall implement TDM plans to promote alternatives to single-
options and occupancy vehicle trips (per Specific Plan Policy TDMP-2.5X, in Section
support shared 3.3 Air Quality). Required TDM measures include unbundled parking,
mobility carpool/vanpool parking, bicycle parking along with on-site showers and

lockers. Other TDM measures could include pre-tax transportation benefits
(including employer contributions to transit and bike benefit programs),
shared biking programs, and shuttle service. Future projects would be
designed to accommodate for rideshare services.

Page 183 ADD the following text at the end of the first paragraph under Site History and
Current Uses heading:

It 1s possible that abandoned agricultural wells could occur in Moffett Park.

Page 184 ADD the following text to point 4:

4. Sunnyvale Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (see APN 110-02-015 on Figure 3.9
5.) (GeoTracker database listing number T0608576849), case open — remediation as of June
12, 2018. Groundwater contamination has been identified in the area and is undergoing
remediation by Lockheed Missiles and Space Company under the oversight of the San
Francisco Bay RQWCB. This facility is located in the same area as the Lockheed Sunnyvale
— Plant One Facility. In January 2020, the Water Board issued concurrence with the Final
Proposed Plan for groundwater remediation. The purpose of the plan is to conduct remedial
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action consisting of in-situ bioremediation and chemical reduction, in addition to
groundwater monitoring and land use controls.

According to the Navy, it is coordinating review of the Record of Decision (ROD) by the
RQWCB. The ROD, once approved by the RQWCB, documents the selected remedy for
groundwater remediation, which would satisfy the requirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act, and (to the extent practicable) the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). In addition, a cleanup plan is being developed to remediate soil and
soil vapor at the NIROP site. Once the final plan is approved, it is expected a remedy of land
use controls would run with the land, with the potential for additional cleanup measures such
as soil removal and soil vapor mitigations in the event the site is redeveloped.’

Page 183 ADD the following text before the Regulatory Database Search heading:

In addition, California banned lead as a fuel additive in 1992. Tailpipe emissions from automobiles
using leaded gasoline (prior to the ban) contained lead and resulted in aerially deposited lead (ADL)
being deposited in and along roadways throughout the state. As a result, sites within Moffett Park
closest to SR 237 may contain ADL.

Page 190 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-2:

e 10.3.1-2: Site Management Plan. At properties with known or suspected minor
environmental impacts that can be addressed safely and effectively during subsurface
disturbance activities, a Site Management Plan (SMP) shall be prepared prior to development
activities to establish management practices for handling contaminated soil, soil vapor,
groundwater, or other materials during construction activities. Subsurface sampling shall be
compared to then-current DTSC, Water Board, or U.S. EPA screening levels for the proposed
land use and background levels to determine if risk is present. The SMP shall also address
management of site risks and previously unknown conditions during earthwork activities in
areas where impacted soil, soil vapor, and/or groundwater are present or suspected.
Recommendations for elements to be included in site-specific Health and Safety Plans
(HSPs), to be prepared by individual contractors for their employees’ safety based on their
work scope, may also be included in the SMP. Worker training requirements and health and
safety shall be described in the SMP. The SMP shall be reviewed and approved by a qualified
environmental regulatory agency such as California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or Santa
Clara County Department of Environmental Health (SCCDEH).

9 United States Department of the Navy. Draft EIR Moffett Park Specific Plan, File No. 2021080338. February 9,
2023.
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Page 190 ADD the following text to the first paragraph of the bullet for Specific Plan
requirement 10.3.1-3:

e 10.3.1-3: Phase II Environmental Site Assessment. At properties with known or suspected
environmental impacts that require additional investigation prior to subsurface disturbance
activities, a Phase I ESA shall be prepared and implemented prior to development activities
to determine the nature and extent of impacts. The Phase II ESA shall be reviewed and
approved by a qualified environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, RWQCB, or
SCCDEH. Consideration should be given to obtaining approval for an investigation plan
from the oversight agency prior to completing the Phase II investigation. The scope of work
shall include soil, groundwater, and/or soil vapor sampling in areas of potential concern to
evaluate if site-specific measures are needed to protect the health and safety of property
occupants and construction workers. For example, for projects located on land historically
used for agricultural, weed abatement, or related activities, the potential for elevated levels of
organochlorinated pesticides shall be addressed. For projects located within proximity to SR
237, the potential for ADL contamination shall be addressed. Field techniques that may be
employed under include but are not limited to:

Page 191 ADD the following text to the last paragraph on the page:

Future development in compliance with existing regulations and policies (including the above
Specific Plan Project Requirements) would reduce impacts from on-site soil, soil vapor, and/or
groundwater contamination by requiring sampling for contaminants, proper handling of hazardous
materials contamination, and remediation of contamination under regulatory agency oversight. If
project sites proposed for development have met the Specific Plan requirements 10.3.1-1 through
10.3.1-5 above through previous environmental work, additional work may not be required unless
previously unknown conditions are encountered. It is assumed that sites under regulatory oversight
would comply with oversight agency requirements. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 191 ADD the following text to Specific Plan requirement 10.3.1-4:

e 10.3.1-4: Remediation and/or Management Measures. At properties with known
environmental impacts that must be addressed to make the property compatible with its
future use, appropriate remediation and/or management measures must be implemented
under the oversight and to the satisfaction of a qualified environmental regulatory agency
such as DTSC, RWQCB, or SCCDEH. Contaminants are considered adequately remediated
if levels are at or below the current DTSC, Water Board, or U.S. EPA cleanup levels or
background levels. Remediation techniques may include but are not limited to excavation,
extraction, bioremediation, oxidation, reduction, phytoremediation, and thermal treatment.
Management measures may include engineering and administrative controls such as but not
limited to impermeable surface caps, vapor intrusion mitigation systems, permeable reactive
barriers, land use covenants, and deed restrictions. Field techniques that may be employed
under include but are not limited to:
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- Excavation, extraction, or removal of impacted material for off-site disposal or
temporary on-site storage or treatment;

- Ex-situ (i.e., above-ground) treatment of impacted material via physical and/or
chemical processing; and

- In-situ (i.e., below-ground) treatment of impacted material via intrusive physical
and/or chemical processing.

These field techniques include those currently known and used (e.g., dig-and-haul,
landfarming, groundwater and soil vapor extraction and treatment, subsurface injection, etc.)
and those that will become state of the art in the future. Prior to the issuance of building
permits, the applicant shall demonstrate that hazardous materials do not exist on the site or
that the proposed construction and use of the site are approved by the environmental
oversight agency with jurisdiction that meets the requirements of Health and Safety Code
Section 101480.

Page 192 ADD the following text after the last paragraph under the Asbestos-Containing
Materials heading, before the discussion of Impact HAZ-3:

Import il

Future development projects could require the importation of soil (e.g., to backfill excavated areas
and/or balance a site). Without proper sampling of imported soils, hazardous materials could be
introduced and cause unacceptable exposure of humans and the environment to contaminated soils.
Future development projects would comply with the following Specific Plan requirements to ensure
imported soil used in Moffett Park is free of contamination. (Less than Significant Impact)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Project Requirement:

e 10.3.1-8: Imported Soil Testing. Prior to issuance of building permits, any development
project within Moffett Park that includes the importation of soil shall conduct proper
sampling to ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. Imported materials shall be
characterized according to the DTSC’s 2001 Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill
Material.
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Page 198 REVISE the text under the Water Resources Protection Ordinance and District Well
Ordinance as follows:

Water Resources Protection Ordinance and District Well Ordinance

ProtectionOrdinance-and District Well-Ordinance—Valley Water operates as the flood protection
agency for Santa Clara County. Valley Water also provides stream stewardship and is the wholesale
water supplier throughout the county, which includes the groundwater recharge program. In
accordance with Valley Water’s Water Resources Protection Ordinance, any work within Valley
Water’s fee title right of way or easement or work that impacts Valley Water facilities requires the
issuance of a Valley Water permit. Under Valley Water’s Well Ordinance 90-1, permits are required
for any boring, drilling, deepening, refurbishing, or destroying a water well, cathodic protection well,
observation well, monitoring well, exploratory boring (45 feet or deeper), or other deep excavation
that intersects the groundwater aquifers of Santa Clara County. Abandoned wells encountered during
construction are required to be properly destroyed per Well Ordinance 90-1.

Water Resources Protective Collaborative Guidelines for Land Use Near Streams

The Collaborative adopted Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams: A Manual of
Tools, Standards, and Procedures to Protect Streams in Santa Clara County in 2007. The Guidelines
and Standards were developed to address land use activities near streams and to protect surface and
groundwater quality and quantity in Santa Clara County.

As a part of the Collaborative’s effort to address land use activities near streams, City of Sunnyvale’s
Municipal Code Chapter 19.81 requires streamside development review (based on the
Collaborative’s Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams) to be completed as a part of a
building permit plan check process, design review, plan permit, or discretionary review process.

Page 201 ADD the following text at the end of the first paragraph under Groundwater:

It 1s possible that abandoned wells could occur in Moffett Park given its agricultural history.

Page 202 ADD the following footnote to the third sentence of the first full paragraph on the
page:

The depth of groundwater can vary seasonally, and can be influenced by underground drainage
patterns, regional fluctuations, and other factors (including sea-level rise). The San Francisco Bay
RWQCB’s Geotracker database includes groundwater quality data and the depth to the groundwater
table data collected from monitoring wells within Moffett Park. Based on the data collected at 26
monitoring wells, from 2005 to 2021, the depth to groundwater levels (at the highest groundwater
table elevations) in Moffett Park mostly ranges from three to nine feet below the ground surface (at
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20 monitoring wells) with shallow aquifers being about five to 20 feet thick.!® In the Santa Clara
subbasin, shallow aquifer zones are generally within 150 feet of ground surface, while deeper aquifer
zones generally occur at depths below 150 feet.!t

Page 202 REVISE the text of the last sentence of the first full paragraph and ADD text to the
end of the paragraph on the page as follows:

A map of the approximate groundwater elevation depth in Moffett Park is shown on Figure 3.10-2.
Figure 3.10-2a shows the estimated depth to water in Moffett Park, based on an interpolation
between measured values in the Geotracker database.

Page 202 ADD the following footnote at the end of the last paragraph before the Storm
Drainage System:

Studies completed to assess the influence of tides on groundwater elevations at the shallowest
aquifers generally conclude that tidal influence was not measurable at the locations monitored. Due
to geologic conditions within Moffett Park (clay layers with low hydraulic conductivity), the rate of
groundwater flow is several orders of magnitude slower than tides. Therefore, tidal influence is not
evident in Moffett Park’s groundwater table. The presence of the former salt evaporation ponds to the
north of Moffett Park may further prevent tidal influence on the groundwater table inland of the
ponds (e.g., Moffett Park).12

Page 202 ADD the following text to the first paragraph under the Storm Drainage System
heading:

Most of Moffett Park consists of impervious surfaces (e.g., paved parking lots and buildings).
Stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces within Moffett Park is collected by the City’s
stormwater system and by a private storm drainage system located generally west of Mathilda
Avenue that does not flow to the City’s system. Moffett Park is located in an area where catchments
drain to hardened channels (e.g., Lockheed Martin, Sunnyvale West Channel and Sunnyvale East
Channels and/or tidal areas (e.g., San Francisco Bay) as described below.'* Per Valley Water, the
West and East Channels were designed for an approximate 10-year storm event and were constructed
with a combination of concrete box culverts, concrete lining, sack concrete slope protection, rock
slope protection, or earth lined trapezoidal shaped channels where the most downstream sections

10'San Francisco Estuary Institute, ESA, and pathways Climate Institute. Sea-level rise impacts on shallow
groundwater in Moffett Park: A technical addendum to the Moffett Park Specific Plan. November 2021. Page 6.
' Santa Clara Valley Water District. 2021 Groundwater Management Plan. November 2021. Page 49.

12 San Francisco Estuary Institute, ESA, and pathways Climate Institute. Sea-level rise impacts on shallow
groundwater in Moffett Park: A technical addendum to the Moffett Park Specific Plan. November 2021. Page 17.
13 Santa Clara Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. Hydromodification Management Plan Applicability
Map. Accessed June 5, 2022. https://scvurppp.org/hmp-maps/.

- Appendix E, Hydromodification Management Requirements
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included earthen levees.'* Based on the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff’s Hydromodification
Management Applicability Map for Sunnyvale, Moffett Park is not subject to the MRP’s
hydromodification management control requirements.

Pages 203-204 REPLACE Figure 3.10-1 Drainage System in Moffett Park and Figure 3.10-
2 Groundwater Elevations in Moffett Park with the following:

14 Valley Water. Moffett Park Specific Plan Drive Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). February 10, 2022.
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Page 204 ADD the Figure 3.10-2a after Figure 3.10-2 on page 204:
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Page 206 ADD the following text to the end of the first paragraph:

Areas designated within Zone X, which is not a SFHA, may be subject to increased flooding in the
future, due to sea level rise or changes that affect levees which currently protect these areas.

Page 206 REVISE text of the second paragraph as follows:

According to Valley Water, the cause of high-water levels on Sunnyvale East and West Channels
could stem from multiple factors, including backwater flows from San Tomas Aquino and Calabazas
Creeks, coastal flood events, high flows on the creeks themselves and higher roughness in the
channel. Flooding could potentially occur from a combination of one or more of these factors.'>Fhe
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bay-waterdevels:'® Modeling conducted for FEMA’s flood insurance study map for the City of
Sunnyvale indicate that flooding from the channels would occur for a 100-year storm event.
Generally, the flood risks are larger in the downstream reaches of the drainage channel, where the
100-year water surface elevation is due to the combination of water levels in the Bay, backwater flow
from Calabazas and San Tomas Aquino Creeks, and large runoff volumes from the watershed.

Page 206 ADD the following text to the first bullet point:

e South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Phase III Feasibility Study — undertaken by the USACE,
Valley Water, and the California Coastal Conservancy that is evaluating the feasibility of
implementing levee improvements and habitat restoration that would benefit Moffett Park.
The design and construction of improvements is unknown at this time. The Shoreline Phase
III Feasibility Study will determine the feasibility of implementing various options to protect
the low-lying areas along the Santa Clara County shoreline at risk to coastal flooding and
sea-level rise, as well as identify opportunities for environmental restoration and expanded
public access to San Francisco Bay. The outcome of the Shoreline Phase 111 Feasibility Study
must determine that there is a positive benefit to cost ratio of building coastal flood
protection in the study area in order for the project to move forward with design and
construction. After the completion of the feasibility study, the project must compete
nationally for congressional funding. The project partners, including the City of Sunnyvale,
will work together throughout the feasibility study and beyond in order to build appropriate
shoreline protection. At this time, the feasibility study has not commenced.

15 Valley Water. Moffett Park Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. February 10, 2023.
16 ESA and SFEI. Sunnyvale Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Strategy: Background. November 2020. Pages 19-20.
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Page 209 ADD the following text after the second paragraph as follows:

In addition, the improper destruction of wells could affect the groundwater quality and potable water
supply. Groundwater wells (including abandoned wells that were sealed prior the adoption of Valley
Water’s Well Ordinance 90-1) shall be properly destroyed in accordance with Valley Water’s Well
Ordinance 90-1 to reduce impacts to the groundwater supplies.

Page 210 REVISE the text of the third sentence of the first paragraph under Impact HYD-3 as
follows:

The implementation of the Specific Plan would add 245+t6-240 212 to 230 acres of park and open
space areas.

Page 214 ADD the following text to the first paragraph under Section 3.10.3:

Per California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.
4th 369 (BIA v. BAAQMD), effects of the environment on a project or Specific Plan are not
considered CEQA impacts. The following discussion on the effects of flooding and sea-level rise is
included for informational purposes only.

Future development shall comply with existing regulations, including NFIP and Sunnyvale
Municipal Code Chapter 16.62, to avoid and/or minimize effects of flooding by implementing
measures such as elevating the lowest floor to or above the base flood elevation, using construction
materials and utility equipment resistant to flood damage, and anchoring new construction to prevent
flotation, collapse or lateral movement of the structure.

Page 214 REVISE the first bullet as follows:

e Adding fill to the site and/or rRaising the finished floor elevation for nen-restdential
buildings by one foot, which would provide additional accommodation for higher
floodwaters due to sea-level rise,

Page 254 REPLACE Figure 3.13 5 Moffett Federal Airfield Noise Levels at Proposed Land
Uses with the following:
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Page 257 ADD the following text to the first paragraph under the Existing Conditions heading:

The City of Sunnyvale Housing Element and related land use policies were last updated in December
2014. In 2019, the City had an approximate population of 155,567 residents and 94,849 employees in
2019. The City had an average of 2.69 persons per household.'” As a result, the City’s existing

(2019) jobs to housing ratio is 1.64 jobs per household. As-efJanuary 12022 the City-of Sunnyvale
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Page 259 REVISE Table 3.14-2 and ADD text below Table 3.14-2 as follows:

Table 3.14-2: Projected Growth Citywide
Residents/
Households Population Jobs/Employees

A. General Plan Buildout 82,122 197,785203,985 121.68943;856
B. N@t Increase from Proposed 20,000 42,000 26.954
Specific Plan

Total (A+B) 102,122 239.785245,985 148.64370;810
2040 Projected Citywide Growth 84,170 222,210 108,640

Buildout of the City’s adopted General Plan would result in a jobs to housing ratio of 1.48.
Combined with the net growth from the proposed project, the projected citywide jobs to housing ratio
would be 1.45.

Page 269 REVISE the text in the first paragraph under the Parks and Open Space heading as
follows:

Parks and open space in the City are managed by the Department of Public Works Parks Division.
The City currently has approximately 772765 acres of parkland'’, including approximately 185177
acres of park, 264 acres of special use facilities, 87 acres of school open space, three acres of public
grounds (including orchards and open space surrounding the Community Center and Civic Center

17 Sources: 1) Strategic Economics. Moffett Park Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis Results. October 4, 2022. and
2) California Department of Finance. “E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,

2011-2020 with 2010 Census Benchmark.” May 2022. Accessed March 3, 2023. Available at:
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/estimates-e5-2010-2020/.
B Oalifarnia Denartment of Binance i . i on_and o

133

29

19 The City’s available parkland is estimated to increase to 778 in 2023.
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campuses), and 48 acres of greenbelts and trails. The City’s parkland total includes other recreational
facilities such as the John W. Christian Greenbelt, a senior center, tennis courts, and a skate park

Page 270 REVISE the text in the second paragraph under the Libraries heading as follows:

In 2007, the City of Sunnyvale developed a service ratio goal of one square foot per capita of
building space for libraries.?” Based on the current population (155,567456;234 persons) and current
library size (60,800 square feet), the City of Sunnyvale is providing 0.39 square feet per capita and is
not meeting its goals.

Page 274 ADD the following text in the second paragraph under Impact PS-4:

SMC Chapter 19.74 establishes a standard of five acres of park for every 1,000 residents and requires
new housing projects to either provide the appropriate amount of park space or pay in-lieu fees.
Projects that comply with Chapter 19.74 of the Municipal Code are determined by the City to be
provide adequate park and recreational facilities to serve its increase in population and not result in
substantial deterioration of existing facilities because the recreational demand of project residents
would be met by new (as well as existing) recreational facilities. In other words, the provision of new
recreational facilities pursuant to Chapter 19.74 of the Municipal Code would offset the project’s
demand on existing recreational facilities by providing additional and alternative sources of
recreation to existing facilities, thereby not resulting in substantial acceleration or physical
deterioration of existing facilities.

The Specific Plan would generate approximately 42,000 residents; thus, pursuant to SMC Chapter
19.74, 210 acres of new park space would be required. Any in-lieu fees received from future
development projects would be used to fund the construction of new or expanded park or recreation
facilities within proximity to Moffett Park for the purpose of serving residents of the project. The
proposed 212 to 230245+te-240 acres of park and open space (which could be developed in the MP-
AC and MP-MU land use designations), therefore, would be adequate to serve the increased demand
from future residents of the Specific Plan.

Page 275 ADD the following text after the bulleted list:

In addition, the City currently has approximately 772 acres of park and open space and 156,234
residents, which results in a ratio of 4.94 acres per resident. The implementation of the Specific Plan
would result in approximately 42,000 new residents and at least 212 acres of new park and open
space. Under existing conditions with the Specific Plan, the City would have 984 acres of park and
open space and 198,234 residents, resulting in a ratio of 4.96 acres of park and open space per

20 City of Sunnyvale. Council Report: Sunnyvale Library of the Future Study and Strategy: Facility Scenarios. April
24,2022. Page 2.
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resident. The project, therefore, would increase the amount of park and open space provided per
resident than under existing conditions.

Page 280 REVISE the text under the Existing Conditions heading as follows:

Parks and open space in the City are managed by the Department of Public Works Parks Division.
The City currently has approximately 772773 acres of parkland?!, including approximately 185177
acres of park, 264 acres of special use facilities, 87 acres of school open space, three acres of public
grounds (including orchards and open space surrounding the Community Center and Civic Center
campuses), and 48 acres of greenbelts and trails. The City’s parkland total includes other recreational
facilities such as the John W. Christian Greenbelt, a senior center, tennis courts, and a skate park.

Page 280 REVISE the text of the second sentence in the paragraph under Sunnyvale Municipal
Code as follows:

In accordance with the open space and recreation sub-element of the General Plan, development
projects must dedicate five5-34 acres of land to public park and recreational facilities, per each one
thousand persons.

Page 281 ADD the following text at the end of the last sentence of the first paragraph as
follows:

The implementation of the Specific Plan would result in a net increase of approximately 42,000
residents. Future residents (as well as employees) in Moffett Park would increase the use and demand
on existing park and recreational facilities. As discussed in Section 2.3 Project Description, the
Specific Plan proposes over 200 acres of park and open space that would offset the project’s demand
on nearby park and recreational facilities. Future development projects would comply with SMC
Chapter 19.74 which requires future residential developments to provide 5-34 five acres of
parkland/open space per 1,000 residents. Compliance with the SMC and implementation of Specific
Plan policies OSE-2.1 through OSE-2.8 requiring recreational amenities (described under Impact PS-
4 in Section 3.15 Public Services) would ensure the development of park and recreational facilities
adequately serve residents and substantial physical deterioration of existing park and recreational
facilities would not occur or be substantially accelerated. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 288 REPLACE Figure 3.17 1 Existing Roadway Network with the following:

2! The City’s available parkland is estimated to increase to 778 in 2023.
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Page 291 REPLACE Figure 3.17 2 Existing Bicycle Facilities with the following:
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Page 292 REVISE the sentence before the Transit Facilities heading as follows:

The location of the above described missing Ppedestrian facilities are shown on Error! Reference
source not found..*’

Page 292 REVISE the second paragraph under the Transit Facilities heading as follows:

VTA provides commuter light rail service between the cities of Sunnyvale, San José, and Mountain
View. Moffett Park is served by the VTA orange line, which runs from Mountain View to Alum
Rock in San José, with four stops in Moffett Park along Moffett Park Drive, Mathilda Avenue, and
Java Drive. Light rail service is provided with approximately 15-minute20-mintte headways during
weekdays from 5 AM to 12 AM 5:30-AM+te12:46- AM-thenext-day. Weekend service is provided
with approximately 30-minute headways from 6 AM to 12 AM5:58-AM-+te12:46-AM. The orange
line, VTA bus routes 56 and 523, and ACE red shuttle all stop at the Lockheed Martin Transit
Center, located at Mathilda Avenue and 5" Avenue.

Page 292 ADD the following at the end of the page:

The table below lists the transit options from Moffett Park to local schools.

Transit Options to Local Schools from Moffett Park

School Location Transit Options

Sunnyvale School District

Lakewood 750 Lakechime e Local Bus Route 56, approximate 15-minute walk from the
Elementary School Drive nearest stop

e VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Local Route 55 at
Tasman Drive/Reamwood Avenue, approximate seven-minute
walk from the nearest stop

Columbia Middle 739 Morse e Local Bus Route 56, approximate 16-minute walk time from the
School Avenue nearest stop

Fremont Union High School District

Fremont High School | 575 West e VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Bus Route 523 at
Fremont Avenue Lockheed Martin Transit Center, approximate five-minute walk
from the nearest stop

Santa Clara Unified School District

George Mayne 5030 North First | e VTA LRT Orange Line and transfer to Bus Route 59 at Old
Elementary School Street Ironsides station, approximate eight-minute walk time from the
nearest stop

22 Note that Gibraltar Avenue has newly constructed sidewalks along the south side (not shown on the figure).
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Transit Options to Local Schools from Moffett Park

School Location Transit Options
Dolores Huerta 3556 and 3588 e Take VTA LRT Orange Line to Baypointe Station, approximate
Middle School and Zanker Road 19-minute walk from nearest stop
Kathleen MacDonald
High School

Pages 294-295 REPLACE Figure 3.17-3 Location of Mission Pedestrian Facilities and
Figure 3.17-4 Existing Transit Facilities with the following:
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Page 296 REVISE the text of the third paragraph under Impact TRN-1 as follows:

The non-driving internal trips would be short trips, assumed to use modes such as walking, biking, or
scooters to move around within Moffett Park. These non-driving trips would generate minimal transit
demand. Out of 99,828 non-driving external trips, 23+ percent (or 22,96040;98+, of non-driving
trips) would be transit trips. The non-driving external trips would include the use private shuttles
(which would be 5927 percent of non-driving trips)** and public transit (2344 percent of non-driving

trips).

Page 297 REVISE Table 3.17-2 as follows:

Table 3.17-2: Project Trips and Mode Split at Buildout
Estimated
Percentage Average Daily
Trip Type 0{,3;01::] Number of
P Trips?
Internal (trips within Moffett Park)
e Driving® 0 0
e Non-driving 20 117,444
o Bikeiwalkis-100-percent-ofnNon-driving includes
bike/walk, transit, and internal circulator (117,444
trips)
External (entering or leaving Moffett Park)
Driving 63 369,950
Non-driving 17 99,828
o Bike/walk is 1862 percent of non-driving
(17,96961,893 trips)
o Transit is 2332 percent of non-driving
(22,96010,981 trips)
o Shuttle is 5927 percent of non-driving*
(58,89926,954 trips)
Total Trips 100 587,222
! Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants. Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation Analysis. June
29, 2022. Page 9.
2 Ibid.
3 With district parking, people coming into Moffett Park would need to park once and use other modes of
transport (e.g., walking or biking) to complete their activities within Moffett Park; therefore, it is assumed travel
within Moffett Park would be achieved via non-driving modes of transportation.

23 Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants. Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation Analysis. June 29,

2022. Page 9.
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Table 3.17-2: Project Trips and Mode Split at Buildout

Estimated
Percentage Average Dail
Trip Type of Total Numgber ofy
Trips' Trips?

4 The 5927 percent of non-driving shuttle trips was calculated using existing data about shuttle services provided
by existing companies within Moffett Park. There is currently no TDM requirement in place for provision of
shuttle services. However, future proposed development projects would implement TDM measures including
shuttle-accessibility to the extent practical.

Page 297 REVISE the first sentence of the second paragraph under the Transit Facilities
heading as follows:

The addition of the almest 15000 transit trips (see Table 3.17-24) from implementation of the project
would not occur instantaneously. This number of additional transit riders would occur over time and
would be expected at buildout. The City and future development projects would comply with the
following Specific Plan mobility policies to support public transit:

Page 298 ADD text to the second sentence in the first paragraph as follows:

The implementation of the above Specific Plan policies would improve public transit serving Moffett
Park by improving transit convenience, connectivity, and capacity. Additionally, the City would
coordinate with the VTA and Moffett Park’s Transportation Management Association to develop the
necessary transit capacity to accommodate a citywide increase in transit demand, which could
include voluntary contributions by development projects to the VTA for transit expansions and
enhancements.

Page 308 REVISE the source identified at the bottom of Table 3.17-5 as follows:

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants. Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation Analysis. Moffett
Park-Specific Plan- VMT-Analysis: June 22Aprit-29, 2022. Page 7.

Page 316 ADD the following text after the first bulleted list:

SB 610 and the California Water Code (Section 10912[a]) require a WSA to (1) state whether the
water supply needs of the development can be met by the supplies available to the water provider as
described in its UWMP and (2) determine if the water provider’s available water supplies are capable
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of meeting the development’s needs during single-dry and multiple-dry water years as described in
the UWMP’s 20-year projection.

Page 322 REVISE the third sentence of the second paragraph under the Groundwater heading
as follows:

The City’s groundwater safe yield (or pumping capacity) of its operating physical wells is estimated
to be 8,000 AFY.* In fiscal year 2021 to 2022, the City reeeived pumped 135 AF of groundwater.

Page 330 ADD text to the last paragraph as follows:

Implementation of these improvements would increase service pressures throughout Moffett Park to
provide reliability under MDD plus fire flow, accommodating future demands in Moffett Park. 8At
the time construction details are known, the City shall complete environmental review and future
development projects shall contribute a fee toward improvements (i.e., water connection fee). In
addition, at the time of future development, project-specific utility confirmation studies may be
required by the City to confirm if additional, minor localized improvements would be required.
Based on previous analyses for utility improvements located within existing rights-of-way in
developed South Bay locations, the primary environmental effects associated with construction can
be mitigated to less than significant levels. Thus, buildout of the Specific Plan would not result in the
relocation or expansion of water facilities that would cause significant environmental effects. (Less
than Significant Impact)

Page 332 ADD the following text after Table 3.19-3:

The City’s CIP program shall be updated to include the above identified CIPs. The sewer system
CIPs are funded through sewer connection fees. Developers are required to pay sewer connection
fees prior to development or redevelopment of a property.

Page 334 ADD text to the first paragraph on the page as follows:

toward improvements. The sewer system CIPs are funded through the collection of water connection
fees. Developers are required to pay the water connection fee prior to development or redevelopment
of a property. In addition, at the time of future development, project-specific utility confirmation
studies may be required by the City to confirm if additional, minor localized improvements would be
required. Based on previous analyses for utility improvements located within existing rights-of-way
in developed South Bay locations, the primary environmental effects associated with construction
can be mitigated to less than significant levels. Thus, buildout of the Specific Plan would not result in

24 Schaaf & Wheeler. Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Moffett Park Specific Plan Update (MPSP) Project.
September 2022. Appendix J of the Moffett Park Specific Plan Draft EIR.

Moffett Park Specific Plan 146 Final EIR
City of Sunnyvale April 2023



the relocation or expansion of wastewater and sewer system facilities that would cause significant
environmental effects. (Less than Significant Impact)

Page 334 REVISE the second sentence of the first paragraph under Stormwater Drainage as
follows:

The implementation of the Specific Plan would add 245+te240 212 to 230 acres of park and open
space areas.

Page 334 ADD text to the end of the first paragraph under the Electric Power, Natural Gas, or
Telecommunications Facilities heading as follows:

Existing natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications utility infrastructure would continue to
serve future development under the Specific Plan. Future development under the Specific Plan would
be subject to subsequent environmental review to confirm if all site-specific and project-specific
impacts were evaluated in this EIR. In the event additional electrical or telecommunication
infrastructure is identified as needed during environmental review for future development, the
construction-related impacts would be less than significant in conformance with regulations,
including General Plan and Specific Plan policies, identified in Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.4
Biological Resources, 3.5 Cultural Resources, 3.7 Geology and Soils, 3.9 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, 3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality, and 3.13 Noise and Vibration. Pursuant to the City’s
Reach Code, no new residential development would include natural gas use. Exceptions to the Reach
Code for natural gas use are limited to uses such as factories, hazardous materials manufacturing, and
laboratory facilities, as well as emergency operation centers, and commercial dryers in large hotels.
Therefore, for most of the new uses in Moffett Park, new or expanded natural gas infrastructure
would not be required.

Page 348 REVISE the first paragraph and ADD a bullet as follows:

The analysis in the EIR concluded that the implementation of the Specific Plan would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts from 1) project-level operational criteria air pollutant emissions,
and 2) operational greenhouse gas emissions, and 3) potential construction-related impacts from
expanding the WPCP to treat cumulative sewage generation. These impacts are identified as follows:

e Impact AIR-1: The project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan. (Significant and Unavoidable Impact)
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Page 352 ADD the following text before the Section 7.3.2 Alternatives Selected heading:

7.3.1.1 No Residential Alternative

An alternative to the project with no residential land uses was not evaluated because it did not meet
the City’s basic objectives of the project, which include providing housing (objective 1, 2, 3) and

open space (objectives 6 and 7) which would not be possible without the park impact fees assessed
on residential development. For this reason, a No Residential Alternative was not analyzed further.

Page 354 ADD the following text after the first paragraph under Section 7.3.2.2 No Project/No
New Development Alternative heading:

The City’s draft Housing Element identifies a shortage in meeting its Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) of 4,640 dwelling units. A strategy identified in the draft Housing Element to
meet its shortfall is the inclusion of housing in Moffett Park. Under the No Project/No New
Development Alternative, the City would need to identify other sites in the City to accommodate
4,640 dwelling units to meet its RHNA shortfall. The corresponding environmental impacts of

developing 4,640 dwellings units elsewhere in urban infill locations within the City would result in
substantially less environmental impacts than implementation of the proposed project.

Page 356 ADD the following text after the second paragraph on the page:

In addition, the City’s draft Housing Element identifies a shortage in meeting its Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) of 4,640 dwelling units. A strategy identified in the draft Housing
Element to meet its shortfall is the inclusion of housing in Moffett Park. Under the No
Project/Adopted Specific Plan Alternative, the City would need to identify other sites in the City to
accommodate 4,640 dwelling units to meet its RHNA shortfall. The corresponding environmental
impacts of developing 4,640 dwellings units elsewhere in urban infill locations within the City would
result in substantially less environmental impacts than implementation of the proposed project.

Page 357 ADD the following text in the second paragraph on the page:

Conclusion

The No Project/Adopted Specific Plan Buildout Alternative would result in lesser aesthetics, air
quality, energy, GHG, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, population and housing, public
services, recreation, and utilities and services systems impacts. This alternative would avoid the
Specific Plan’s significant and unavoidable utilities and services impact as the City’s wastewater
treatment system has capacity for this alternative.

The No Project/NewDevelopment Adopted Specific Plan Buildout Alternative would result in the
same or similar impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, and transportation.
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The No Project/Adopted Specific Plan Alternative would partially meet Objectives 4, 7 and 8, and
would not meet the other five objectives (Objectives 1, 2, 3, 5, or 6).

Page 361 ADD text to the last column of the Objective 6 row in Table 7.3-2 as follows:
Table 7.3-2: Comparison of Impacts of the Proposed Specific Plan to Project Alternatives
No Project/No No 25 Percent
Proposed New Project/Adopted Reduced
Impacts Project Development Specl.ﬁc Plan Development
. Buildout .
Alternative . Alternative
Alternative
e Objective 2 No No Yes
e Objective 3 No No Yes
e Objective 4 Partially Partially Yes
e Objective 5 No No Yes
Yes, but not to
e Objective 6 No No the same extent
as the proposed
Specific Plan
e Objective 7 No Partially Yes
e Objective 8 Partially Partially Yes
Notes:
Bold text indicates being environmentally superior to the proposed Specific Plan.
NI = No impact; LTS = Less than significant impact; SU = Significant and unavoidable.

Page 362 REVISE the California Department of Finance reference as follows:

California Department of Finance. “E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates for Cities,
Counties, and the State, 2011-2020 with 2010 Census Benchmarkdanuary2021-2022.” May 2022.
Accessed March 3, 2023June-3,-2022. Available at:
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/.

Page 367 ADD the following text above the Hexagon Transportation Consultants reference:

Hexagon Transportation Consultants. Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation Analysis.
June 29. 2022. Page 7.
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Page 367 REVISE the Hexagon Transportation Consultants reference as follows:

---HexagonTransportation-Consultants. Moffett Park Specific Plan CEQA Transportation Analysis.
June 29, 2022. Page 9.

Page 369 ADD the following text above The King’s Academy reference:

Strategic Economics. Moffett Park Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis Results. October 4, 2022.

Appendix I  REPLACE pages 2-10 of Appendix I with the following:
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Figure 1
Moffett Park Specific Plan Area Boundary
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VMT Impact Threshold

According to the City of Sunnyvale Transportation Analysis Guideline for Vehicle Miles Traveled and
Local Transportation Analysis, published in October 2021, a mixed land use development must analyze
each land use separately. The document also specified different VMT impact thresholds, screening
criteria, and analysis methodologies for different land uses. The MPSP proposes a combination of
residential, office, retail, hotel, and institution land uses. Per the Council Policy 1.2.8 and City’s
guidelines, the following VMT thresholds of significance, are applied for the respective land uses:

Residential Land Uses

Projects that include residential uses are said to create a significant VMT impact when the estimated
project-generated VMT exceeds the existing countywide average residential VMT per capita, minus 15
percent. Since this project is utilizing the citywide travel demand forecast model (see Appendix) to
estimate project-generated VMT, the model is also used to estimate existing countywide average
residential VMT per capita, to ensure the VMT analysis is consistent in its methodology. As shown in
Table 1 below, the existing countywide average residential VMT per capita is estimated at 12.98.
Therefore, the residential VMT threshold of significance, calculated at 15 percent below the countywide
average, would be 11.03.

Employment Land Uses

Projects that include employment land uses are said to create a significant VMT impact when the
estimated project-generated VMT exceeds the existing countywide average employment VMT per
employee, minus 15 percent. Since this project is utilizing the citywide travel demand forecast model
(see Appendix) to estimate project-generated VMT, the model is also used to estimate existing
countywide average employment VMT per employee, to ensure the VMT analysis is consistent in its
methodology. As shown in Table 1 below, the existing countywide average employment VMT per
employee is estimated at 18.49. Therefore, the employment VMT threshold of significance, calculated
at 15 percent below the countywide average, would be 15.72.

Table 1
VMT Impact Thresholds
Reside a olle e DE
enario e OI10
pDE aplta ployee

Year 2020 Existing Countywide VMT* 12.98 18.49

VMT Impact Threshold 2 11.03 15.72

Notes:

! Determined using the City of Sunnyvale Travel Demand Model updated in April 2022.

% Council Policy 1.2.8 indicates that the project VMT impact threshold to be
15% less than the Year 2020 Existing Countywide VMT average.

Hotel Land Uses

The MPSP proposes approximately 607,209 s.f. of hotel land use under buildout conditions. The
proposed hotels are expected to be business hotels that would mostly serve the immediate office uses
within Moffett Park. Guests at these hotels would be conveniently located within close proximity to
offices that are within walking/biking distances. It is assumed that the proposed hotels would reduce
overall VMT as hotel patrons no longer need to reside in hotels further away from the offices in Moffett
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Park. Additionally, hotel employees were also included in the VMT analysis for employment land use.
Therefore, the hotel land use proposed by MPSP would result in a less than significant VMT impact.

Retail Land Uses

Per Council Policy 1.2.8 and the City’s VMT guidelines, retail projects with less than 100,000 s.f. are
considered local-serving or as determined by the City to be local-serving are exempt from completing a
VMT analysis. The MPSP proposes approximately 558,095 s.f. of retail land use under buildout
conditions. The retail land uses are expected to be spread out across Moffett Park, including general
retails, restaurants, and grocery stores. These land uses would be serving mostly the Moffett Park and
are considered and determined by the City to be local-serving. Local-serving retail would reduce the
travel distances for its patrons, as patrons would no longer need to travel longer distances to do the
same kind of activities (i.e buy groceries). This would lead to a net reduction in total VMT generated by
retail land uses. Therefore, the retail land use proposed by MPSP would result in a less than significant
VMT impact.

Institutional Land Uses

The MPSP proposes approximately 326,122 s.f. of institution land use under buildout conditions. This
would include the existing Foothill College Center on Innovation Way and a hew elementary school. It is
assumed that the new elementary school would serve the future residents within the Moffett Park area
under buildout conditions. Therefore, the elementary school would be considered local-serving and
would reduce overall VMT for institution land uses. The institutional land use would result in a less than
significant VMT impact.

VMT Evaluation

Since the project is expected to be a long-range project, it is anticipated that the long-range regional
land use growth is needed to support the level of development proposed at the project site. The most
readily available long-range forecast year is the year 2040 cumulative conditions, which assumes the
buildout of the City of Sunnyvale General Plan, the Downtown Specific Plan, Lawrence Station Area
Plan update, the El Camino Real Specific Plan, the Fortinet Precise Plan, and regional growth projected
by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) modified by VTA/C/CAG for model land use
inputs. A detailed description of the citywide travel demand forecast model’s existing conditions
validation and cumulative scenario assumptions are included in the Appendix. Shown below in Table 2
is a summary of the land use inputs for the model area under cumulative with MPSP scenatrio.

District Parking Concept

The MPSP under full buildout conditions would implement a district parking strategy, where parking is
mostly centralized in a series of shared parking garages located along Mathilda Avenue and Caribbean
Drive (Figure 2). Minimal parking for residential and retail uses will be located along the Java Drive
corridor. Only a small number of areas will have all parking located on-site. It is assumed that with
District Parking, anyone coming into the Moffett Park will only need to park once and use other modes
of transportation to complete all of their activities within Moffett Park. The Moffett Park area will provide
a variety of multimodal transportation options such as bicycle and walking networks, rental bikes and
scooters, etc... Therefore, it is assumed that travel within Moffett Park is not vehicular trips and would
thus not count towards VMT.
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Figure 2
District Parking Concept
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Table 2

2040 Cumulative with MPSP Model Land Use Input Summar

County Households Population Residents Employments
San Francisco 483,686 1,167,689 620,054 872,489
San Mateo 317,509 914,309 445,533 470,273
Santa Clara 918,891 2,692,323 1,250,650 1,409,649
Alameda 734,071 2,083,458 1,019,973 953,132
Contra Costa 475,412 1,386,523 665,873 497,928
Solano 169,294 509,796 242,486 150,983
Napa 54,694 158,040 75,565 83,361
Sonoma 219,066 596,627 286,492 243,580
Marin 111,584 277,254 131,575 134,963
City of Sunnyvale 99,868 234,425 145,476 169,635
MPSP 20,000 42,000 26,600 95,683

Residential Land Uses

According to Council Policy 1.2.8 and the City’s VMT guidelines, residential land uses are evaluated
based on a VMT per capita metric. Using the model, this metric is calculated only for the home-based
trips in the model, per OPR’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.
Based on the latest citywide travel demand model, the existing countywide average residential VMT is
12.98. Therefore, City’s residential VMT impact threshold, at 15% below the existing countywide
average, would be 11.03 VMT per capita.

Based on the Sunnyvale model, the project is projected to generate 9.47 VMT per capita under year
2040 cumulative with project conditions and thus would not have a VMT impact (see Table 3).
Therefore, the MPSP’s residential land uses VMT impact would be less than significant.

Employment Land Uses

According to Council Policy 1.2.8 and the City’s VMT guidelines, general employment (including hotel
employees) land uses are evaluated based on an employment VMT per employee metric. Using the
model, this metric is calculated only for home-based work trips, per OPR’s Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Based on the latest citywide travel demand model, the
existing countywide average employment VMT is 18.49 per employee. Therefore, the City’s jobs VMT
impact threshold, at 15% below the existing countywide average, would be 15.72 VMT per employee.

Based on the Sunnyvale model, the project is projected to generate 14.14 VMT per employee under
year 2040 cumulative with project conditions and thus would not have a VMT impact (see Table 3).
Therefore, the MPSP’s employment land uses VMT impact would be less than significant.
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Table 3
Employment and Residential VMT Evaluation

Reslide a - Reside a DI e DIO e

enario Op allo OD
pe al pe pioyee

Year 2020 Existing Countywide VMT 25,380,474 1,955,426 12.98 20,068,560 |1,085,370 18.49
VMT Impact Threshold ° - -- 11.03 -- -- 15.72
MPSP 397,593 42,000 9.47 1,353,390 95,683 14.14
VMT Impact? -- -- No -- -- No
Notes:

! Residential VMT = Home-Based Trip Productions * Distance

% Residential VMT per Capita = Residential VMT / Population

® Employment VMT = Home-Based Work Trip Attactions * Distance
* Employment VMT per Employee = Employment VMT / Jobs

® Council Policy 1.2.8 indicates that the project VMT impact threshold to be 15% less than the Year 2020 Existing Countywide VMT average.
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MPSP Impact to Transit Facilities

The City’s Transportation Analysis Guidelines require an evaluation of transit facilities. However, there
are no established impact criteria by either VTA or the City of Sunnyvale. For the purpose of this
study, the MPSP is said to create a potentially significant transit impact if:

1. The project is expected to generate increased transit demand that may not be accommodated
by the existing transit services; or

2. The project is expected to reduce transit availability or access to transit facilities.
Transit Demand and Availability

Under cumulative + MPSP conditions, the model estimated that approximately 37% of all trips
generated by the Moffett Park land uses would be non-driving trips (see Table 4). Approximately half
of these trips would be internal to Moffett Park (trips that begin and end in Moffett Park), and the other
half of these non-driving trips would have one trip-end outside of Moffett Park.

The non-driving trips internal to Moffett Park, would all be relatively short trips. Under the District
Parking concept, these trips are assumed to use non-driving modes such as walking, biking, or
scooters to move around within the Moffett Park area. It is assumed that these non-driving trips would
generate minimal transit demand.

The non-driving trips external to Moffett Park would have on trip end outside of Moffett Park. It is
anticipated that a larger number of these non-driving trips would use private shuttles (59%) as part of
the Moffett Park’s aggressive TDM measures. The model estimated that approximately 24% of all
external non-driving trips (or 4% of all trips) generated by Moffett Park would use public transit (see
Table 4).

The draft MPSP Mobility section includes goals (Goal M-3, Goal M-4) and policies (all policies under
Goal M-3, Goal M-4) to improve the public transit serving Moffett Park by improving transit
convenience, connectivity, and capacity. It is anticipated that the City, in coordination with the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and the Moffett Park’s Transportation Management
Association (TMA) will develop the necessary transit capacity that could accommodate the anticipated
increase in transit demand. The MPSP’s Goal M-3 and Goal M-4 would seek to increase transit
availability and access to transit facilities in the Moffett Park Area. Therefore, the MPSP’s impact on
transit facilities would be less than significant.
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Table 4
Cumulative + MPSP Non-Driving Mode Split for Moffett Park Area

Mode Split under MPSP Buildout
Daily

Internal (trips within Moffett Park) % of Total Trips

Driving 0%
Non-Driving 20%
Bike/Walk % of Non-Driving 100%

External (entering/leaving Moffett Park) % of Total Trips

Driving 63%
Non-Driving 17%
Bike/Walk % of Non-Driving 18%
Transit % of Non-Driving 23%
Shuttle % of Non-Driving 59%
Total
Daily Person-Level Trips 587,222
Driving 63%
Non-Driving 37%
Bike/Walk % of Non-Driving 62%
Transit % of Non-Driving 11%
Shuttle % of Non-Driving 27%
Notes:

All mode split percentages and trip estimates are generated using the Sunnyvale
citywide travel demand model.

MPSP Impact to Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The City’s Transportation Analysis Guidelines require an evaluation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
However, there are no established impact criteria by either VTA or the City of Sunnyvale. For the
purpose of this study, the MPSP is said to create a potentially significant bicycle or pedestrian impact
if:

1. The project reduces, severs, or eliminates existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities; or

2. The project creates demand for pedestrian or bicycle facilities that do not currently exist.

Under cumulative + MPSP conditions, all trips internal to Moffett Park are expected to be non-driving
trips. These trips are envisioned to use non-driving modes such as walking, biking, or scooters to
move around within the Moffett Park area. Therefore, it is anticipated that the MPSP would generate a
considerate number of bicycle and pedestrian trips on the bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the
Moffett Park area. As discussed above, it is estimated that these trips would account for approximately
20% of all trips generated by Moffett Park.

As shown in Table 4 above, it is estimated that approximately 18% of all external non-driving trips (or
3% of all trips) generated by Moffett Park would be walking or biking trips with one trip end outside of
Moffett Park.

The draft MPSP Mobility Section includes goals (Goal M-2 and Goal M-4) and policies (all policies
under Goal M-2 and Goal M-4) to improve the safety, connectivity and comfort level of the bicycle and
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pedestrian network within the Moffett Park area. It is expected that the planned bicycle and pedestrian
network within and accessing the Moffett Park area would be sufficient to accommodate the
anticipated demand. Therefore, the MPSP’s impact on transit facilities would be less than significant.

Page | 10
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California Department of Transportation ci @

DISTRICT 4
OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
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www.dot.ca.gov

February 8, 2023 SCH #:2021080338
GTS #:04-SCL-2021-01158
GTS ID: 23974
Co/Rt/Pm: SCL/ 237/ 3.29

Michelle King, Principal Planner
City of Sunnyvale

456 West Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Re: Moffett Park Specific Plan Project + Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Dear Michelle King:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Moffett Park Specific Plan Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal fransportation system
and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a safe,
sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system. The following comments
are based on our review of the December 2022 DEIR.

Project Understanding

The proposed project would allow for the addition of residential uses and an increase
in the allowable office/industrial/R&D, commercial, and institutional uses within Moffett
Park. The Specific Plan would allow for a net increase of 20,000 residential units (where
there are no residential units existing today), 650,000 square feet of commercial uses, 1
10.0 million square feet of office/industrial/R&D uses, and 200,000 square feet of
institutional uses beyond what is currently existing and recently approved. As a result,
the buildout of the Specific Plan (which would include existing, recently approved,
and proposed uses) would result in a total of 20,000 residential units and approximately
33.5 million square feet of commercial, office/industrial/R&D, and institutional uses.

Travel Demand Analysis

With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focused on maximizing efficient
development patterns, innovative tfravel demand reduction strategies, and
multimodal improvements. For more information on how Calfrans assesses
Transportation Impact Studies, please review Caltrans’ Transportation Impact Study
Guide (link).

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Michelle King, Principal Planner
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The project VMT analysis and significance determination are undertaken in a manner
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory. Per
the DEIR, this project is found to have less than significant VMT impact. Caltrans
supports the TDM measures and mitigation strategies proposed to minimize impacts to
operations from the proposed project. Caltrans also supports the mitigation measures
to increase active transportation mode-share in the project area by creating an
accessible network to all transportation users.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the City of Sunnyvale is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN). The
project’s fair share conftribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities
and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation
measures.

Equitable Access

If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities must meet
American Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards after project completion. As well, the
project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. These
access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable,
and equitable transportation network for all users.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that
encroaches onto Caltrans’ right of way (ROW) requires a Caltrans-issued
encroachment permit. As part of the encroachment permit submittal process, you
may be asked by the Office of Encroachment Permits to submit a completed
encroachment permit application package, digital set of plans clearly delineating
Caltrans’ ROW, digital copy of signed, dated and stamped (include stamp expiration
date) traffic control plans, this comment letter, your response to the comment letter,
and where applicable, the following items: new or amended Maintenance
Agreement (MA), approved Design Standard Decision Document (DSDD), approved
encroachment exception request, and/or airspace lease agreement. Your
application package may be emailed to D4Permits@dot.ca.gov.

Please note that Caltrans is in the process of implementing an online, automated, and
milestone-based Caltrans Encroachment Permit System (CEPS) to replace the current
permit application submittal process with a fully electronic system, including online
payments. The new system is expected to be available during 2023. To obtain
information about the most current encroachment permit process and to download
the permit application, please visit https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-
operations/ep/applications.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, or for future nofifications and requests for
review of new projects, please email LDR-D4@dof.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

o

MARK LEONG
District Branch Chief
Local Development Review

c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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\‘ ., Department of Toxic Substances Control

Meredith Williams, Ph.D.
Yana Garcia Director Gavin Newsom
Secretary for 8800 Cal Center Drive Governor
Environmental Protection . .
Sacramento, California 95826-3200

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
February 7, 2023

Ms. Michelle King
Principal Planner

City of Sunnyvale

456 West Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94086
MKing@sunnyvale.ca.gov

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR MOFFETT PARK SPECIFIC PLAN
— DATED DECEMBER 2022 (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2021080338)

Dear Ms. King:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Moffett Park Specific Plan (Project). The Lead Agency is
receiving this notice from DTSC because the Project includes one or more of the
following: groundbreaking activities, work in close proximity to a roadway, importation of
backfill soil, and/or work on or in close proximity to an agricultural or former agricultural
site.

DTSC recommends that the following issues be evaluated in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section of the EIR:

1. A State of California environmental regulatory agency such as DTSC, a Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or a local agency that meets the
requirements of Health and Safety Code section 101480 should provide
regulatory concurrence that any Project sites, including those for which Phase |
Environmental Site Assessments have been performed, are safe for construction
and the proposed use.

2. Refiners in the United States started adding lead compounds to gasoline in the
1920s in order to boost octane levels and improve engine performance.
This practice did not officially end until 1992 when lead was banned as a fuel
additive in California. Tailpipe emissions from automobiles using leaded gasoline
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contained lead and resulted in aerially deposited lead (ADL) being deposited in
and along roadways throughout the state. ADL-contaminated soils still exist
along roadsides and medians and can also be found underneath some existing
road surfaces due to past construction activities. Due to the potential for
ADL-contaminated soil DTSC, recommends collecting soil samples for lead
analysis prior to performing any intrusive activities for the project described in
the EIR.

3. If any projects initiated as part of the proposed project require the importation of
soil to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling should be conducted to
ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. DTSC recommends the
imported materials be characterized according to DTSC’s 2001 Information
Aavisory Clean Imported Fill Material.

4. If any sites included as part of the proposed project have been used for
agricultural, weed abatement or related activities, proper investigation for
organochlorinated pesticides should be discussed in the EIR. DTSC
recommends the current and former agricultural lands be evaluated in
accordance with DTSC’s 2008 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural
Properties (Third Revision).

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the EIR. Should you choose DTSC
to provide oversight for any environmental investigations, please visit DTSC’s

Site Mitigation and Restoration Program page to apply for lead agency oversight.
Additional information regarding voluntary agreements with DTSC can be found at
DTSC'’s Brownfield website.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3710 or via email at
Gavin.McCreary@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Y 2o

Gavin McCreary

Project Manager

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control

cc:  (see next page)
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cc:  (via email)

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
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Navy comments regarding Draft EIR Moffett Park Specific Plan, File No. 2021080338

Section Section Name | Draft Plan Navy comment
39.1.2 Regulatory 4. Sunnyvale Naval The EIR should note that the cleanup
Database Industrial Reserve Ordnance | of the Sunnyvale Naval Industrial
Search Plant (see APN 110-02-015 Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP) is
on Figure 3.9-5.) (GeoTracker | also being overseen by the United
database listing number States Department of the Navy as the
T0608576849), case open — lead agency under the
remediation as of June 12, Comprehensive Environmental
2018. Groundwater Response Compensation and
contamination has been Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
identified in the area and is with regulatory agency oversight
undergoing remediation by provided by the San Francisco Bay
Lockheed Missiles and Space | Regional Water Quality Control
Company under the oversight | Board. The description mentions the
of the San Francisco Bay proposed plan to remediate
RQWCB. This facility is groundwater; however, we have
located in the same area as the | progressed to the review of the
Lockheed Sunnyvale Record of Decision. The
— Plant One Facility. In groundwater remediation includes
January 2020, the Water Board | the use of land use controls with the
issued concurrence with the land until the groundwater cleanup
Final Proposed Plan for goals are achieved. It should also
groundwater remediation. The | mention that a cleanup plan is being
purpose of the plan is to developed to remediate soil and soil
conduct remedial action vapor at the NIROP site. Once the
consisting of in-situ final plan is approved, the Navy
bioremediation and chemical envisions a remedy of land use
reduction, in addition to controls that would run with the
groundwater monitoring and land, with the potential for additional
land use controls. cleanup measures such as soil
removal and soil vapor mitigations
in the event the site is redeveloped.
3.9.2.1 Project Impacts | Impact HAZ-2 The Specific Plan Project

Requirements noted as 10.3.1-1
through 10.3.1-5 do not
acknowledge that many of the
contaminated sites within the
planning area have already been
thoroughly investigated. Remedies
already have been, or will be,
approved by the appropriate
regulatory authorities prior to any
redevelopment under the plan. Thus,
in many cases the types of
investigations called for in the
Requirements would not be
necessary and would be superfluous.
In the specific case of the NIROP




ENCL (1) Navy Comments Regarding the Draft EIR Moffett Park Specific Plan, File No.

2021080338

facility, approved CERCLA
remedial action remedies for
groundwater, soil, and soil vapor
will be in place prior to any
redevelopment of the property.
Remedies will be documented in
formal records of decision, and any
ongoing land use controls and
requirements will be recorded in the
chain of title for the property. The
text of the EIR should acknowledge
that where remedies are already in
place and approved by appropriate
regulatory authorities, the additional
studies and investigations should not
be required.
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February 10, 2023

Michelle King, Principal Planner
Department of Community Development
City of Sunnyvale

456 West Olive Avenue

Sunnyvale CA 94086
mking@sunnyvale.ca.gov

RE: Draft EIR/Moffett Park Specific Plan; File No. 2021080338
Dear Ms. King:

On behalf of the Sunnyvale School District (“District”), we are responding to the City of
Sunnyvale’s recent release of the Draft Moffett Park Specific Plan (“Specific Plan”) and related
Draft Environment Impact Report (“DEIR™). As the primary provider of public preschool and
elementary school education within the Specific Plan area, the impacts of the Specific Plan on
public education in the region is of considerable concern to our District and Board of Education.
The District shares many of the community values expressed in the Specific Plan; however,
unless we find effective ways to partner with the City and hold developers accountable for
ensuring that we have sufficient resources to provide school capacity as residential development
occurs, families may begin to look for residential communities outside of the region due to
school overcrowding. In addition, as further described in this letter, we believe that some
impacts have not been fully or accurately characterized in the DEIR.

The District appreciates the time that City staff has taken to meet and discuss issues of concern,
and this letter formalizes and summarizes the items we hope to identify, address and resolve
through the Specific Plan EIR process. Enclosed with this comment letter you will also find
Resolution #R23-19 adopted by the District Board of Education expressing its concerns with the
Specific Plan and DEIR and requesting that the City take more affirmative steps in the Specific
Plan to ensure that school facility capacity keeps pace with development.

We offer the following comments on the Specific Plan and the DEIR:

1. School Capacity algl Development
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e About 85% of projected buildout of the Specific Plan area will occur within the
boundaries of our District. Based on student generation data and the number and
types of anticipated residential and commercial development within the Specific
Plan, our District agrees that a realistic estimate of total new students is 1,200 but
could be significantly higher depending on type and density of dwelling units
approved.

e Currently, the District does not own land or operate any schools within the
Specific Plan area. The two schools located closest to that area are Lakewood
Elementary School, serving grades TK-5, and Columbia Middle School, serving
grades 6-8. As noted in the DEIR, both schools are slightly below capacity at
present. Please note that the District recently learned of the likely closure of a
local charter school (Summit Denali Charter School) that derives significant
enrollment from families in the attendance area of Columbia Middle School.
Students returning to Columbia Middle School starting in the 2023-24 school year
are likely to absorb and exceed all current capacity at that site, which should be
noted in the DEIR.

e The DEIR is clear that neither of the two schools have anywhere near sufficient
capacity to house anticipated student generation, and we agree. In the short term
and on a temporary basis, existing sites will require significant expansion to house
students beginning within the next five (5) years. However, over the longer term,
a school site of up to 10 acres will have to be acquired and a new school
developed to serve the Moffett Park area. Costs to acquire land and build a new
TK-8 school are estimated to be in the range of $160-200 million in today’s
dollars. School fees are likely to generate about 50% of the total construction cost
for a new campus; however, school fees collected by the time the District must
start planning a new campus will be far below the amount needed. In addition,
this fee collection does not account for funds that will be needed in the short term
for existing campus expansion.! Early planning is essential, as school financing,
site development and construction can easily take ten years to accomplish.

e With regard to the District’s ultimate need for a TK-8 school site, we appreciate
that some thought has been given to school locations in the Specific Plan area. It
appears that a potential school site of approximately four acres is identified on
page 71 of the Specific Plan in the artist rendering of the Crossman neighborhood,
but this site is not reflected or studied in the DEIR. We note that the neither the
Crossman parcel nor the parcels identified in the DEIR designated for
institutional/school uses (on Bordeaux Drive and Innovation Way) may be
approvable by the California Department of Education (“CDE”) due to proximity
to the Moffett Field airport facility, VTA rail lines and freeways. Because school

1/ Estimates of residential fee collection are based on an assumption of 20,000 residential dwelling
units at 1200 square feet each. More precise square footage information is needed to estimate
available resources.
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sites must meet very high safety thresholds, it is critical that the City work with
the District directly to locate, reserve and designate in the Specific Plan at least
one potential future school site that has a reasonable likelihood of being approved
by CDE.

We recognize that high density neighborhoods may require some new approaches
to-school facility planning, and we are open to considering alternatives that call
for less acreage than the state standard of 9-16 acres for an elementary school and
17-22 acres for a middle school.? However, the needs created by a TK-8 grade
span will necessitate significantly more than four acres of land.

While laying out a myriad of facts about the insufficiency of existing schools to meet capacity
needs from anticipated development, the DEIR nevertheless concludes that the implementation of
the Specific Plan would not result in significant impacts to schools, based on the conclusion that
in accordance with Government Code Section 65995, payment of school impact fees is considered
adequate mitigation of impacts associated with the increased demands on school facilities resulting
from development; further, the DEIR states that it is the District’s responsibility to implement the
specific methods for mitigating school impacts.

These conclusions should be re-evaluated. In March 2020, upon the failure of Proposition 13, the
last attempted statewide school bond measure, Government Code Section 65996 (quoted in the
DEIR) became inoperative and was replaced by Government Code Section 65997 to cover the
period of time between approved state bond programs. Government Code Section 65997 expands
the power of local agencies to condition environmental approvals of development projects on
certain forms of school facility mitigation, such as use of community facility districts under the
Mello-Roos Community Facility Act of 1982 (see Gov. Code, § 65997, operative upon failure of
Proposition 13 in March, 2020, and replacing Gov. Code, § 65996, which became inoperative upon
failure of Proposition 13.) Government Code Section 65997 is operative for as long as state bond
funds for school facilities remain unavailable.

Notwithstanding this legal authority, we encourage and request that the City consider all possible
avenues available to set conditions on development for school facility mitigation purposes, and
that at a minimum the City consider some additional methods to incentivize developers to
voluntarily agree to provide funding or assistance in excess of statutory fee amounts. Developer
contributions to costs in excess of school impact fees or agreement to place projects within
community facilities districts are the most common and reliable ways we can assure the availability
of funding for a new school when the school is needed to serve the future residents of the Moffett
Park area. The District’s current general obligation bond authority is dedicated solely to
improvement of existing facilities serving current residents. The State of California School Facility
Program is out of funding, and even if funds are replenished through a state bond measure in the
future, the program requires a local match to be provided by the District.

2 / Source: California Départment of Education, Guide to School Site Analysis and Development
(2000).
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2. School Service and Safety

Aside from the impact of the Specific Plan on school facility capacity, we note the following
additional concerns with the DEIR:

e Transportation Services — The District provides home-to-school transportation to
students living in areas of the District that we identify as safety-zones, which are
those areas in which travel to school on foot has been determined to pose a safety
hazard to students. Under our safety-zone criteria, the entirety of the Moffett Park
Specific Plan area would qualify for such transportation services. To accommodate
1,200+ students with busing support would require an additional 22 buses and drivers
on the road daily. For context, the District currently operates only 4 buses. It is not
evident that the transportation and traffic impact created by more than 5 times the
current environmental baseline for school bus traffic in Sunnyvale was taken into
consideration and these impacts must be acknowledged and addressed.

¢ Safe Routes to School (TR7 Table 3.3-2) — The DEIR does not appear to show or
address the Safe Routes to School Program that General Plan policies reference.

e Traffic/Circulation Impact Analysis — In the short term, students in the project area
will be attending school at Lakewood and Columbia. However, there is no evidence
that the traffic or air quality analyses take into consideration the increase in traffic to
those sites from the Specific Plan area and the accompanying release of pollutants in
the region. These impacts must be characterized, addressed and mitigated.

All of the foregoing factors should be considered in the DEIR and squarely acknowledge these
problems for decision makers and the public, and, in light of the significant impact of planned
growth or increasing residential density on our District, the DEIR should propose mitigation
measures to lessen or avoid those impacts.

3. Specific Plan Strategies/CEQA Mitigation Measures

In order to address the above-described impacts, the District requests that additional strategies be
included within the Specific Plan in support of public education, as well as included in the DEIR
as mitigation measures to address and reduce the environmental impacts of the City’s growth
plans.

First, please establish an overall Specific Plan goal that is supportive of our District but is more
focused and specific than the City’s General Plan goals. The General Plan currently states only
its vision “to support and work cooperatively with the educational institutions which serve
Sunnyvale so as to provide the opportunity for a quality education for all youth, and lifelong
learning for all residents.”

A goal statement in the Specific Plan that the District would support could be very
straightforward, such as:
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“The City seeks to ensure that youth in the Moffett Park Specific Plan area have access to
a quality school system with safe, adequate facilities and funding available as homes are
built and additional school capacity is needed. Requiring, encouraging and/or
incentivizing landowners and developers through development incentives or otherwise, to
provide land, funding or participation in community facilities districts that provide
funding in excess of minimum development impact fees, are the primary methods to
sustain quality educational services and will be supported by the City as development
moves forward.”

Second, plan strategies for the Specific Plan and mitigation measures for the impact of the
Specific Plan on school facilities, capacity and funding that should be included are the following:

Provide information to school districts when considering Specific Plan amendments, zone
changes, or other legislative land use policy decisions and ensure that information about
school capacity contained in development and environmental analysis incorporates
current information on school capacity and the cumulative impacts of individual projects
on school capacity.

Review proposed legislative land use decisions in the context of the adequacy of present
and future school facilities and require all developers to confirm, prior to receiving any
project entitlements from the City, that they have met with affected school districts to
discuss the impact of the project on school capacity and consider forms of mitigation,
including placing the project into a community facilities district.

In addition to the Bonus Floor Area Ratio incentives, grant additional density, more
flexible setbacks and building heights, and/or reduced parking requirements or other
development incentives for projects that voluntarily provide additional financial support
for school facility funding; when and as possible, impose conditions on projects requiring
school facility mitigation in excess of statutory school fees.

In conjunction with affected school districts, reserve or provide for the identification and
dedication of school sites within the Specific Plan area.

Support lobbying efforts to expand State funding of the public school system.

Support school construction bond measures or other financing options, such as the use of
community facilities districts, for the construction of new schools in the Specific Plan
area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Moffett Park Specific Plan
update. Again, we thank the City staff for meeting with us and for being willing to consider the
solutions we have identified. We appreciate the continued partnership working towards
providing our community with the best education achievable for our residents.
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We look forward to consulting further with the City regarding the problems we face and the
active inclusion of our needs as the City moves forward to implement the Moffett Park Specific
Plan over the next 20+ years.

CC: Larry Klein, City of Sunnyvale Mayor
City of Sunnyvale City Council Members
¢ Omar Din

e Alysa Cisneros

e Russ Melton

¢ Richard Mehlinger
e Murali Srinivasan
e Linda Sell

Enclosure
¢ Resolution #R23-19In the Matter of Resolution of the Board of Education of the
Sunnyvale School District Regarding Moffett Park Specific Plan and Future
Development Within the City of Sunnyvale
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RESOLUTION #R23-19

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE SUNNYVALE
SCHOOL DISTRICT REGARDING MOFFETT PARK SPECIFIC PLAN AND
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE CITY OF SUNNYVALE

WHEREAS, the Sunnyvale School District ("District”) has a long history of providing
high quality preschool, elementary and middle school education to students in the local
community, consistent with its mission to provide every student with a strong foundation of
academic, behavioral, and social-emotional skills to prepare them for success in a diverse,
challenging, and changing world; and

WHEREAS, our District has a history of working successfully with the City of Sunnyvale
(“City") through partnership arrangements to deliver on that mission by providing enhanced
services and benefits to the community, including shared use of fields, sports facilities,
libraries and community centers, consistent with the values expressed in the City’s General
Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City has recently released a proposed updated Specific Plan for the
Moffett Park region of the community, articulating its vision and set of guiding principles,
development standards, and design guidelines for future development within Moffett Park;
and

WHEREAS, as documented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR")
prepared for the Specific Plan update and released for public review and comment, the Specific
Plan would allow for a net increase of 20,000 residential units, 650,000 square feet of
commercial uses, 10 million square feet of office/industrial/R&D uses, and 200,000 square
feet of institutional uses beyond what is currently existing or approved and most of which
(85%) would be located within the boundaries of our District; and

WHEREAS, the District has determined based on current student generation rates that
full buildout of the area will bring over 1,200 new students to the District, overwhelming and
far exceeding the capacity of existing sites located closest to the Moffett Park area (Columbia
Middle School and Lakewood Elementary School), creating transportation, traffic and other
impacts and ultimately requiring at least one new school site to be acquired and developed;
and

WHEREAS, the Specific Plan relies on development impact fees to fund the need for
expanded and new school facilities to house students from Moffett Park, but such fees will
fund only a fraction of the need for new or expanded schools to serve the region; and

WHEREAS, while this District is fortunate to have been supported by the community
in the passage of general obligation bond measures, such funds are needed for and already
allocated to the improvement, repair and upgrade of existing schools and sites to meet current
needs; bond funds are not available for, nor should current taxpayers bear the burden of,
paying for the development of new sites to serve future residents and for the benefit of home
developers; and

WHEREAS, the District believes that developers, with the encouragement of local land
use agencies, commonly contribute and should contribute additional funds for school
construction in California and should be incentivized to the maximum extent possible to do so
for development with the Specific Plan area.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved, determined, and ordered by the Board of Education
of the Sunnyvale School District as follows: :

1



Section 1. Recitals. That the foregoing recitals are true and correct.

Section 2. Development of Mitigation Strategies. That the Board of Education
authorizes and directs the Superintendent to provide a copy of this Resolution to the City for
submission into the record of proceedings related to the adoption of the updated Specific Plan
and certification of the related Environment Impact Report, registering the concerns
expressed herein and requesting that, in light of the inadequacy of school impact fees and
other available resources to cover the true cost of developing new or expanded school facilities
caused by development, the City should take aggressive steps, and include stronger measures
in the Specific Plan to encourage, motivate and incentivize developers to fully mitigate the
impacts of development on the District as land use approvals are made.

It is the position of this Board that our community expects and deserves excellent,
safe schools; that high quality schools enhance civic life in our communities consistent with
the views and goals of the City’s General Plan and Moffett Park Specific Plan; and that good
schools help create a market for new homes and bring residents to, and sustain families in,
our community. As such, home developers should be prepared to, expected to, and
incentivized by the City to, fully mitigate the impact of their development on schools.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day, February 2, 2023, by the following vote:

AYES: L
NAYS: o
ABSTAIN: O
ABSENT: [

APPROVED

Presidenb/of the rd of Education of the
%unnyva School District

" o L

Clerk'of the Board of Education of the
Sunnyvale School District




Santa Clara Valley
Transportation
Authority

February 10, 2023

City of Sunnyvale

Department of Community Development

City of Sunnyvale

465 West Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Re: Draft EIR Moffett Park Specific Plan
Dear Michelle,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Moffett Park Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). VTA also plans to submit a separate letter with comments on the Moffett
Park Specific Plan. VTA has the following comments on the DEIR.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impacts — TDM Mitigation Measures

The DEIR notes that the buildout of the Moffett Park Specific Plan (MPSP) would result in
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts in the areas of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(Impact AIR-2, p. 74, and Impact GHG-1, p. 162). The DEIR states that mobile emissions, from
project-generated motor vehicle trips, “account for 89 percent of emissions from Specific Plan
buildout” and notes that the Specific Plan includes TDM policies to reduce vehicle trips, which
would reduce mobile emissions (p. 70).

VTA supports the inclusion of extensive TDM policies in the draft Specific Plan, including
establishing a Transportation Management Association (TMA), requiring a TDM plan and TMA
membership of new developments, and working with the TMA to achieve a 50 percent single-
occupancy vehicle (SOV) rate at full buildout of the Specific Plan. However, VTA believes that
these TDM requirements — which translate into mitigation measures in the DEIR — can be
strengthened. In particular, VTA recommends that the City establish an SOV rate target for an
intermediate year (for instance 2030 or 2035), and consider establishing a more aggressive
SOV rate target for buildout. For comparison, the North Bayshore Precise Plan in Mountain
View identifies a 45 percent SOV target for office trips, and the Google North Bayshore Master
Plan includes an objective to achieve a 35 percent SOV rate at full buildout.

Transportation Analysis - Assumptions about Project Trips and Mode Splits

In Table 3.17-2 and accompanying text, the DEIR analysis assumes that 100 percent of internal
trips (within Moffett Park) would be accomplished by non-driving modes at project buildout. A
footnote states that “With district parking, people coming into Moffett Park would need to park
once and use other modes of transport (e.g., walking or biking) to complete their activities within
Moffett Park” (p. 297). VTA staff does not completely agree with this assumption. The DEIR

3331 North First Street Administration

San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Customer Service
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does not provide any mitigation measure nor does the MPSP include a policy to incentivize or
enforce this “park-once” approach. Given that the MPSP area is more than two miles long
(Caribbean Drive/SR 237 to Enterprise Way), it is certainly possible that travelers will chose to
drive or take transit for internal trips. The district parking and “park-once” approach in the MPSP
will certainly encourage fewer trips to be made by car, but VTA encourages the City to consider
adding a policy to establish parking pricing, to further encourage “park-once” and non-single-
occupancy vehicle travel.

It appears to VTA staff that Table 3.17-2 in the DEIR incorrectly translates the percentages of
non-driving external trips from Table 4 in the Hexagon memorandum in Appendix |. Table 3.17-
2 suggests that just under 2% (10,981) of all project trips would be made by public transit,
whereas the Hexagon memo states that “approximately 24% of all external non-driving trips (or
4% of all trips) generated by Moffett Park would use public transit” (Hexagon memo p. 8). While
this difference is unlikely to affect the DEIR’s conclusions about Transportation impacts,
clarifying this will help the City and VTA plan for future transit service to Moffett Park.

Transit Priority Areas Map

The location of the Borregas light rail station is incorrectly shown on the Transit Priority Areas
map in the DEIR (Figure 3.1-1, p. 48). However, this does not appear to affect the DEIR’s
general characterization of which MPSP development areas fall within Transit Priority Areas and
which do not.

Transit Facilities
Transit facilities information is out of date, p. 292. Precise times are used in the DEIR
description which are only accurate at a specific period and then become quickly outdated. VTA
recommends updating the Final DEIR to reference more general time intervals to account for
future schedule changes. The Orange Line currently runs every 15 minutes on weekdays.

e LR Orange Line, 5a-12a weekdays, every 15 minutes.

e LR Orange Line, 6a-12a weekends, every 30 minutes.

o Express Line 122 does not exist and was discontinued in 2020. It is incorrectly shown on

in the DEIR (Figure 3.17-4, p. 305).

VTA recommends that Voluntary Contributions also be identified for transit improvements to
support the proposed MPSP Policies M-3.2, M-3.3, M-3.4. The Mathilda and Java Drive
corridors will require significant changes and enhancement to support transit. When the
Voluntary Contribution program was established, its intent was to provide local jurisdictions with
a pathway for developers to contribute funding towards regional transportation facilities. While
the early focus of contributions under this program was often to direct funding towards freeway
and express lanes projects, VTA encourages local jurisdictions to take a similar contribution
approach towards transit expansions and enhancements which can also address travel demand
along regional transportation corridors. To achieve the travel mode share splits and goals
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outlined in the MPSP and DEIR, funding and contributions from private sources will be required
to achieve the recommended outcomes. For instance, voluntary contributions should also be
identified for transit facilities including the planned reconstruction of the Borregas Light Ralil
station.

Analysis of Congestion Management Program Facilities

VTA staff appreciates that the DEIR and Appendix | include analysis of the project’s effects on
Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities including CMP intersections and freeway
segments, recognizing that this analysis was performed for City and CMP purposes and the
findings to not constitute CEQA impacts. VTA supports the City’s statement in the DEIR that
“Express lane projects... would improve freeway traffic flow” and that “these express lane
projects would be included in the citywide nexus study. Future development under the Specific
Plan would participate in VTA’s Voluntary Freeway Contribution Program and contribute their
fair share towards the identified express lane projects via the nexus study” (p. 306). Before
identifying specific projects to fund, Sunnyvale staff should first consult with both the current
VTA Planning and Programming Officer and Engineering Program Delivery Officer at the time to
best coordinate efforts.

The DEIR states that the “The results of the TIA showed that the buildout of the Specific Plan
would result in LOS operational deficiencies at a total of 16 study intersections under
background plus project and/or cumulative plus project conditions” (p. 299). The DEIR also
notes that “No feasible improvements were identified at seven of the 16 deficient intersections...
due to right of way constraints” and summarizes feasible improvements for the other 11
intersections (p. 302). VTA notes that several of the intersections where LOS operational
deficiencies were found are CMP intersections, and that two of these CMP intersections are
along the County’s Expressway system (Intersections #40 and #45) and one crosses the VTA
light rail Orange Line. The City should work with the County and VTA to monitor the Project’s
effect on these intersections as buildout occurs, to determine whether the potential
improvements in the DEIR (such as depressing light rail tracks at Lawrence Expressway and
Tasman Drive) is warranted, and to contribute funds through the citywide nexus study/fee.

Please do not hesitate to contact me (408) 550-4559 or brent.pearse@vta.org to discuss any
guestions you may have on this letter.

Sincerely,

Brent Pearse

Brent Pearse
Transportation Planner
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Environmental Impacts Caused by Shading

The setbacks from the East channel are missing in Table 5 Building Setback Requirements.

The MPSP places the tallest buildings (Chesapeake) with allowable heights of 250°, 275 and 250’ near the
East Channel and Baylands park. We believe this placement may have significant impacts including shading
during the day and introducing Artificial Light at Night. Tall buildings adjacent to open space should be
required to step-back™® in height to reduce visual impact on valuable open space, to reduce shadows cast by
the building and reduce impacts of light at night on the environment.

Height of buildings can also have a significant impact on riparian corridors, wetlands, open space, and
recreation. Light is necessary for photosynthesis by riparian and aquatic vegetation. Water temperature in
creeks is also affected and in turn, it influences pH and dissolved oxygen concentration, which affects the
species composition and abundance of invertebrates and fish. The effect of shading on the structure and
function of wetland ecosystems is greatest in small wetlands™. Sunlight is important in parks and open
space, and in the urban landscape.

Chapter 6 Open Space and Urban Ecology, Table 15 defines the setbacks required along the East and West
Channels. Section 5.3.2 defines the “step-backs.” However the building step-backs are not clear for all
facades and may not be adequate for reducing shading of open space and waterways.

e Please clarify the step-backs of building facades along the East Channel and West Channel and
fronting on Baylands Park.

3.6 _Energy

Life Sciences Energy Use

e Has the DEIR analyzed projected energy use for different projects and facilities that are likely to
be constructed as R&D uses? Our concern is that Life Science labs have unigue requirements. and
use significantly more resources than office buildings (in the order of two to ten times more
energy.)™

13 What is a Building Step-Back? A building step-back is an architectural design element that is typically applied to
the upper-story of a development. Typically, a step back requires that any portion of a building above a certain
height is further pushed-in towards the center of the property

14 Bunn, SE, Mosisch, T & Davies, PM (2002), ‘Chapter 3: Temperature and light', Riparian Land Management
Guidelines, Volume One. Part A: Principles of Sound Management, Land and Water Resources Research and
Development Corporation (LWRRDC), Canberra, eds. S Lovett & P Price.

15 A Deep Dive into Sustainable Life Science Buildings With SGA’s Matthew Fickett: A typical existing laboratory
building uses close to 500 kBT U/sf/year, while most new ones are below 200, and really exceptional ones might be
closer to 45 or 50. That is obviously a tremendous improvement, but it only brings the lab building into the
neighborhood of an ordinary office building’s usage, which is almost always below 100 and often closer to 25.
From that comparison, you can see that most lab buildings are using on the order of ten times as much energy per
square foot as office buildings.
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Introduction

CAN OUR OUTDOOR ENTHUSIASM AND NATURE COEXIST?

RON UNGER, Environmental Program Manager, Landscape Conservation Planning Pro-
gram, Habitat Conservation Planning Branch, California Department of Fish and Wildlife

[Note: As this special edition journal is published, our State, the nation, and the whole world
are gripped by the corona virus pandemic. To slow its spread and not overwhelm limited
healthcare resources, voluntary and mandatory directives for staying home, social distanc-
ing, and closing parks, reserves, and other public facilities have been put in place on a scale
not seen for a hundred years, the time of the 1918 influenza (flu) epidemic.

Stories are emerging of more secretive wildlife seen in some park and urban areas normally
filled with people, like the reports of bobcats roaming around empty Yosemite facilities, or
an adult black bear roaming the nearly empty downtown Solvang. Hopefully, the pandemic
and its horrible devastation will be over very soon, and we may again visit and appreciate
our parks and wilderness areas. Hopefully, too, we may gain more information on wildlife’s
response to fewer visitors that helps us improve our management of parks and reserves
in a way that protects wildlife and their habitat while also providing for great recreation
experiences.]

“Everybody needs beauty as well as bread, places to play in and pray in, where nature
may heal and give strength to body and soul alike” (The Yosemite, 1912). John Muir wrote so
eloquently of the importance of taking time to be in, and play in, Nature to heal and nourish
our spirit and help us to balance the challenges of our everyday lives. Now more than ever,
people find a need to balance their work and domestic lives with the wonders, serenity, and
invigorating challenges inherent in playing in Nature. In a world increasingly dominated by
computers, cyberspace, and cities, people find a need to go and enjoy the Great Outdoors.

But what is the capacity of Nature to absorb the onslaught of millions of us hiking,
riding, flying, boating, and otherwise tromping around the forests, fields, mountains, val-
leys, streams, and rivers on the other 40,000 or more species that also live in and depend
on California? An increasing body of evidence is emerging that indicates non-consumptive
recreational activities like hiking and biking, which don’t involve harvesting of resources,
can have harmful effects on species, their habitat, and efforts to protect them. As our popula-
tion continues to grow and new and popular recreation technologies develop, California’s
natural areas are experiencing increased and changing recreation demands, such as increased
numbers of hikers, nighttime group trail biking with lights, and electronic mountain bikes
in wilderness areas.

Many federal, state, and local agencies’ missions include non-consumptive, outdoor
recreation, since it is often believed to be consistent with wildlife conservation. It is also
widely believed that those who know and observe Nature are more likely to appreciate and
protect her resources. Recently, however, several sites acquired primarily for conservation
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have experienced extreme recreation pressures such as the Disney-like crowds coming out
to see “superblooms” of native flowers of the desert in the spring or mountain biking oc-
curring in areas where it is illegal along with the creation of several miles of unauthorized
trails. So, how can we continue to provide for and manage appropriate, legal recreation
opportunities while also protecting California’s amazing and vast diversity of plants, fish,
and other wildlife species and their habitats? How and where can we acquire separate lands
for recreation access and for protecting habitat instead of frequently demanding too much
recreation access on lands set aside for conservation of species and habitat? And, how can we
facilitate various consumptive and non-consumptive recreation groups (e.g., hikers, mountain
bikers, equestrians, off-highway vehicle users, hunters, anglers) and conservation groups
(e.g., environmental activists, land trusts, resource agencies) to work together to advocate for
acquiring and managing separate recreation and conservation lands instead of increasingly
coming into conflict with one another over the use of the same lands for both purposes?

This special edition journal seeks to tackle this and related questions. In the introduc-
tory essay, “Non-consumptive Recreation & Wildlife Conservation: Coexistence through
Collaboration,” Dr. Ashley D’ Antonio points out the unique need and opportunity Califor-
nia has for addressing recreation use as a social-ecological system (SES) based on its high
biodiversity and quickly increasing recreation use of protected lands. Mitrovich, Larson,
Barrows, Beck, and Unger, in “Balancing Conservation and Recreation,” point to a need
for recreation and conservation stakeholders to work together to ensure that sufficient areas
are acquired for both uses and to help plan and manage conservation lands better to reduce
adverse effects on wildlife and natural resources. They summarize some of the varied re-
search going on in the field, on wildlife behavior and physiology, habitat degradation and
fragmentation, reproduction and survival, community composition and richness, and other
topics. Indirect effects like the shifts in day and night activity patterns between predators
and prey lead to questions on what effects that has on wildlife interactions and possible
changes that may lead to in a whole ecosystem. Two case studies cover visitor perceptions
and values, and the importance of having groups with different values come together and
work through their differences to build trust and facilitate better management decisions and
stakeholder support.

The research paper, “Increased hiking and mountain biking are associated with de-
clines in urban mammal activity,” by Larson, Reed, and Crooks provides findings on how
some wildlife can respond rapidly to changes in the levels of human disturbance, which
may help planners design targeted trail closures to reduce recreation impacts in important
areas. Townsend, Hammerich, and Halbur conducted somewhat similar research to that of
Larson, Reed, and Crooks and present their findings in “Wildlife occupancy and trail use
before and after a park opens to the public.” Their research provides good insights into how
differently various wildlife species respond to trail use by people, including strong differ-
ences in how soon and how much species may habituate to people’s presence. Baas, Dupler,
Smith, and Carnes make the case in “An assessment of non-consumptive recreation effects
on wildlife: current and future research, management implications, and next steps” for doing
more research to help wildlife and park managers more effectively manage and respond to
non-consumptive recreation impacts on wildlife species and their habitats.

Elizabeth Lucas points out deficiencies and a need to improve how recreation is sited,
monitored, managed, and enforced in protected areas in her paper, “Recreation-related distur-
bance to wildlife in California — better planning for and management of recreation are vital
to conserve wildlife in protected areas where recreation occurs.” She also provides a review
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of several research papers in her paper, “A review of trail-related fragmentation, unauthor-
ized trails, and other aspects of recreation ecology in protected areas.” Elizabeth points out
the need for sufficient funding, science-based approaches to managing protected areas, and
educating the public on recreation effects on wildlife, to achieve real protection of species
and to retain the benefits of the protected lands. Elizabeth suggests several funding options
including a compelling argument for establishing a recreation equipment excise fee or tax
like those paid for over 80 years now by hunters and anglers to benefit habitat conservation.
With so much use of outdoor areas now by “non-consumptive” recreation uses, and with
declining popularity of hunting activities in the population at large, is it time to institute
such a change for recreational users to pay their share of conserving and managing habitat?

Together, the articles in this special journal edition cover a broad array of research
on recreation effects on wildlife. They provide interesting perspectives and offer a variety
of solutions. Learning how to best manage non-consumptive recreation to provide great
outdoor experiences while minimizing harmful effects on wildlife will continue to evolve
as we learn more from research and experience. We hope that you find this special edition
journal useful in your own exploration of this important and emerging field.

“Keep close to Nature’s heart... and break clear away, once in a while, and climb a mountain
or spend a week in the woods. Wash your spirit clean.” —John Muir
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Introduction--continued

NON-CONSUMPTIVE RECREATION AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION:
COEXISTENCE THROUGH COLLABORATION

ASHLEY D’ANTONIO, PHD, Assistant Professor in Nature-Based Recreation
Management, Gene D. Knudson Forestry Chair, Department of Forest Ecosystems and
Society, Oregon State University

The most basic principle in the field of recreation ecology—an interdisciplinary field
that studies the ecological impacts of recreational activities and the management of these
impacts—is that if outdoor recreation is allowed in an area, impacts to that ecosystem are
inevitable. It is also established that outdoor recreation has a myriad of benefits to society that
range from economic growth, improved human health and well-being, community building,
and increases in an individual’s connection to nature. Moreover, outdoor recreation is one
of the primary mechanisms by which humans interact with the natural world in contem-
porary society. As a result, many county, state, and federal park and protected area (PPA)
managers around the United States (U.S.) are faced with mandates or missions that require
conserving natural resources while also providing quality outdoor recreation experiences.
Key challenges facing researchers, conservation practitioners, and PPA managers as they
try to balance conservation goals with recreation access are: understanding the mechanism
and the level and extent of these impacts; identifying what level of negative impact, if any,
is acceptable; and deciding how to mitigate or manage these impacts.

Within recreation ecology, the impacts from recreation to ecosystem components
such as soil and vegetation are relatively well studied. The negative impacts of recreation
to environmental factors such as water, air quality, soundscapes, and wildlife are less well
understood. Studying the relationships between non-consumptive recreation use and impacts
to wildlife can be complex. Part of this complexity is because impacts to wildlife can be
direct (e.g., harassment or feeding) and/or indirect (i.e., habitat modification) and at times
can be hard to measure or observe (e.g., changes in stress hormone levels in response to
recreation presence) as compared to soil or vegetation impacts. Additionally, impacts from
non-consumptive recreation use can be interacting with, or compounded by, other ecosystem
pressures. These added pressures include, but are not limited to, habitat loss due to develop-
ment or changes in land use, pressures from consumptive recreation (hunting or fishing),
and/or climate change. Moreover, impacts at the wildlife population or community level
often require long-term studies, which are somewhat rare in recreation ecology but admit-
tedly more common in the wildlife sciences.

Despite these challenges, there is a recent resurgence of interest in studying the impacts
of non-consumptive recreation use on wildlife species. Meanwhile, there is a recognition
that studies focusing only on the social or human aspects of a PPA system are insufficient
to address current recreation and conservation issues, especially those related to wildlife.
Many recreation ecologists, conservation scientists, and managers have begun to view
outdoor recreation in PPAs as a complex social-ecological system (SES). As such, we must
enhance our understanding of the interactions and intersections between both the ecological
and social systems that make up our PPAs. Addressing wildlife conservation and recreation
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access in PPAs requires SES-focused thinking and collaborative problem solving.

The rich social and ecological systems comprising California make this state an excel-
lent place to begin to address recreation use through an SES framework. California is one
of the most biodiverse states in the U.S. and while 47% of the state is currently protected,
97% of these protected lands are opened to human access. Non-consumptive recreation use
in PPA has increased rapidly in recent years across the U.S. but especially in Western states.
California State Parks saw a 10% increase in total visitation numbers from the 2015/16 to
2016/17 fiscal year and many California national parks have seen exponential growth in
visitation in recent years. As the U.S population becomes increasingly suburban and urban,
PPAs that provide refugia and critical habitat for wildlife face increasing pressure from land
use change and suburban expansion. Within California, this trend is evident as the state’s
population continues to grow while land use change, extreme droughts, and development
increases pressure on California’s PPASs.

Currently, PPAs and open space are limited, and wildlife species and their habitat
face many ecological pressures. We are on the cusp of a resurgence and upswell of research
exploring non-consumptive recreation impacts on wildlife. However, to meet conserva-
tion objectives, additional research is still needed to best inform recreation management
in PPAs. Conserving and protecting wildlife species while providing quality recreation
experiences to society requires interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary teams of researchers,
managers, practitioners, stakeholders, and the public working together towards shared goals
and objectives. Because of the social and ecological complexities and uncertainties around
recreation impacts to wildlife, no individual field of science or management entity will be
able to address this issue on its own. As such, this special issue is timely and important as it
adds to the body of literature aimed at understanding non-consumptive recreation impacts
to wildlife. Additionally, this special issue serves as a starting point for cooperatively ex-
ploring the challenge of protecting wildlife while balancing non-consumptive recreation
use. If we are to meet conservation goals related to wildlife and wildlife habitat, it may not
be appropriate to allow recreation use in all PPAs and at all times. However, collaborative
dialogues (informed by the SES framework) around wildlife conservation are essential to
guide decisions related to where, when, and how non-consumptive recreation use should
be permitted in our PPAs.
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As California’s population has grown to nearly 40 million people, and as the State’s
beautiful natural diversity draws tourists and explorers from around the world, outdoor
recreation has also grown (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2013, 2017,
Monz et al. 2019). New equipment and technology enable new activities, such as night-time
mountain biking, while social media brings increasing numbers of people to areas seldom
visited by people only ten or twenty years ago. With increased time and more sedentary
work environments, our society is understandably demanding greater access to more land
for outdoor recreation. However, since several species-protection challenges already exist
throughout the State due to development, fragmentation, invasive species, altered fire re-
gimes, and climate change, consideration of opening up additional wildlands for recreation
presents new challenges to conservation.

Outdoor engagement with natural areas is recognized as a necessary part of people’s
well-being, yet recreationists are generally attracted to the same high-value open spaces
and natural areas that harbor diverse plant and animal communities (Mancini et al. 2018).
Accordingly, trails, access points, and associated infrastructure need to be planned and
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managed appropriately to complement, rather than diminish, conservation values of lands
dedicated to the protection of species and their habitats. In the absence of good planning,
recreation-conservation conflicts are increasing, polarizing these two stakeholder groups
and eroding their natural affinity and alliance. When conservation and recreation interest
groups work together and conservation and recreation lands are planned and managed based
on scientific research, a new opportunity emerges for a coordinated approach to protecting
California’s wildlife while also meeting the demand for high-quality recreational opportuni-
ties for diverse user groups.

Recreation and conservation interests would benefit from regular dialogue and collabo-
ration with each other and with federal, state, and local land use authorities regarding regional
and local land use planning, acquisitions, and management. A shared, basic understanding
of applicable conservation objectives and regulations would provide context and perspec-
tive for recreational users and serve to help the two groups work together to ensure each of
their interests are served rather than their respective needs being compromised. Without a
close alliance among recreation and conservation interests, California risks having insuf-
ficient land areas set aside for the thousands of species that depend on California’s natural
areas, inadequate areas for recreation, and increasing conflicts between conservation and
recreation needs. The necessary conversations, research, and determination to collaborate
should be embraced and acted upon as soon as possible to help address these needs, reduce
the potential for polarization among these stakeholders, and help ensure good land use
planning and management decisions are made as development proceeds.

In this essay, we provide an overview of the mechanisms available to implement
conservation in California and introduce many of the issues attributed to outdoor recreation
when managing for wildlife and natural resources on conservation lands and other public
open spaces. We then describe two case studies from our work in southern California that
highlight the perceptions and values of outdoor recreationists when visiting conserved
lands. The case studies also demonstrate what a successful balance between conservation
and recreation uses can look like when moving from conflict to collaboration. We end with
a discussion of what is required to achieve that balance and ways to minimize the impacts
of outdoor recreation on wildlife and other natural resources.

CONSERVATION CONTEXT

As California’s population grew from a few hundred thousand to nearly 40 million
people in less than two hundred years, numerous species’ populations have declined. Some,
like the iconic grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), are now extinct in the state. Over 450
plant and animal species in California are now listed by the federal or state government as
threatened or endangered (CDFW 2019). The cost of species recovery can be enormous, such
as the tens of millions of dollars spent to save the majestic California condor (Gymnogyps
californianus; Walters et al. 2010). To prevent further species declines, a number of laws
and regulations exist to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts of human activities on
species. In California, these include the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Cali-
fornia Endangered Species Act (CESA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), among others. Approximately half of
California is federally or state-owned lands with a variety of uses, from national forests
and state parks to multi-use areas and reserves. In addition to these areas, an appreciable



BALANCING CONSERVATION AND RECREATION 13

amount of land is conserved in California as mitigation under ESA, CESA, CEQA, and
other laws and regulations.

Successful conservation leads to the protection of species and habitat and the pres-
ervation of natural landscapes. Principal types of conservation lands in California include
reserves acquired and managed as part of Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural
Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs), national parks and monuments, state ecological
reserves and wildlife areas, state parks, lands owned by private entities (e.g., land trusts),
lands with conservation easements, and mitigation lands. The relative importance of con-
servation and recreation values to the management goals of these lands vary. For example,
state and national parks generally emphasize recreational uses more than mitigation lands
and ecological reserves. Sixteen HCP/NCCPs have been approved in California covering
part or all of seven counties. Through the new Regional Conservation Investment Strategy
(RCIS) Program established in 2017, one RCIS has been approved and an additional eight
Regional Conservation Investment Strategies (RCISs) are currently in development or have
been submitted for review and approval by the Department of Fish and Wildlife (for more
information about RCIS and NCCP programs, see Appendix I). The nine RCISs together
will cover part or all of 11 counties. There are also over 130 conservation and mitigation
banks in the state, privately held conservation lands, and hundreds of mitigation sites. In
total, tens of thousands of acres of habitat have been conserved in California through proac-
tive investments and mitigation. Over one and one-half million acres will be conserved in
California under approved HCP/NCCPs, benefiting hundreds of species listed as endangered
or threatened under federal and state species protection laws.

OUTDOOR RECREATION

Millions of Californians and visitors recreate outdoors on natural lands within the state
each year (Outdoor Industry Association 2019). Examples of outdoor recreation activities
include hiking, trail running, mountain biking, horseback riding, backpacking, camping, and
motorized activities. The positive effects of outdoor recreation are numerous. Stewardship
values are enhanced. Appreciation of nature is magnified as people are exposed to the inherent
beauty, complexity, and serenity of natural systems. The next generation of land stewards
and conservationists are born out of the experience of being introduced to wildlands when
young. Equally important, the mental health benefits of exposure to the outdoors and partici-
pation in nature are now well-recognized (Louv 2005; Thomsen et al. 2018). For a society
that is increasingly becoming more urban and digital, the restorative properties of nature
and the increased social well-being of individuals and communities is ever more important.

Despite these benefits, the negative effects of recreation on wildlife can be profoundly
damaging to species and their habitats and must be considered when planning for conserva-
tion areas (Hammitt et al. 2015). Trails lead to habitat degradation and fragmentation, which
increase when visitors go off-trail and informal trails proliferate. Harassment of wildlife,
though often unintended, occurs with increased visitation to an area. Less obvious impacts
to wildlife, not easily measured, have been tied to noise, light pollution, trash, and other
factors associated with recreation activities.

In general, it can be difficult to accept that recreation activities, especially quiet, non-
motorized activities like hiking and mountain biking, can have harmful effects on wildlife.
Many types of recreation cause little physical habitat change. Perhaps as a result, recreation
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was widely assumed to be a “benign use” that is compatible with conservation goals (Knight
and Gutzwiller 1995) and is permitted in the vast majority of protected areas worldwide
(Eagles etal. 2002; IUCN and UNEP 2014). Many HCP/NCCPs include a general provision
that allows for “low-impact nature trails” without strongly defining what that means and
what types and levels of use would be acceptable, given the species that are to be protected.
The viewpoint that recreation is a benign use may be changing, however. In recent years,
researchers have found evidence that a variety of recreation activities and intensities can have
detrimental impacts on wildlife (Geffory et al. 2015; Larson et al. 2016; Samia et al. 2017).

RECREATION EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE
Behavior, activity budgets, and physiology

Behavioral reactions, such as flight, flushing, or vigilance are some of the most
commonly-observed and studied wildlife responses to recreationists (Larson et al. 2016).
Changes in activity budgets have also been observed, with animals typically spending less
time in activities such as foraging and caring for young and more time moving or being
vigilant when recreationists are present (Schummer and Eddleman 2003; Arlettaz et al.
2015). Physiological responses, such as increases in stress hormones (Arlettaz et al. 2007)
or decreased body mass (McGrann et al. 2006), are less obvious to observe, and can occur
even when a corresponding behavioral response does not. It is critical not to assume that
an animal is tolerant of recreation simply because it does not exhibit a visible response.

Habitat degradation and fragmentation

Recreation can degrade or fragment habitat, resulting in habitat that is otherwise
of high quality being used less frequently or not at all. This is particularly concerning in
highly fragmented or developed landscapes where remaining habitat is scarce and there is
limited opportunity for wildlife to move to alternative areas. Researchers have observed
avoidance of areas used by recreationists in species as diverse as grizzly bears (Coleman
et al. 2013), wolverines (Gulo gulo; Heinemeyer et al. 2019), caribou (Rangifer tarandus;
Lesmerises et al. 2018), capercaillie (Tetrao urogallus; Coppes et al. 2017), and dolphins
(Tursiops spp.; Lusseau 2005).

Reproduction, survival, and abundance

Assessing recreation’s impacts on wildlife population abundance or vital rates can be
difficult and time-consuming, and is therefore largely unknown. In one of the few studies
of population trends in relation to recreation, Garber and Burger’s long-term study (1995)
observed dramatic declines in North American wood turtle populations after the area was
opened to recreation. Reproductive success is one of the better-studied population vital
rates; negative effects of recreation on reproductive success have been observed in several
species including elk (Cervus canadensis; Shively et al. 2005), penguins (Giese 1996; Lynch
et al. 2010), and plovers (Charadrius spp.; Lafferty et al. 2006; Yasué and Dearden 2006).
However, other studies have found that habituation can moderate impacts of recreation on
reproductive success (Baudains and Lloyd 2007).
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Community composition and richness

Within an ecological community, species respond to recreation differently. This
can lead to changes in community composition if more sensitive species avoid areas with
recreation or decline in abundance while the habitat use or abundance of tolerant species
remains constant or even increases due to reduced competition. When the sensitive species
are native and the more tolerant species are non-native, this can lead to dramatic declines
of native species as compared to their non-native counterparts (Reed and Merenlender
2008). Overall species richness can also decline if sensitive species disappear from local
communities (Bétsch et al. 2018).

Indirect effects

Recreation can also cause other changes that indirectly affect wildlife, many of which
are not well understood. Shifts in diel activity patterns could change the way that species
interact with each other or with their environment, potentially leading to increased inter-
specific competition during nighttime hours or increased overlap between predators and
their prey (Gaynor et al. 2018). Recreation can facilitate the spread of non-native species
in freshwater, marine, and terrestrial environments (Anderson et al. 2015), which can have
dramatic effects on native wildlife. Recreation activities also often involve infrastructure
(e.g., parking lots, maintenance buildings, roads, ski lifts), which can lead to further habitat
loss and fragmentation (Nellemann et al. 2010).

Examples of recreation impacts from southern California

Examples from southern California, where much of our work occurs, highlight some of
the many ways recreation can impact natural resources. Results of ten years of camera-trap
studies on conservation lands in Orange County indicate mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus)
and coyotes (Canis latrans) are shifting the timing of activity due to the presence of humans
on trails creating novel predator-prey conflicts for wildlife (Patten et al. 2017). Observed
shifts toward more nocturnal activity by both species leads to greater temporal overlap in
activity periods between mule deer and their principal predator, the mountain lion (Puma
concolor; Figure 1). Greater overlap between coyotes and gray foxes (Urocyon cinereoar-
genteus) has also been observed, leading to predicted changes in predator-prey dynamics.

Bobcat (Lynx rufus) movement modeling using more than ten years of telemetry data
in the 7,284-ha South Coast Wilderness of coastal Orange County highlights the impor-
tance of maintaining regional connectivity among isolated parcels and continued exclusion
of human presence at culverts and other critical linkage points along the coast (Boydston
and Tracey 2018). Within landscapes containing natural areas constrained by development,
protected habitat and other high-value open space is a premium for wildlife. Providing for
safe, unobstructed passage for wildlife among isolated parcels, especially at culverts and
other pinch-points, is essential to enable access to high-value habitat within these otherwise
constrained landscapes.

In heavily used open space areas, some wildlife appear to develop a tolerance for
regular human activity on trails over time. However, patterns of wildlife habitat use can be
disrupted by disturbances occurring outside this regular activity, such as large recreation
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events, off-trail visitor behavior, or the proliferation of new social trails, even in areas that
traditionally see high levels of visitor use. At a local scale, observations of breeding bird
behavior before, during, and after a mountain bike race at a wilderness park in Orange
County highlights elements of both sides of this phenomenon (Hamilton et al. 2015). In
this example, breeding bird behavior continued uninterrupted in areas experiencing similar
amounts of activity along the racecourse during the event as to what was experienced prior.
As people gathered in numbers on and off the trail at the designated start/end staging area
for the event, evidence suggests behavior was disrupted as the sheer volume and continual
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Figure 1. Diel activity of the mule deer and mountain lion with or without human disturbance. Arrows indicate
time (direction) and proportional magnitude (Iength) of mean activity, and the “net” displays the spread of activity
on a 24-h clock, binned at 30-minute intervals. Note the prey’s (the deer) nocturnal shift when disturbance was
present. (Figure credit: Patten et al. 2019)
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presence of people gathered around the staging area was atypical for this location within
the park.

CASE STUDY:

UNDERSTANDING VISITOR PERCEPTIONS
AND VALUES IN ORANGE COUNTY

To successfully strike a balance, we need to know more about the human perspective
of conservation. By surveying visitors to protected natural areas in southern California over
the last couple of years, we learned there is potential for a shared vision of nature protection
addressing the needs of both conservationists and outdoor recreationists. Clearly the issues
are complex, but with good planning and communication, much can be done to support the
creation of a collective vision for compatible conservation and recreation.

Natural Communities Coalition (NCC) is the non-profit management corporation
overseeing implementation of the conservation strategy for the County of Orange Central
and Coastal Subregion NCCP/HCP. Stretching from the Newport Coast to the Santa Ana
Mountains, over 20,200 ha (50,000 acres) of conserved lands together with National Forest
are embedded within the conservation plan’s 84,000-ha (208,000-acre) planning area. The
75-year plan, signed in 1996, was the first landscape-scale NCCP in the state and one of the
first multi-species HCPs nationally.

With 3.2 million residents in Orange County (Center for Demographic Research 2019),
the demand for outdoor recreation on lands protected for conservation purposes is ever-
present and increasing. Equally important is the recognized need and desire by the community
to conserve the rich natural heritage of the southern California region. In Orange County,
like in other high-value natural areas of the state experiencing rapid population growth, there
is a strong need to strike a balance between conservation and recreation.

Recreation management is one of four main tenets of the regional landscape-level
conservation strategy managed by NCC. Recognizing the increasing need to address this
topic, NCC staff began focused and meaningful conversations with recreation ecologists
and then followed with talking directly to park visitors to understand the human dimensions,
that is, the motivations, desires, and values of visitors to the conserved lands. Partnering
with Dr. Christopher Monz, Professor of Recreation Resources Management in the Depart-
ment of Environment and Society at Utah State University, the organization surveyed close
to 2,000 visitors in the spring and fall seasons of 2017 and in the spring of 2018 to better
understand their perceptions, values, and characteristics (Sisneros-Kidd et al. 2019). In this
process, the research team used a theoretical framework that allowed for the identification
of internal constructs embedded within visitor questionnaires to reveal motivations and
define different user groups. Through the work, two principal groups or clusters of visitors
were discovered, those who are motivated most by the opportunity to experience nature
immersion and those who are more focused on fitness-based recreation.

Surprisingly, given the urban-proximate setting, and in contrast to the expectations
of local land managers, by almost two to one, recreationists were looking to experience
nature immersion compared to those seeking fitness-based recreation. These visitors were
more motivated by solitude and escape, learning about and experiencing nature, spiritual
renewal, and the social experience, versus those in the fitness-based recreation group who
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were motivated principally by challenge and outdoor exercise. Learning that the motivation
and values of most visitors are more in alignment with resource protection than expected,
we had to shift our thinking. Rather than focusing on direct conflict between recreation and
conservation, we had to reevaluate how the conversation about balancing recreation and
conservation is framed. Knowing it is often the most vocal and well-organized user groups
who receive the greatest attention, whether from rangers at a local park or elected officials
at a public meeting, we recognized it was of value for decision-makers to be informed of
the findings and equally consider the motivations, values, and desires of the quiet majority
in these public spaces and forums.

Digging deeper into the results of the work, we found people largely recognize the
value of habitat and natural resource conservation; however, they too want to be part of the
story. People do not want to be left “standing on the sidelines or looking over the fence;”
they want to experience the rich natural resources that make California so unique. When
asked how satisfied they were in their ability to achieve a variety of experiences during their
visit to a park, visitors reported they were often left wanting more when it came to learning
about nature and becoming more in touch with their spiritual values.

Visitor responses indicated they experience place attachment. When asked, they rec-
ognize the lands upon which they choose to regularly recreate are not necessarily unique
relative to other protected areas. However, to them these lands and parks are special,
meaningful, and important. Place attachment may be reflected in the high repeat visitation
rates of visitors. More than half of those surveyed visited parks more than 50 times within
the same year. Furthermore, many of the visitors live within neighboring communities.
For almost half of the parks included in the study, more than 25% of visitors live within 3
miles of an entrance location (Mitrovich, unpublished data). To these people, the parks are
a recognized and utilized part of their local community’s resources.

Recreation is multidimensional and multifaceted, and we recognize a more sophis-
ticated approach to finding solutions is warranted when seeking to minimize recreational
impacts on sensitive natural resources. Impacts and motivations vary by user group, as does
the attractiveness of different topography. From the surveys, we learned mountain bikers look
to avoid crowds, are most knowledgeable about “leave no trace,” most interested in more
trails, and most likely of all user groups to be satisfied in their ability to get away from the
demands of life when out on trails. Dog walkers, on the other hand, were least knowledge-
able about “leave no trace,” most avoided by other recreational groups, and least satisfied
in their park experiences as it relates to their ability to learn more about plants and animals.
Some hikers and runners were concerned about the number of mountain bikers they encoun-
tered in particular parks and along certain trails. Different topographic features attracted
different users. Steep trails that offer high speeds and technical challenges are attractive to
mountain bikers but can be off-putting to other user groups. In unregulated spaces popular
with the masses and advertised through social media, trails can be degraded and spider,
further fragmenting and degrading available habitat. The overlap between areas used for
recreation and high-value wildlife habitat may be greatest with nature-based recreationists.

One positive take-home, as we look for solutions, is that visitors in urban landscapes
are much more tolerant of crowded conditions than previously recognized by land man-
agers. Parks in Orange County have seen a dramatic increase in use over the last decade,
with increases of greater than 50% not uncommon over a 4-year period (Monz et al. 2019).
However, at many parks considered to be “crowded” by land managers, over 80% of re-
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spondents surveyed did not feel the presence of other people on the trail interfered with
their activities or made them feel rushed or slowed them down during their visit. Equally,
over 80% of respondents in 2018 did not feel the number of people at the park increased
their risk of injury.

Although many folks are comfortable in a more crowded space, not everyone is com-
fortable with the changing dynamics and increases in observed use experienced over the
last decade. Across both before-mentioned measures, there were respondents that felt the
number of people at the park during their visit did increase their risk of injury at least some
of the time, and other visitors and their activities interfered with their visit. Like wildlife, it
appears people’s tolerance of novel conditions is not fully universal and may differ across
generations, by past experiences, and expectations (Shelby et al. 1983). When coupled with
their understanding that off-trail activity is most impactful, the general tolerance of folks to
increased visitation rates gives hope as we look for solutions to meeting increased demand
while paying the necessary attention to detail to create the recreational opportunities valued
by most that continue to honor the shared commitment and need for lasting conservation.

CASE STUDY:
CONFLICT TO COLLABORATION IN THE COACHELLAVALLEY

Now we turn to one example of how a region is addressing the question, what to do
when trail users and sensitive species like the same habitat? Like other areas of southern
California, the Coachella Valley in the desert and mountain regions of eastern Riverside
County has seen a remarkable increase in the demand for outdoor recreation on trails, es-
pecially hiking and mountain biking. In this desert resort area, land of more than 100 lush
golf courses, demand for golf'is flat, while hiking has surged in popularity, in large part due
to the influence of social media.

In 2008, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) approved the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (CVNCCP) with a 75-year permit.
Like other efforts in California and beyond, it was a visionary effort to balance conservation
and development. The plan encompasses an area of almost 500,000 ha (1.1 million acres)
from Palm Springs to the Salton Sea and beyond. Implementation of the plan is overseen by
the Coachella Valley Conservation Commission (CVCC), made up of elected officials from
participating cities, Riverside County, local water districts, and other agencies.

However, several years earlier, the conflict between trail users and agency biologists
nearly derailed the CVNCCP. During development of the plan, proposals by state and federal
wildlife agencies to impose seasonal closures on some trails galvanized trail users to orga-
nize and turn out in large numbers at public hearings. The proposal to close trails centered
on concerns about the impacts of trail use on Peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis
nelsoni), a state and federally listed endangered species (Figure 2). In response, trail users
read scientific literature, interviewed bighorn sheep biologists, and questioned the scientific
basis of the trail restrictions. They used their newfound knowledge and spoke passionately
about their concerns to elected officials, often quoting published scientists.

When the CVNCCP was approved in 2008, it did not include the trail closures that
had been envisioned. Public input from trail users convinced decision-makers to avoid these
measures. It also convinced conservation planners that a full trails management plan needed
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to be developed for the CVNCCP. Unfortunately, the process also left trail users alienated
and with a lack of trust in the state and federal wildlife agencies. Wildlife agencies were
suspicious of trail users” motivations. It would be years before these attitudes changed. Trail
users seeking nature immersion, who could have been a natural constituency for support
of the conservation proposed by the CVNCCP, continued to question the scientific basis
of the trails plan. Even after the CVNCCP was completed and fully permitted, the lack of
trust remained.

To provide a forum for input from trail users and local governments, the final CVNCCP
called for formation of a Trails Management Subcommittee, composed of a representative
from each of nine cities involved in the CVNCCP, the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla In-
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Figure 2. In some areas of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument, seasonal trail closures
are in place to allow bighorn sheep and other wildlife access to waterholes during the hot summer months. (Photo
credit: CDFW)

dians, trail user groups (mountain bikers, hikers, equestrians), environmentalists, biologists
from CDFW, USFWS, Bureau of Land Management, and other land management agencies.
The group was charged with providing recommendations on trails management, annually
reviewing the status of bighorn sheep, and communicating trails-related information to
stakeholders. Their tasks required them to develop a shared understanding of relevant con-
servation objectives and regulations while they worked together to accomplish their charge.

Adedicated group of volunteers, the subcommittee took their responsibility seriously
and worked hard. Meetings were well attended and often animated. Passions flared, and
sometimes sparks flew. On occasion, meetings devolved and became acrimonious and full of
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conflict. Trail users continued to question the scientific basis for trails management actions
proposed by “the agencies.” Agency biologists doubted the trail users’ commitment to the
protection of bighorn sheep and were reluctant to share data. Unfortunately, throughout the
process, scientifically rigorous data on the effects of trail use on bighorn sheep was limited.
The studies needed to understand the relationship between trail use and bighorn sheep had
not been done. The CVNCCP was approved in 2008, the year the recession hit and resources
for local, state, and federal agencies were further limited by lack of funding.

In 2011, the conflict between recreation and habitat ended up in the state legislature
when CDFW closed the upper portion of the very popular Bump and Grind Trail to protect
bighorn sheep. Though not a trail which offers the experience of solitude, the Bump and
Grind provides a great cardio workout, with hikers numbering more than 1,000 some days.
Questioning whether any studies to prove that hikers have an impact on the endangered
bighorn had been presented, trail users went to their state legislators. Ultimately, a compro-
mise was worked out and Governor Brown signed legislation in October 2013. The upper
Bump and Grind is now closed for three months during the sensitive bighorn sheep lambing
season, from February through April, and open for the remaining nine months of each year.
The Coachella Valley Conservation Commission worked with CDFW to install a fence to
discourage off-trail travel and educational signs about bighorn sheep.

Despite the challenges, the Trails Management Subcommittee persevered. They
worked through the challenges, developed more trust, and learned to work together. They
completed an update to the 2008 Trails Management Plan in 2014. The updated plan em-
phasizes the adaptive management approach described in the CVNCCEP. It calls for research
on the relationship between bighorn sheep habitat use and trail use, prior to construction of
new trails. Technology has made such research more feasible, especially in the rugged and
remote terrain of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument. Since
2015, GPS collars have been placed on bighorn sheep, providing data on their movements
and habitat use. The CVCC is now working on a study of bighorn sheep and trails, led by
Dr. Kathleen Longshore of the U.S. Geological Survey and funded by a grant from CDFW.
The trails subcommittee is actively involved with researchers in the development of the
study protocol and review of all data. Field work began in fall 2019, with volunteers col-
lecting data on recreational trail use and researchers comparing the human use data with
bighorn sheep collar data.

Conflict has been replaced with collaboration. Although all of the best practices were
not used initially, when they were used, they became lessons learned. If people understand
why, they are more likely to go along with regulations (Marion and Reid 2007). Further-
more, when the need for regulation or constraints are understood, constraints can become
a positive as they provide the basis for best practices and assure access via responsible use.

WHAT IS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE BALANCE? WHAT WORKS?

Several land management decisions are being made today with long-term implications
for the state of biodiversity and human wellness within California. Without collaboration
among recreation and conservation interests, California risks insufficient lands being set
aside for the benefit of protecting species, insufficient lands for recreating, and poorly lo-
cated lands for both purposes, with people and other species suffering the consequences.
Recreation and conservation stakeholders need to talk and work with each other and with
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ecologists and land planners early and often in the regional visioning and land planning
process to ensure both interests get what is needed in a way that strikes a balance for species
and habitat protection, and people’s access to the outdoors.

To achieve a better land use future for conservation and recreation outcomes, we rec-
ommend early investment in working relationships. Increased early communication among
all stakeholders, land planners, and managers, together with basing decisions on the best
available science, can help reduce land use conflicts, the loss of species, and lower-quality
recreation experiences. Groups should accept there will be situations when they collectively
agree to disagree. However, the long-term commitment to work together will increase the
likelihood of achieving goals and objectives for all interests. Most land conserved through
public funding sources and/or mitigation and all HCP and NCCP properties have some form
of Resource Management Plan (RMP) and/or Conservation Easement attached to them. It
is critical RMP’s are developed with a “clean slate” to identify critical sensitive species,
regional context, and wildlife linkages up front. This, in turn, identifies potential areas
appropriate for trails and other recreational uses, thus reducing debate and conflict later.

We also recommend establishing appropriate monitoring programs that are used to
evaluate conservation and recreation outcomes and modify management plans to better
achieve the original goals and adjust to changing conditions. The wide variety of nature-based
recreational activities, timing and frequency of those activities, and numbers of people that
participate in them, all result in a complex array of potential effects. Adding to that is the
complexity of behavioral responses and sensitivities of different species to those activities.
Recognizing this complexity and planning according to research findings that are available,
and the anticipated growth or other changes expected, can help planners create conservation
areas and recreation areas positioned to avoid future conflicts.

Opportunities to be inclusive and reach out to stakeholders as partners in the long-term
management of protected lands are numerous. By simply involving everyone up-front, com-
munity members can be engaged early in the planning process and contribute to the search
for solutions. Volunteers can help to enforce site rules using peer pressure. They may also
be able to help with site maintenance, monitoring, and identification of possible manage-
ment actions, such as when monitoring information indicates a problem exists. An open
phone line to land managers is essential and over time naturally builds relationship and trust.

How can effects be minimized?

Using good science in the decision-making process is key, as is making data trans-
parent and remembering the importance of educating the public throughout the process.
Planning efforts should search for and incorporate relevant scientific findings. Despite the
variability in species responses to different types and intensities of recreation, researchers
have identified some ways to minimize the effects of recreation on wildlife:

* Monitor and prevent unauthorized trail creation and off-trail use. Many animal spe-
cies respond more strongly to recreationists in unexpected places, such as off-trail
(Stankowich 2008; Heinemeyer et al. 2019), so increasing the predictability of hu-
man presence by constraining people to the existing trail network may help mitigate
negative effects.

« Limit nighttime access to parks and trails. Since people are primarily active during
the daytime, many animal species avoid interactions with people by increasing the
proportion of their activity that takes place at night (Gaynor et al. 2018). While the
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implications of this shift for foraging success and interspecific interactions are largely
unknown, limiting activity to daytime hours may be a way for humans and wildlife
to coexist in parks and natural areas. Nighttime recreation is growing in popularity
but may prevent animals from temporally avoiding people, and should be limited in
general, and probably all together avoided in urban-proximate wildland areas where
the existence of refugia is already severely limited spatially.

Leave areas without trails, both within individual properties and at landscape scale.
For the most part, research has not yet identified ‘safe’ levels of human activity that
result in minimal negative outcomes for wildlife. Some species appear to respond to
very low levels of human activity and would benefit from blocks of trail-free habitat;
in one example, mountain lions, coyotes, and bobcats increased nighttime activity and
decreased daytime activity in locations with levels of use as low as two people per day
(Wang et al. 2015).

Plan access points and infrastructure carefully. Parking lots and other facilities can
increase the level of use at corresponding trails (Larson et al. 2018). On the other hand,
a lack of parking space at popular trails can result in public safety issues if visitors park
along busy roadways. Improper parking can also impact habitat, which can cascade
to impact wildlife as well.

Use seasonal trail closures during sensitive periods. For many species, the most sensi-
tive period is the breeding period, when disturbance can lead to reduced reproductive
success (Botsch et al. 2017), which in turn can result in population declines.

Collect visitor use data. Without some knowledge of the intensity and distribution of
recreational use, it is difficult for managers to know where and when impacts on sensitive
wildlife species may be occurring. Monitoring equipment can be costly to purchase and
maintain, but basic measures like periodic manual counts at parking lots or trailheads
can be helpful in tracking trends, and there are promising emerging approaches using
information that visitors share on social media platforms, mobile devices, and fitness
applications (Fisher et al. 2018; Monz et al. 2019; Norman et al. 2019).

Consider diverse visitor perspectives and values. Employ contemporary scientific ap-
proaches so key components in the human dimension of recreation (e.g., perceptions,
characteristics, and motivations) can be understood more formally and inform a plan-
ning process for long-term sustainable use.

Determine thresholds of acceptability of key indicators of resource and social conditions.
Recognize “carrying capacities” exist for protected lands and their identification is a
key component in the planning process and essential to developing a range of possible
management actions, from the spatial and temporal separation of different types of
recreational uses to acceptance and identification of high and low intensity use areas
within the greater protected open space network.

An opportunity is emerging to expand upon local successes and encourage a nhew
dialogue among agencies, conservationists, and recreationists, both at the local level and
regionally, in support of the expanded protection of natural lands throughout California. We
encourage interested parties to continue to learn more about the use of conservation plan-
ning tools and visitor use management made available through the CDFW and USFWS, and
Interagency Visitor Use Management Council (Appendix I). Forming partnerships allows
stakeholder groups to work together to plan ahead of growth and build regional conservation
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strategies for the increased protection of natural lands, addressing the long-term conservation
needs of California’s natural resources and the strong desire of people to experience nature.
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APPENDIX I: AVAILABLE CONSERVATION PLANNING AND VISITOR
USE MANAGEMENT TOOLS

Natural Community Conservation Planning

The Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program promotes collabora-
tive planning efforts designed to provide for the region-wide conservation of plants, animals,
and their habitats, while allowing for compatible and appropriate economic activity. https://
www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planing/NCCP

Regional Conservation Investment Strategy Program

The Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS) Program encourages a volun-
tary, non-regulatory regional planning process intended to result in high-quality conservation
outcomes. The Program consists of three components: regional conservation assessments
(RCAS), regional conservation investment strategies (RCISs), and mitigation credit agree-
ments (MCAS). https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning/Regional-Conservation

Conservation and Mitigation Banking

Conservation and mitigation banking in California is overseen and undertaken by
several Federal and State Agencies. The Banking Program coordinates with other agen-
cies and stakeholders to develop statewide policy and guidance for the establishment and
operation of conservation and mitigation banks. https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/
Planning/Banking

Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS)

BIOS is a system designed to enable the management, visualization, and analysis
of biogeographic data collected by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and its
Partner Organizations. https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS

Areas of Conservation Emphasis (ACE)

ACE is a CDFW effort to analyze large amounts of map-based data in a targeted,
strategic way, and expressed visually, so decisions can be informed around important goals
like conservation of biodiversity, habitat connectivity, and climate change resiliency. https://
www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/Analysis/Ace

Visitor Use Management (VUM) Framework

VUM is a toolbox for visitor use management and addresses conservation issues.
The framework also includes topic areas like capacity, indicators and thresholds, as well
as the importance for monitoring recreation use. https://visitorusemanagement.nps.gov/
VUM/Framework
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Expanding levels of authorized and unauthorized non-consumptive recreation
increasingly threaten sensitive biological resources in areas protected pri-
marily or solely to conserve them. As California’s human population grows,
recreational use in protected areas grows commensurately. The majority of the
documented effects on wildlife from non-consumptive recreation are negative;
they include detrimental changes in behavior, reproduction, growth, immune
system function, levels of stress hormones, and finally, to the survival of
individual animals and persistence of wildlife populations and communities.
This paper provides insights from the recreation ecology literature into these
recreation-related disturbances to insects, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mam-
mals from hiking, jogging, biking, horseback riding, boating, and off-highway/
all-terrain vehicles. The documented evidence of these disturbances to wildlife
reveals the flaw in the prevalent assumption that recreation is compatible with
biological conservation, the dual-role protected areas’ core function. This as-
sumption usually rests on the expectations of (1) allowing only ecologically
sound siting of recreational areas and ecologically acceptable types, levels,
and timing of recreation, and (2) providing sufficient monitoring, management,
and enforcement of recreation to ensure the perpetuation of viable populations
of focal sensitive species. However, it is rare that these expectations are met.
The ultimate essential outcome of the information provided in this paper is the
cessation of the extant recreation-related exploitation of dual-role protected
areas. This calls for a societal course change involving: widespread, long-term,
and continual multimedia dissemination of the science-based information about
recreation-related disturbance to wildlife; application of a science-based ap-
proach to siting recreational areas and allowing only ecologically acceptable
types, levels, and timing of recreation; and, perpetual personnel and funding
explicitly for management at levels commensurate with recreational pressure.
These measures would also improve the often cited economic, educational,
and recreational/health benefits of dual-role protected areas.
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Conserving habitats is a key strategy for conserving biodiversity worldwide (Pickering
2010). In California, the core function of many areas protected for conservation is to ensure
the perpetuation of sensitive species (i.e., species whose persistence is jeopardized), as is
appropriate for the nation’s most biologically diverse state (CDFW 2015). The level of land
conservation that California enjoys is intended to ensure that the state’s globally renowned
biodiversity remains intact. However, of all the states in the USA, California hosts the most
listed species imperiled by recreation, in part because the strongest association of outdoor
recreation is with urbanization (Czech et al. 2000), which is itself an important cause of
endangerment (Reed et al. 2014). The anticipated growth of the state’s human population
from approximately 38 million in 2013 to 50 million by mid-century with a commensurate
increase in recreational demands in protected areas will likely increase the continual chal-
lenge of conserving the state’s wildlife (CDFW 2015).%2 The dual role of protected areas
to conserve biodiversity and provide nature-based recreational and educational opportu-
nities for millions of people rests on the assumption that non-consumptive recreation is
compatible with wildlife conservation, despite documented evidence to the contrary (Reed
and Merenlender 2008; Larson et al. 2016; Hennings 2017; Dertien et al. 2018; Reed et
al. 2019).2 Ecologically sound types, levels, timing, and siting of recreation, and perpetual
management of recreation at or exceeding a level commensurate with the recreational pres-
sure, are vital to ensure the perpetuation of viable populations of focal sensitive species in
“dual-role” protected areas.*®

! Protected areas include locally-owned lands (e.g., county and city reserves), state-owned lands (e.g., ecological
reserves, wildlife areas, state parks), federally owned lands (e.g., national wildlife refuges, wilderness areas), and
privately owned lands (e.g., conservation easements, conservancy lands, mitigation banks and lands). Here, the
focus is on protected areas preserved primarily or solely for the perpetuation of sensitive species (e.g., ecological
reserves, protected areas established pursuant to Natural Community Conservation Plans and/or Habitat Conser-
vation Plans, mitigation banks and lands).

2 Wildlife means all wild animals: insects, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals.

3 In contrast to consumptive recreation (e.g., hunting, fishing), non-consumptive recreation is generally assumed
not to directly extract a resource; it includes nature and wildlife viewing, beach-going, kayaking, hiking, biking,
horseback riding, and wildlife photography (Reed and Merenlender 2008; CDFW 2016; Gutzwiller at el. 2017).
From here forward, “recreation” means non-consumptive recreation, unless otherwise stated.

4 Focal species are organisms whose requirements for survival represent factors important to maintaining ecologi-
cally healthy conditions; identified for the purpose of guiding the planning and management of protected areas in
a tractable way, focal species include keystone species, umbrella species, flagship species, and indicator species
(Soulé and Noss 1998; Marcot and Flather 2007). Here, the term “focal species™ is intended to include those spe-
cies encompassed by the guild surrogate approach of conservation; this approach entails one member or a subset
of members serving as a surrogate for other members of the guild (Marcot and Flather 2007).

5 From here forward, “management” includes monitoring, management, and enforcement with the necessary
authority. The level of enforcement necessary is dependent on the level of continual management implemented,;
generally, the more the management, the less enforcement is necessary. In addition, monitoring and management
encompass both the natural resources and human users of the protected areas. The fiscal support to be secured
includes personnel and all program costs.
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Insights from studies

Purpose.—The purpose of the following discussion is to provide insights to distur-
bances to several wildlife species from non-consumptive recreation. Accordingly, the in-
sights are exclusively from studies that document recreation-related disturbance to wildlife.
This approach reflects the evidence that the majority of documented responses of wildlife
species to non-consumptive recreation are negative, as demonstrated in two systematic
literature reviews (Reed et al. 2014; Larson et al. 2016) and a literature review of over 500
articles written and reviewed by the scientific community (Hennings 2017). The insights are
intended to (1) illustrate that scientific studies provide clear evidence of recreation-related
disturbance to wildlife, (2) elicit awareness of and concern about the disturbance, and (3)
stimulate action to address it.

Sources and scope.—The 71 articles and 13 reports® reviewed about the recreation-
related effects on wildlife generally reflect Larson et al.’s (2016) finding that studies about
such effects focus on mammals (42%) and birds (37%), followed by invertebrates (12.4%),
reptiles (5.5%), fish (5.1%), and amphibians (0.7%); there are no insights herein from stud-
ies of fish. Larson et al. (2016) found that some of the least-studied taxonomic groups (i.e.,
reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates) had the greatest evidence for negative effects of
recreation. While not all the studies selected for this paper address wildlife in California,
all the studies’ scenarios could occur in the state as do all species types among the studied
taxa (i.e., insect, amphibian, reptile, bird, mammal).

Not all of the studies selected for this paper address sensitive species. This is primar-
ily because current research on recreation-related effects on wildlife includes few species
of conservation concern (Larson et al. 2016). However, sensitive species may experience
greater levels of recreation-related disturbance than described for common species in the
study insights herein. This is because many rare and isolated species are specialists, and they
may be more sensitive to anthropogenic disturbance, including recreational activities, than
common and widely distributed species (Bennett et al. 2013; Reilly et al. 2017). Recreation-
related declines of common species warrant attention because of their functional ecological
importance — local depletions of common species can have broad consequences within the
food web (Saterberg et al. 2013; Baker et al. 2018; Reed et al. 2019). Recreation-related
declines or disturbance in an important common prey species may affect the species in higher
trophic levels (Reed et al. 2019). More than a quarter of species become functionally extinct
before losing 30% of their individuals (Saterberg et al. 2013; Baker et al. 2018; Reed et al.
2019); here, functional extinction occurs when the population size of the depleted species
is below the level at which another species goes extinct (Baker et al. 2018).

The scope of this paper does not include studies about snow-based recreation, though
all of the 14 articles addressing snow-based recreation that Larsen et al. reviewed reveal
that non-motorized and motorized snow-based activities (i.e., skiing, snowshoeing, snow-
mobiling) can have significant negative effects. Nor does the scope of this paper include
studies exclusively about the effects of dogs on wildlife; however, a literature review on the
effects of dogs on wildlife concludes that (1) people with dogs on leash, and even moreso

° All the articles are published in peer-reviewed journals. Some of the reports were peer reviewed and all were
written by or contributed to by professionals in the fields of biology or ecology, though none of the reports were
published in peer-reviewed journals to this author’s knowledge (e.g., Burger 2012; Hennings 2017; Dertien et
al. 2018; Reed et al. 2019). This paper does not cite all the articles and reports this author read. And, the totals
exclude documents that are not explicitly about recreation-related effects on wildlife (e.g., Tinkler et al. 2019;
Taff et al. 2019; Wolf et al. 2019) and all newspaper articles.
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off leash, are more alarming and detrimental to wildlife than any non-motorized recreational
user group without dogs, and (2) people with dogs substantially increase the amount of
wildlife habitat affected (Hennings 2016). Hennings (2016) also asserts that wildlife does
not appear to habituate to the presence of dogs; effects linger after dogs are gone because
the scent of dogs repels wildlife.

Management measures.—The study insights focus on the documented recreation-
related disturbance to wildlife, not on management measures to prevent or minimize the
disturbance. However, many of the reviewed articles and reports identify such measures,
which range from full prohibition of human access, to time-of-access restrictions (e.g., sea-
sonal or diurnal/nocturnal restrictions), to various measures based on disturbance thresholds.
Disturbance thresholds are thresholds of various measurable parameters above or below
(depending on the parameter) which wildlife is disturbed. Examples of disturbance thresholds
are distance between trails and nesting sites, density of active trails, number of recreationists,
number of recreational events per time frame, and duration of recreation. These thresholds
may be used to establish management measures such as minimum widths of spatial buffers
between recreational trails and wildlife.

A common theme among the management measures is that continual proactive and
adaptive management is needed to protect wildlife from recreational disturbance, and that ac-
cess closures should occur if the management fails.” Adaptive management is a cornerstone of
large-scale multi-species conservation (CDFW 2014). An example of proposed management
measures is Dertien et al.’s (2018) recommendation for a precautionary approach that adopts
maximum values of quantitative disturbance thresholds observed for the taxa of concern,
while excluding the extreme values of the thresholds.® This approach stems from the gaps
in knowledge about quantitative disturbance thresholds of recreation; such thresholds are
lacking for many species, taxonomic groups, and sources of disturbance.

Regarding spatial buffers, a general rule of minimum thresholds for distance to trails
cannot be established for some species, as individual variability within species can be high
and can differ among populations, types of topography, and frequencies and types of human
intrusion (Gonzélez et al. 2006). For example, Dertien et al. (2018) recommended a 200-m
minimum buffer for ungulates; however, this would be insufficient for the circumstances of
Taylor and Knight’s (2003) study further cited below in which they found that mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionus) showed a 96% probability of flushing within 100 m of recreationists
located off trails, and the probability of their flushing did not drop to 70% until perpendicular
distance reached 390 m. Two additional factors that influence the determination of spatial
buffers are “effect zones” (i.e., areas within which wildlife is disturbed by recreational ac-

7 Based on section 13.5 of the California Fish and Game Code and the Natural Community Conservation Planning
Act (i.e., section 2805 of Fish and Game Code), adaptive management generally means (1) improving manage-
ment of biological resources over time by using new information gathered through monitoring, evaluation, and
other credible sources as they become available, and (2) adjusting management strategies and practices accord-
ingly to assist in meeting conservation and management goals (e.g., conservation of covered or focal species).
Under adaptive management, program actions are viewed as tools for learning and to inform future actions.

8 The central tenet behind the precautionary principle is that precautionary measures should be taken even if some
cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically. Generally, the four central components of the
principle are: taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty; shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of
an activity; exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions; and increasing public participation
in decision making (Kriebel et al. 2001). There are subtle differences between the precautionary principle and
precautionary approach, but their consideration is beyond the scope of this paper.
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tivities on trails) and the density of the trail networks. The effect zones can extend several
hundred meters on either side of the trails (Reed et al. 2019). The smaller a protected area
is and the denser its trail networks are, the greater the proportion of the protected area is
occupied by effect zones, and the less likely it is that spatial buffers such as those Dertien
et al. (2018) recommended will protect the focal species from recreational disturbance
(Wilcove et al. 1986; Ballantyne et al. 2014).

There are many sources that provide information about management of recreation in
protected areas, or guidance on the design or siting of trails/trail networks. These sources
include management framework tools designed to address recreational use, though they
vary in their attention to the needs of wildlife (Hennings 2017).

Insects

In a study of the effects of walkers, runners, and runners with dogs on the federally
endangered Karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis; Karners) at the Indiana
Dunes National Lakeshore, USA, Bennett et al. (2013) found that (1) Karners flushed in
the presence of recreationists as they would respond to natural agents, such as predators;
(2) recreation restricted host-plant choice by reducing host-plant availability, effectively
rendering the quality of habitat within 10 m of the trail unsuitable; (3) recreation had the
potential to reduce oviposition rate of virtual females by 50%, and therefore population
growth rates; (4) the frequency at which recreationists negatively affected the females
(including their oviposition) varied substantially with habitat extent, number of recreation-
ists, and sensitivity; and (5) habitat extent was the primary predictor variable. The authors
concluded that Karners will experience less recreation-related disturbance the farther their
habitat extends beyond trails.

In astudy conducted near Palo Alto, California, USA focusing on 10 native oak wood-
land species of butterflies, Blair and Launer (1997) concluded that even small perturbations
by hikers and joggers in a recreational area led to (1) a loss in the number of butterfly species
(species richness) of the original oak-woodland community compared to the number of these
species in a biological preserve with no recreation, and (2) a lower number of butterflies
(abundance) in the recreational area compared to the biological preserve. The authors also
concluded that multi-use areas may not adequately preserve butterfly species diversity.

Herpetofauna

Responses of the Iberian frog to recreational activities.—In a study involving field
research in the Guadarrama Mountains in central Spain and simulation modelling to assess
the effects of recreation on Iberian frogs (Rana iberica), an endemic species in decline,
Rodriguez-Prieto and Fernandez-Juricic (2005) measured frog abundance and response
to human disturbance. The authors found that Iberian frog abundance (a population-level
parameter): (1) was significantly affected mainly by study site location and distance to
the nearest recreational area, a proxy for human disturbance; (2) was positively related to
distance from recreational area (i.e., as distance decreased, abundance decreased); and (3)
increased as number of humans decreased. With respect to the effects of repeated distur-
bances (e.g., human approaching with a steady pace) on the individual-level parameters of
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flight initiation distance® and time to resume pre-disturbance activities, the study showed
that: (1) frogs’ flight initiation distances were longer in areas with less vegetation cover;
(2) though the flight initiation distances did not vary with repeated human approaches, the
number of repeated human approaches affected the frogs’ time to resume pre-disturbance
activities, with second and third approaches increasing the time it took frogs to reoccupy the
disturbed spot; and (3) there was an 80% decrease in the frogs’ stream-bank use with a 5-fold
increase in the direct disturbances per hour, and a 100% decrease in stream bank use with a
12-fold increase in human disturbances per hour. The authors concluded that direct human
disturbance affects this species at the population level, and that it needs to be considered
as a potential factor affecting amphibian populations with low tolerance for disturbance.

Responses of the yellow-blotched map turtle to human disturbance.—In a study along
a 300-m reach of the Pascagoula River in southeastern Mississippi, USA, Moore and Siegel
(2006) studied the effects from boating, fishing, jet skis, and direct anthropogenic damage
to nests on the nesting and basking behavior of the yellow-blotched map turtle (Graptemys
flavimaculata), listed as threatened under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. With respect to
human disturbance of nesting turtles, the authors found that numerous turtles waited several
hours near a sandbar before emerging from the water onto the beach to nest, and turtles
that attempted to nest upon emerging onto the beach frequently abandoned their efforts and
retreated to the water—of a total of 79 nesting attempts, only 15 successfully completed
oviposition. With respect to human disturbance of basking turtles, the authors found that the
number of turtles disturbed differed significantly with the type of disturbance; specifically,
anglers that remained in the basking vicinity caused the most disturbance, and jet-skis caused
less than an expected amount of disturbance; this was likely because of the anglers’ closeness
(compared to the jet-skis) to the basking logs and the long periods they remained, both of
which caused turtles to bask less. Moore and Siegel (2006) concluded that: the interruption
of nesting activities may have a severe impact on the viability of this population of turtles
through changes in numbers of clutches; and, the interruption of basking and consequent
reduction in the turtles’ body temperature has the potential to negatively affect the ability
of all turtles to process and digest food, and the ability of females to develop eggs during
the reproductive seasons.

Responses of the common wall lizard to tourism.—In a study of common wall lizards
(Podarcis muralis) conducted in areas with high and low levels of tourism within the same
habitat in the Guadarrama Mountains in central Spain, Amo et al. (2006) examined whether
the lizards differed in several parameters upon each human approach. The authors found
that: (1) regardless of the level of tourism, lizards usually exhibited anti-predator behavior
by fleeing to hide in refuges upon approach of a human; (2) in comparison to lizards in-
habiting areas of low tourism pressure, lizards inhabiting areas with high tourism pressure,
and therefore presumably escaping to hide in refuges more often, showed a poorer body
condition and higher intensity of tick infection at the end of the breeding period; and (3) the
intensity of tick infection was higher in male than in female lizards. The authors speculated
that the higher intensity of infection probably resulted from the cumulative costs of high
frequency of flight, since anti-predatory behaviors such as flight are costly in terms of los-
ing time for other activities, including feeding—nutritional status can affect the capacity

° The flight initiation distance is the distance from an approaching threat (e.g., recreationist) at which an animal
initiates moving away to escape from the threat. This movement is a fitness/energy cost to the fleeing animal. For
the Iberian frogs, this was the distance between an approaching human and the frog when the latter jumped into
the water in response to the human’s approach.
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of lizards to mount an immune response to infection. Furthermore, lizards with poor body
condition had low levels of immune response, which may aggravate the deleterious ef-
fects of anti-predatory behavior on body condition. Female lizards in poor body condition
produced offspring of small size, and body size of infant lizards can affect their probability
of survival. Additionally, females with blood parasites also showed reduced fat stores and
produced smaller clutches. By these effects on infants and clutch sizes, tourism may also
negatively affect the maintenance of lizards’ populations.

Responses of various reptiles to recreationists.—In a study to systematically assess
recreationists’ direct and indirect effects on sensitive wildlife species in 14 NCCP/HCP
protected areas in San Diego County, California, USA, Reed et al. (2019) integrated moni-
toring of both wildlife species and recreationists (e.g., hikers, mountain biker, horseback
riders).X® The authors found that recreation was associated with declines in reptilian species’
richness, occupancy, habitat use, and relative activity in the NCCP/HCP protected areas.
Of the three species (all lizards) for which statistical analyses were feasible, two exhibited
negative relationships between occupancy and human recreation—the orange-throated
whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi, an NCCP/HCP-covered species) and common
side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana).

Birds

General responses.—In Steven et al.’s (2011) review of 69 peer-reviewed articles (50
of which were research conducted in protected areas) of original research on the effects on
birds from non-motorized nature-based recreation, 61 articles reported recreation as having
negative effects (i.e., negative changes in physiology, behavior, abundance, and reproduc-
tive success, the latter including the number of nests, eggs laid, and/or chicks hatched or
fledged). The single documented positive effect involved an increase in the abundance of
corvids (e.g., crows and ravens) in campgrounds. Walking or hiking, standing or observing
birds from viewing platforms or standing next to a nesting colony, dog walking, running,
cycling/mountain biking, and canoeing were all reported as negatively affecting birds. A
large majority (85-93 %) of the studies that examined the effects of a single person, groups
of two or more people, and/or avian population-level responses, reported negative effects.
The population-level responses entailed effects on density, abundance, and reproduction.

In a study using data collected in 112 urban parks throughout Melbourne, Australia,
Bernard et al. (2018) tested whether birds responded differently to bikers and walkers. They
found that: (1) relative to their response to walkers, four of the 12 focal species studied
initiated escape from bikers at longer flight initiation distances and two escaped with greater
intensity (i.e., more likely to involve flying); (2) no species responded less to bicycles than
to walkers; and (3) the flight initiation distance did not differ in response to speed of bicycle
travel, though the difference in the two speeds used was only 1 m/sec. In concluding that

1 An NCCP (Natural Community Conservation Plan) is a comprehensive, single- or multi-jurisdictional/utility
plan that provides for regional habitat and species conservation at an ecosystem level while allowing local land
use authorities to better manage growth and development. Upon issuing an NCCP Permit, the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) can authorize take of selected state listed species and other species of concern,
subject to the terms of coverage under the NCCP (CDFW 2015). An HCP (Habitat Conservation Plan) is the
federal counterpart to an NCCP; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prepares HCPs and issues HCP permits. The
terms and conditions under which an NCCP/HCP’s protected areas are conserved establish the types and levels
of public access that are permitted (Burger 2012). The types and levels of public access vary among the NCCP/
HCP protected areas from no access to guided-only access to open access. The species protected by NCCPs/HCPs
are typically called covered species.
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bikers can appear more or less threatening to birds than a single pedestrian, Bernard et al.’s
(2018) results underscore that the responses of wildlife to recreational activities vary among
species, sites, types of recreation, and exposure over time to the activities.

Songbirds.—Davis et al.’s (2010) study of the effects of mountain biking on golden-
cheeked warblers (Dendroica chrysoparia, warblers) with nests near biking trails in the
Fort Hood Military Base in Killeen, Texas, USA, and the Balcones Canyonlands Preserve
in Austin, Texas, found direct and indirect effects. The direct effects included warblers flush-
ing >20 m in response to encounters with passing mountain bikers. Indirect effects included
abandonment of nests <2 m from the biking trails and a reduction in the quality of nesting
habitat due to biking-related fragmentation and alteration of habitats. In comparison to the
control sites, it was likely that habitat fragmentation resulting from trails in the biking sites
caused the increased predation of warbler nests by rat snakes (Elaphe obsoleta) and other
edge-adapted predators. The authors speculated that the biking sites, which were able to
maintain viable populations of warblers at the time of the study, may not continue to do so
with additional recreational use, fragmentation, and alteration of the habitats.

Forest birds.—Botsch et al. (2018) examined how breeding-bird communities changed
with distance to trails in four broad-leafed and mature forests in Switzerland and France; the
forests were similar in size, structure, and trails, but widely different in levels of recreation
(mostly walkers). The authors found that: in the forests with high levels of recreation, the
density and species richness of birds decreased by 12.6% and 4.0%, respectively, at points
close to trails compared to points farther away; cavity, ground, and open-cup nesters had
fewer territories and species close to trails compared to farther away; and, above-ground
foragers and ground foragers showed a similar pattern. None of these effects on density,
species richness, nesting guild, or foraging guild occurred in the forests with low levels of
recreation. Both high- and low-sensitivity species (i.e., long versus short flight initiation
distances) had fewer territories and fewer species close to versus far from trails in forests
with high levels of recreation; however, in forests with low levels of recreation, highly
sensitive species exhibited only a slight tendency for fewer territories close to trails. The
authors inferred from their findings that (1) human presence in forests disturbs avian com-
munity composition and abundance along trails in recreational areas, (2) the overall effect
of recreational trails themselves depends mainly on recreational intensity and only slightly
on species characteristics, and (3) the observed effects on birds in forests where recreation
has occurred for decades suggest that habituation to humans has not outweighed the effects.

Raptors.—In a study along the Boise River in Idaho, USA, examining flight initiation
distances of bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) in response to actual and simulated
walkers, joggers, anglers, bikers, and vehicles, Spahr (1990) found that the highest frequency
of ecagle flushing was associated with walkers, followed by anglers, bikers, joggers, and
vehicles. Eagles were most likely to flush when recreationists approached slowly or stopped
to observe them, and were less alarmed when bikers or vehicles passed quickly at constant
speeds. However, the longest flight initiation distance was in response to bikers, followed
by vehicles, walkers, anglers, and joggers. Hennings’ (2017) literature review provides
the following about bald eagles: pedestrians within 275 m caused a 79% eagle response
rate; eagles did not resume eating for four hours after disturbance by walkers; a suggested
minimum 600-m buffer around breeding eagles, beyond which response frequency dropped
below 30%; an apparent threshold of about 20 daily recreational events after which eagles
were slow to resume feeding, and after 40 events, feeding was uncommon; sub-adults were
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less tolerant of disturbance than adult eagles; and recreation-related long-term effects can
include reductions in survival, particularly during winter and especially for juveniles.

With respect to the tolerance (through habitat imprinting, genetic inheritance, or habitu-
ation) of golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) for recreational disturbance, Pauli et al. (2017)
used an individual-based model™ to assess the effects of walkers and off-highway vehicles
on golden eagle populations. The primary modeling results indicated that, while golden
eagles can develop tolerance for recreational disturbance, tolerance for even moderate levels
of disturbance may not develop within a population at a sufficient rate to offset the effects
of increased recreation on breeding golden eagles, particularly because this is a long-lived
species with low recruitment. Pauli et al. (2017) conclude that, taken together, the simulation
results suggest that recreation-related disturbance has a substantial effect on golden eagle
populations and that increased recreation activity will exacerbate such effects. Given the
results and the fact that non-motorized recreation decreases the probability of egg-laying
in golden eagles (Spaul and Heath 2016), the authors asserted that trail management and
a reduction in recreation activity within eagle territories are necessary to maintain golden
eagle populations in locations where levels of recreation are increasing.

Shorebirds.—In a controlled study conducted in Scotland of the behavioral responses
of the ruddy turnstone (Arenia interpres) to an approaching human, Beale and Monaghan
(2004) found that birds supplemented with food flushed sooner from the human and searched
for predators more frequently than birds not supplemented with food. That is, birds respond-
ing most were actually the least likely to suffer any fitness consequences associated with the
disturbance. This study demonstrates the possibility of misconstruing the reasons for and
implications of observed responses among all wildlife species. Traditionally and intuitively,
species that readily flee from or avoid human disturbance are considered to be the most in
need of protection from disturbance. However, species with little suitable habitat available
nearby cannot show marked avoidance of disturbance even if the costs of reduced survival
or reproductive success are high, whereas species with many nearby alternative sites to
move to are likely to move away from disturbance even if the costs of the disturbance are
low (Gill et al. 2001). It should not be assumed that the most responsive animals are the
most vulnerable (Beale and Monaghan 2004). Gill et al. (2001) asserted that the absence
of an obvious behavioral response does not rule out a population-level effect. In the same
vein, it may be that species occurring in protected areas that are remnant fragments within
urban landscapes are forced to utilize all components of the fragments, irrespective of their
land-use intensity and land cover. This may occur if animals have nowhere else to go, and
may be an explanation for instances when the relative abundance of birds is greater in
urban and suburban reserves than in exurban reserves (Markovchick-Nicholls et al. 2008).

Mammals

General responses within NCCP/HCP protected areas in southern California.—In
series of three studies about the responses of mammals to hikers and runners, bikers, horse-
back riders, dog walkers, and motorized vehicles, George and Crooks (2006), Patten et al.
(2017), and Patten and Burger (2018) analyzed camera-trap data captured throughout areas
protected under the 1995 County of Orange Central and Coastal NCCP/HCP (Orange County
NCCP/HCP). All studies analyzed bobcat (Lynx rufus), coyote (Canis latrans), and mule

% Individual-based models are simulation statistical tools that use empirical data to examine effects, such as
anthropogenic population-level effects, that are difficult or impossible to study in a field setting.
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deer, and Patten et al.’s (2017) analysis also considered mountain lion (Puma concolor), gray
fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), and northern raccoon
(Procyon lotor). The authors found that: (1) mammal detections were negatively correlated
with all types of recreationists; hikers and runners had the greatest negative association with
wildlife, and equestrians had the least; (2) the overall trend is sharply negative: as human
activity increased, mammalian activity decreased, regardless of species, type of human activ-
ity, or camera placement; (3) mammals were nearly four times as likely to be recorded on
days with no human activity than on days with human activity at the same site; (4) detections
of mammals decreased incrementally as the number of humans increased within a day, and
fell to near zero probability at >60 humans per day; and (5) all seven species listed above
exhibited short-term spatial displacement in response to events with more than 100 visitors.

Bobcats’ negative associations were strongest with bikers, hikers, and domestic dogs.
In areas of higher human activity, bobcat were detected less frequently along trails and ap-
peared to show temporal displacement, becoming more nocturnal. Coyotes’ overall activity
was lower at the sites with the most recreation and was negatively associated with overall
human, hiker, and biker visitations; and, a trend of temporal displacement in response to
dogs was also evident. Generally, both bobcats and coyotes displayed a relatively wide range
of activity levels at sites with low human use, but a lower and markedly restricted range of
activity at those sites with the highest levels of recreation. Both coyotes and mule deer shifted
their activities temporally over the long term. The mule deer’s (a primary consumer) marked
shift brought it into closer temporal alignment with its main predator (mountain lion) and
the coyote’s marked shift (secondary consumer) brought it into closer temporal alignment
with a chief prey species (gray fox). These human-induced diel shifts involving animals in
two trophic levels have important ramifications for predator—prey dynamics. Despite these
studies’ results, no evidence was found suggesting mammalian populations have declined
in the Orange County NCCP/HCP protected areas between 2007 and 2016, even as human
activity increased markedly across the study period. However, it is critical to consider this
observation in light of: (1) the fact that, at least for the years 2007-2011, public access was
controlled across most of the study area by permit-only entry, regular docent-led programs,
and monthly self-guided wilderness access days—much higher levels of restrictions on
public access than for most protected areas; (2) the authors’ assertion that various mam-
malian species’ avoidance behavior may yet drive mammalian populations downward upon
further increase in human disturbance; and (3) the status of the Vail Colorado elk herd as
recounted below—once a herd of 1,000 head diminished to 53 due to steadily increasing
levels of recreation.

Overall, the results of the above three studies were similar to those of a study to assess
recreationists’ effects on sensitive wildlife species in 14 NCCP/HCP protected areas in San
Diego County, for which Reed et al. (2019) used data from camera traps and a before-after-
control-impact (BACI) experiment. Reed et al. found that bobcat, gray fox, mule deer, and
northern raccoon were less active in areas with higher levels of human recreation. Bobcat
habitat use was more strongly negatively associated with human recreation than urban devel-
opment, which also decreased the probability of habitat use. The collective results for mule
deer among the four studies suggest that mule deer may stop using some areas altogether if
human recreation is too high. Reed et al. (2019) did not detect negative associations between
human recreation and the habitat use or relative activity of the six following mammalian
species of the 12 observed: coyote, striped skunk, ground squirrel, jackrabbit, brush rabbit
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(Sylvilagus bachmani), and desert cottontail (S. audubonii). However, of special note are
results from the protected area with the highest level of recreation (i.e., an average of 1,797
people per day) observed in the study, where the cameras captured only rabbits, and no other
mid- to large-bodied wildlife species during 7.5 weeks of monitoring. Yet, this 2,449-ha
protected area is considered a core biological area and regional wildlife corridor targeted
for conservation (City of San Diego 2019). The BACI experiment conducted in another
protected area showed a significant decrease in bobcat detection probability in a four-week
period following a trail re-opening, suggesting that this species can modify its behavior (e.g.,
shift its activity patterns) rapidly after a change in human recreation. This is evidence that
temporal closures have the potential to reduce disturbance during critical periods for some
species. Although human recreation may not often extirpate mammalian species from urban
habitat fragments, it can reduce habitat suitability and carrying capacity (Reed et al. 2019).

Responses to human voice.—Suraci et al. (2019) tested whether mammalian carni-
vores’ responses to human voices alone can result in landscape-scale effects across wildlife
communities, including cascading effects on the behavior of lower trophic level animals.
The results of the study, which was conducted in the Santa Cruz Mountains of central Cali-
fornia, USA, indicate that human voice alone does result in such effects. Where humans
are absent or rare, large and medium-sized carnivores exhibit greater movement, activity,
and foraging, while small mammals use less space and forage less. Where humans are
present, the activity, foraging, and/or habitat use of large and medium-sized carnivores
are suppressed, while small mammals increase their total space use and foraging intensity.
The implications of these results are far-reaching, and include that, even in the absence of
land development or habitat fragmentation, increased human presence can: (1) affect large
carnivore movement, which could eventually limit carnivores” hunting and feeding behavior
or force individuals to abandon high risk areas of their home range; (2) suppress activity
of medium-sized carnivorous species; and (3) increase the abundance of small mammals
that are prey to the large- and medium-sized predators, which could ultimately increase the
abundance of small mammals in wildlife areas people visit (Suraci et al. 2019, citing other
authors). Moreover, if the sublethal effects observed in the study in response to human
voices alone are comparable to those effects (e.g., increased physiological stress, reduced
reproductive success) that fear has been demonstrated to cause in predator-prey systems,
they may amount to additional widespread but largely unmeasured effects of humans on
wildlife populations (Suraci et al. 2019, citing other authors). Hennings (2017) provides
additional insights about, and citations for studies on, the effects on wildlife from the human
voice, concluding that conversational noise along trails can be very disturbing to wildlife.

Ungulates.— In a two-year study of elk (Cervus elaphus) in a herd near Vail in central
Colorado, USA, Shively et al. (2005) found that elk reproductive success rebounded to pre-
disturbance levels after the cessation of their exposure to back-country hikers during the
calving season over the previous three years. Shively et al. concluded that, it seems prudent
to protect elk during calving seasons, because, although the study provides evidence that elk
reproduction can rebound from depressed levels when human disturbances are removed or
reduced, there had been a linear decline in calf production in response to increasing levels
of disturbance compared to controls without such disturbance, and it is not known if there
is a threshold level of reproductive depression from which elk cannot recover. Recognizing
that it is seldom easy to curb human activities that have become traditional, or to restore
wildlife habitats once they have been developed, they recommended the continuation of
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some closures imposed on parts of both the Vail and control elk herd study areas. However,
a recent article in The Guardian reported that the number of elk in this same Vail herd
dropped precipitously since the early 2010s with the steady increase in human recreation;
once a herd of 1,000 head of elk, it had decreased to 53 at last count in February of 2019.
The article explains that, for Bill Alldredge, one of the authors of the 2005 study, there is
no other explanation than the increased levels of hiking, biking, and skiing in the area that
supports this elk herd (Peterson 2019). This outcome adds to the already ample evidence
that pregnant animals or those with young—especially mammals—are particularly sensitive
to human disturbance (Hennings 2017).

In a study subjecting 13 captive female elk in the Starkey Experimental Forest and
Range in Oregon, USA, to four types of recreational disturbances (all-terrain vehicles [ATV]
riding, mountain biking, hiking, and horseback riding), Naylor et al. (2009) recorded the elk’s
resting, feeding, and travel times in response to the disturbances. The authors found travel
time (a proxy for energy expense) increased in response to all four disturbances and was
highest in mornings. The authors suggest that the elk’s lesser response to each disturbance
in afternoons was likely due to elk moving away from the disturbances in the mornings and
avoiding them for the remainder of the day. Elk travel time was highest and feeding time
lowest during ATV exposure, followed by exposure to mountain biking, hiking, and horse-
back riding. Resting decreased with exposure to mountain biking and hiking disturbance,
and elk showed no evidence of habituation to mountain biking or hiking.

In a study of how bison (Bison bison), mule deer, and pronghorn (Antilocapra ameri-
cana) responded to hikers and bikers on designated recreational trails at Antelope Island
State Park in Great Salt Lake, Utah, USA, Taylor and Knight (2003) found the following:
with respect to alert distance, flight initiation distance, and distance moved,*? there was
little difference in how each species responded to hikers versus mountain bikers (with an
exception of mule deer flight distance), though each species exhibited its own degree of
response in the three parameters tested; and all three species exhibited a 70% probability
of flushing from on-trail recreationists within 100 m from designated trails. Trials were
also conducted with only mule deer along a randomly chosen, off-trail route to assess the
response of mule deer to hikers or bikers off designated trails. From these trials, the authors
found that mule deer showed a 96% probability of flushing within 100 m of recreationists
located off trails, and the probability of their flushing did not drop to 70% until perpendicular
distance reached 390 m. There was little evidence of habituation to recreationists among the
species at the time of the study. In fact, the pronghorn at the study site did not habituate to
largely predictable recreational use over a three-year period following the opening of trails
at the site, and used areas that were significantly farther from trails than they had prior to
the start of recreational use.

Carnivores.—In a study of mammalian carnivores in 28 protected areas located
in oak woodlands in northern California, USA, Reed and Merenlender (2008) found the
following about carnivores’ responses to recreationists. Generally, in paired comparisons
of neighboring protected areas with and without recreation, the presence of dispersed, non-
motorized recreation (hiking, biking, and horseback riding) led to a five-fold decline in the

12 Alert distance is the distance from a stimulus at which an animal initiates vigilance behavior; more specifically
in this context, it is the distance between a recreationist and an animal when the animal first becomes visibly alert
to the recreationist. Flight initiation distance is defined in footnote #9. Distance moved is the distance an animal
travels from its initial position until it stops (Taylor and Knight 2003).
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density of native carnivores and a substantial shift in community composition from native
to nonnative species. Specifically, a higher mean number of native species was detected in
protected areas that did not permit recreation. By contrast, in protected areas that permit-
ted recreation, more nonnative species were detected, domestic dogs were detected more
frequently, and densities of coyotes and bobcats were more than five times lower. The
authors concluded that the key variable for moderately sized protected areas (50-2000 ha)
near urban development seems to be whether or not the site is open to public access.

In a study within three protected areas in Arizona, USA, Baker and Leberg (2018)
found the following about how 11 mammalian carnivore species respond to varying levels
of hiking, horseback riding, and border patrol activity. The study sites with the highest levels
of human activity had significantly lower carnivore diversity, higher occupancy of common
species (coyote, gray fox, and bobcat), and lower occupancy of all other carnivorous spe-
cies. Generally, rare carnivores (e.g., mountain lion and kit fox, Vulpes macrotis), badgers
(Taxidea taxus), and gray foxes avoided trails, whereas common species (except gray fox)
preferred trails. Overall, edges of protected areas appeared to negatively affect occupancy
of nearly all the study’s species, and the presence alone of roads and trails, and not neces-
sarily how much they are used, has a significant negative effect on the occupancy of most
carnivorous species. In general, coyotes and bobcats were the carnivores least sensitive to
human disturbance, gray foxes had a moderate negative association with human disturbance
variables, and smaller carnivores and mountain lions seemed to be exceptionally vulnerable
to human disturbance. Furthermore, the higher the level of overall disturbance in a protected
area, the more sensitive carnivores were to disturbance variables.

Conclusions and Suggestions

With the expanding recreation-related disturbance to wildlife in protected areas, their
dual role of conserving biological resources and providing nature-based recreational and
educational opportunities for people presents a continual challenge to land managers and a
continual threat to wildlife and the state’s biodiversity, particularly sensitive species. The
scientific literature provides clear evidence that recreation can disturb wildlife in several
ways. Documented effects include detrimental changes to behavior, reproduction, growth,
immune system function, levels of stress hormones, other physiological effects, and finally,
the survival of individual animals and persistence of wildlife populations and communities.
Having been observed on nearly every continent and in every major ecosystem on earth,
recreation-related disturbance to wildlife is increasingly recognized as a threat to global
biodiversity, and as having wide-ranging and, at times, profound implications for wildlife
individuals, populations, and communities (Dertien et al. 2018). Yet, a prevalent assumption
exists that non-consumptive recreation is compatible with wildlife conservation; sources
that articulate this assumption in various ways include but are not limited to the Natural
Community Conservation Plans/Habitat Conservation Plans (NCCPs/HCPs in the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) South Coast Region, Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (8630(a)) about CDFW'’s ecological reserves, CDFW’s 2016 State
Wildlife Action Plan’s Consumptive and Recreational Uses Companion Plan, Burger 2012,
Larson et al. 2016, Dertien et al. 2018, and Reed et al. 2019. This assumption underlies the
widespread acceptance of non-consumptive recreation in dual-role protected areas.
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Is the assumption of compatibility flawed?—The assumption of compatibility rests on
four expectations, which are often legal obligations (as with NCCPs/HCPs). First, recreation
in protected areas is to occur only in ecologically sound locations. Second, only ecologically
sound types, levels, and timing of recreation are acceptable. Third, monitoring is expected
to regularly and reliably assess whether the types and levels of recreational activities in
protected areas are disturbing the focal species to a degree that these activities should be
curtailed or prohibited entirely. Fourth, changes in management are to occur promptly when
monitoring determines them to be necessary (see footnote #5 for description of management).
In short, the overarching expectation is that recreation would not hinder the achievement
of the dual-role protected areas’ primary conservation objective (i.e., perpetuation of viable
populations of focal sensitive species). At least seven NCCPs/HCPs in the CDFW’s South
Coast Region explicitly deem recreation compatible or conditionally compatible; most
articulate these expectations as conditions that recreational activities in protected areas
must meet. Such activities are considered “conditionally compatible” with the protection
of the covered species. However, the assumption of compatibility is flawed because: for
example, designated trails and trail networks are often ecologically inappropriately planned,
designed, or sited; and, even for authorized recreation, there is rarely adequate management
to control the allowed types and levels of recreation such that they are compatible with
conservation. While finding an appropriate balance between biodiversity conservation and
recreation is complicated because recreation-related effects on wildlife vary among species
and recreational activities (Larson et al. 2016), there are also societal factors at play that
further complicate achieving an appropriate balance and compatibility.

Factors allowing inappropriate planning/siting and inadequate management - a
societal conundrum.—The degree to which the above-listed expectations are met varies
among NCCP/HCP permittees and other managers of dual-role protected areas, the primary
limiting factors being fiscal constraints and each land manager’s primary mission. As to
the latter factor, for areas protected primarily or solely to conserve biological resources, a
serious fundamental conflict with conservation arises when managers’ primary mission is to
provide recreational opportunities, and the protection of biological resources is a secondary
or tertiary priority. As to fiscal constraints, land management budgets generally have not
kept pace with the increasing levels of recreation in protected areas (CDFW 2015; Havlick
etal. 2016). For example, the activities of the CDFW for resource assessment, conservation
planning, and wildlife conservation at risk are “severely underfunded;” in 2005, mainte-
nance, restoration, and management of CDFW’s wildlife areas and ecological reserves
were supported, on average, at the level of $13 per acre (0.40 ha) and one staff person per
10,000 acres. Many lands were operated at $1 per acre, with no dedicated staff (CDFW
2015—refer to Volume 1, Section 7.3). CDFW'’s fiscal shortfalls for managing its protected
areas mirror the same among public agencies at the local, state, national, and international
levels (CDFW 2015); these shortfalls result in continual grave shortages of management
personnel and other resources.

California’s State Wildlife Action Plan (CDFW 2015) and most of the literature about
recreation-related ecological effects identify the economic, educational, and recreational/
health benefits of protected areas. They also identify the benefits (e.g., economic) to protected
areas from humans pursuing recreational activities. So, despite the documented recreation-
related disturbance to wildlife, there seems to be an implicit assumption of a mutually
beneficial relationship between protected areas and the humans who benefit from them. But,
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the severe underfunding of management for protected areas renders mutual reciprocity in
this relationship infeasible; the protected areas’ wildlife are heavily on the losing side. This
is particularly perplexing given the evidence that lack of adequate management negatively
affects not only biological resources, but also societal benefits.

Regarding the human health benefits of protected areas, visible recreation-related
damage to the terrain diminishes the level of benefit people enjoy while being in nature, as
illustrated by a study examining the relationship between recreational impacts in protected
areas and human mental/emotional states (Taff et al. 2019). The study’s results demonstrate
that, as visible recreation-related ecological impacts increased, sense of wellbeing and mental
state decreased, especially in response to settings with unauthorized trails. Collectively, the
results show that managing tourism in protected areas in a manner that reduces such impacts
is essential to providing beneficial cultural ecosystem services related to human health and
wellbeing (Taff et al. 2019). As Wolf et al. (2019) put it, the more attractive a site is, the
more likely it is that it will be degraded, which in turn, may diminish the quality of the hu-
man experience, and thus, visitor satisfaction. To capitalize fully on the positive aspects of
tourism (including recreation) for protected areas, the degradation of resources needs to be
constrained to ecologically acceptable levels, and to levels beyond visitor perception (Davies
and Newsome 2009; Wolf et al. 2019); otherwise, recreationists may think it unimportant
to minimize their own impacts. Also diminishing the human experience are the closures to
public access as a default reaction to lack of adequate management, and the liability result-
ing from injuries that can occur when people use unauthorized trails (Dertien et al. 2018).

There is a two-fold irony here: despite the prevalent emphasis on the societal benefits
of protected areas and the purported reciprocal relationship between protected areas and hu-
mans, most agencies responsible for managing protected areas are chronically underfunded.
And, promoting the pursuit of these societal benefits without protecting the dual-role pro-
tected areas’ core function (biological conservation) from that pursuit actually undermines
both the human experience and biological conservation. This is a societal conundrum that
stems at least in part from a societal disconnection.

The factor of a societal disconnection.—A lack of public interest in and concern about
protected areas figures into the societal conundrum. Public opposition to trail closures, caps
on daily visitation, or reservation systems can be strong and could damage the support for
conservation agencies and organizations (Reed et al. 2019), despite the ecological need
for such measures for protected areas. A disconnection pervades our society with respect
to recreation-related disturbance to wildlife (Marzano and Dandy 2012): 50% of 640
backcountry trail users surveyed in 2001 did not believe that recreation negatively affects
wildlife, and recreationists generally held members of other user groups responsible for
stress or negative effects on wildlife rather than holding members of their own recreational
user group responsible (Taylor and Knight 2003). The results of a survey conducted in 2018
for the San Diego End Extinction (SDEE) initiative to elucidate what the San Diego public
know, think, feel, and do in relation to species and habitat conservation, indicate that 71%
of the 600 respondents are not knowledgeable about the problems San Diego’s plants and
wildlife face (Tinkler et al. 2019).% While the passage of California Proposition 68 in 2018
reflects the voters’ broad support for clean water and access to open space, which were the
main elements of the Proposition that promotional efforts emphasized, it is unclear how

¥ The respondents were San Diego County voters and were representative of the voter pool in terms of age,
gender, ethnicity, and region, but voters tend to be less ethnically diverse and more educated than the San Diego
County population overall (Tinkler et al. 2019).
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much the biological conservation-related elements of the Proposition influenced voters.

Overall, it is probable that a large majority of the general public are unaware of or in
denial about the disturbance to wildlife from non-consumptive recreation, much less the
distinctions between areas protected primarily or solely for conservation and areas otherwise
designated as open space (e.g., recreational fields, golf courses, small community parks).
Information on these topics is not widely available, and what is in the literature, may not
be reaching a broad audience even among conservation scientists and wildlife ecologists
(Larson et al. 2016). What then can be done to address this unawareness as a step toward
enabling dual-role protected areas to meet their conservation objectives despite the expand-
ing recreational pressure?

Suggested plan of action.—To enable dual-role protected areas to meet their con-
servation objectives despite the expanding recreational pressure, the optimal approach is
to: ensure that all recreational areas (e.g., trails and trail networks) are planned, designed,
and sited using ecologically sound criteria; and, to continually employ sufficient proactive
and adaptive management to prevent or at least minimize recreation-related disturbance to
wildlife; such management would curtail the need for regular enforcement. This approach
also has the potential to yield general public support for management, particularly if in-
formation provided about management challenges includes data and supporting graphics,
specifically about fragmentation, to enhance the public’s understanding of the challenges
of poorly designed trail systems and the creation and use of unauthorized trails (Leung et
al. 2011; Taff et al. 2019; Wolf et al. 2019). But this approach requires perpetual personnel
and funding explicitly for management, which in turn points to the urgent need for public
advocacy to secure fiscal support for management resources (i.e., fiscal support that is
sustainable, perpetual, and at levels commensurate with the recreational pressure; footnote
#5). How can this be achieved?

How people perceive their and others’ recreation-related effects on wildlife may
influence their general perspectives on such effects (Marzano and Dandy 2012). Shifting
this perception-perspective nexus over time toward a common value of respecting wild-
life may eventually mend some of the aforementioned societal disconnection. A shift in
perspectives on the purpose of protected areas is also needed to one of understanding and
acknowledging that their core function is conservation (Davies and Newsome 2009; Pat-
ten et al. 2017). The only chance there is of influencing people’s perceptions is making the
pertinent scientific information readily available. So, it is essential to implement a concerted
campaign to disseminate science-based information about recreation-related disturbance to
wildlife. Such a campaign needs to be well orchestrated, widespread, long-term, continual,
and multimedia; this includes social media per Greer at al.’s (2017) conclusions about its
efficacy in this context. In addition to the general public/voters (including recreationists),
the following parties would be both the audience and the distributors within each of their
fields and beyond: the media, environmental organizations, elected officials, policy and
land-use decision makers, land management agencies and organizations, outdoor recreation
merchants and associations, educational institutions, and researchers. The coverage would be
framed as stories aimed to evoke appreciation for the diversity of sensitive species and the
many ways they respond to our presence, and provide opportunities for what people can do
to lessen the recreation-related disturbance to wildlife, which will benefit not only wildlife
and other biological resources in the protected areas, but also the human experience there.

While the objectives of the campaign would be to influence people’s perspectives
in favor of wildlife and to modify recreational behaviors, policy, planning, and decision-
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making accordingly, the final goal would be to cultivate support for and harness the power
of advocacy to gain the political will and action needed to secure perpetual fiscal support
for management resources. Implementing such a campaign would not be easy nor fast
and would take diligent oversight, as suggested by William Craven, the chief consultant
for nearly 20 years of California’s Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee. In an
interview with the California Native Plant Society, he stated, “the best way to achieve your
policy objectives is to make sure your policy objectives are funded. For example, small but
important programs for the [California Department of Fish and Wildlife] are literally budget
dust in the California budget, but unless someone is there to pay attention and connect the
dots between the budget and the state laws, we don’t get a complete resolution...[P]ositive
changes in state law that everyone works so hard to accomplish are really much more ef-
fective when someone monitors the budget process to make sure those changes get as much
funding as possible” (CNPS 2020). But, it seems that the choices are either to never reverse
or at least halt the downward trajectory of wildlife in protected areas experiencing damag-
ing levels and types of recreation or to ambitiously implement such a campaign toward a
societal course change (Waterman 2019 for the term “course change”).

Several of the results of the survey conducted for the SDEE initiative hint at a potential
to mobilize a critical mass of people who learn about the recreation-related disturbance to
wildlife and the associated urgent need for resources to address it, and assist in information
dissemination. While the survey conducted for the SDEE initiative revealed a knowledge
deficit among the respondents regarding problems plants and wildlife face, its results also
indicate that, over a 12-month period, 74% of respondents voted in favor of laws to protect
the environment, 31% volunteered to improve the environment, and 21% donated money
to protect San Diego County’s environment; in addition, approximately 70% were willing
to pay additional local taxes to protect the environment, and a majority of the respondents
were willing to pay up to $50 per year (Tinkler et al. 2019).

One avenue available for advocacy to secure perpetual fiscal support specifically for
management of protected areas is assessing recreational fees and taxes. With respect specifi-
cally to the management of CDFW-owned protected areas, CDFW’s 2005 and 2015 State
Wildlife Action Plans recommended implementation of recreational fees and taxes beyond
fishing and hunting licenses that would allow non-consumptive recreationists to support
wildlife conservation and management of the resources they use and enjoy (CDFW 2015,
2016). To generate funds for the management of all protected areas, a long-successful model
could be employed: since the 1930s, hunters have been paying federal excise taxes on the
sales of sport hunting and shooting equipment to generate funding for habitat conservation
(CDFW 2015). Eighty years later, these taxes plus sales of angling equipment had generated
more than $10 billion towards conservation (CDFW 2015). Thus, hunters and anglers have
been the primary funding sources for conservation efforts in California and North America
(CDFW 2015). Considering the disturbance to wildlife from non-consumptive recreationists,
it is past time for them also to pay their way for the use of protected areas through paying
taxes on equipment for hiking, biking, riding, etc. to support management of these activities.
A secondary benefit of such fees and taxes is that they may establish a direct connection for
recreationists between their use of protected areas and the costs of protecting the protected
areas, and thereby possibly diminish their disconnection from their disturbance to wildlife.

Other avenues for advocacy to secure fiscal support for management of protected
areas include bond measures and voluntary contribution funds (VCF), though neither would
necessarily provide a reliably perpetual source of funding. VCFs are sponsored by legislators
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to be enacted by the legislature; a VCF in this context would be explicitly and solely for the
management of the protected areas in California, including CDFW’s lands (with protected
areas and management defined as described in footnotes #1 and #5, respectively). The funds
must be administered such that they are made available timely. This would be similar to the
VCEF for California’s Rare and Endangered Species Preservation Voluntary Tax Contribu-
tion Program which has funded work benefiting California’s native at-risk plants, wildlife,
and fish since 1983 (CDFW 2019) and now raises around $500,000 annually (FTB 2019).

Mainstream online and print media carried several articles in 2018 and 2019 about
the overcrowding at and underfunding for the national parks (e.g., Simmonds et al. 2018;
Waterman 2019; Wilson 2019); coverage such as this provides a good foundation of infor-
mation. Articles like Yong’s (2019) about the effects of the human voice alone on wildlife
and Peterson’s (2019) about the effects of hiking on elk represent steps in the right direction
toward mainstream media honing in on specific impacts on wildlife from recreationists in
protected areas. Coverage on species local to where people live is important and may make
a stronger and more lasting impression with greater potential for shifting the perception-
perspective nexus than species or settings remote from consumers of the media. Organizations
like San Diego Zoo Global, which spearheaded the SDEE initiative (Tinkler et al. 2019),
could significantly assist the campaign by engaging their media engines on behalf of local
wildlife threatened by recreation.

A societal quid pro quo for protected areas?—At some point, the exploitation of pro-
tected areas resulting from recreation-related disturbance to wildlife, without commensurate
reciprocity with care for the protected areas, may outweigh the benefits of public access to
protected areas (Bennett et al. 2013). Many protected areas have already reached this point.
Without adequate resources to combat the challenge of the obligation to conserve wildlife
exposed to ecologically damaging levels and types of recreation, including unauthorized
activities, the challenge will persist indefinitely at great risk of jeopardizing the protected
areas’ ability to meet their conservation objectives.

Regarding the pressure local, state, and federal government agencies have undergone
for decades to acquire additional open space for recreation and to expand public access in
existing protected areas (Wells 2000 in Reed and Merenlender 2008), elected officials and
land-use decision makers need to address the demands, but not at the expense of biological
conservation in protected areas. Some of the protected areas (e.g., the NCCP/HCP reserves)
represent long-negotiated compromises for the sensitive species they are intended to protect
in perpetuity. For some protected areas, no ecologically sound further compromise (e.g.,
expansion of public access) is possible; while recreation may be considered conditionally
compatible in such protected areas, if open to public access at all, the extant levels of rec-
reation may strain their ability to meet their conservation objectives. Protected areas that
represent the final compromise for the species they support are particularly vulnerable to
their wildlife values being compromised due to inadequate management (CDFW 2015).
Ultimately, for wildlife that avoids human activity, it is unlikely that dual-role protected
areas are entirely sufficient or justifiable for meeting conservation objectives; limiting or
prohibiting recreation in strategic circumstances and locations within protected areas is
necessary to achieve conservation objectives (Reed and Merenlender 2008; Bétsch et al.
2018; Dertien et al. 2018; Reed et al. 2019). Of course, this presumes sufficient management
to maintain whatever recreational limits are set.

In summary, in the interest of wildlife in California and, more broadly, conservation
within protected areas everywhere, the necessary actions with respect to non-consumptive
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recreation are to: (1) widely and continually disseminate science-based information about
the recreation-related disturbance to wildlife; (2) apply the science to all planning for,
policy- and decision-making about, and management of, recreation in dual-role protected
areas; and (3) secure perpetual fiscal support for management of recreation in dual-role
protected areas commensurate with the recreational pressure.
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