CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH# 2022020129

Prepared by November 2022

‘ City of
\.?’ﬁ Mountain View

In conjunction with



CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report
SCH# 2022020129

Prepared by November 2022

City of

*/ Mountain View

In conjunction with

ESA

787 The Alameda
Suite 250
San Jose, CA 95126

408.660.4000
esassoc.com

Bend Orlando San José
Camarillo Pasadena Santa Monica
Delray Beach Petaluma Sarasota
Destin Portland Seattle

Irvine Sacramento Tampa

Los Angeles San Diego

Oakland San Francisco

D202000806






TABLE OF CONTENTS

City of Mountain View Housing Element
Update, Response to Comments/Final
Environmental Impact Report

Page
Chapter 1, INtrodUCTION...........oooiiiiiiii e 1-1
O T O @ N 0 o =1 1-1
1.1 Intended Use of the Final EIR.........coocuiiiiiiiiie e 1-2
1.2 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ..., 1-3
1.3 New Information in the Final EIR ............cooiiiiiii e 1-3
1.4 Organization of This FInal EIR .........ccoooiiiiiiii e 1-4
Chapter 2, Updated Project INformation ............ccccoiiiiiiiiiiii e 2-1
P22 O B [ 1 o [F o1 1o ] o PP PPPPPP PPN 2-1
2.1 Updates Related to the Project...........cccceeeoee e, 2-1
Chapter 3, Comments and RESPONSES......cccuuiiiiiiiaei ittt a e rbeeee e e e e e 3-1
G 700 R [ 01 1o To [ 1o 1o o IS 3-1
3.2 LiSt Of COMMENIETS. ...ceiiiiiiiititi ittt e e e 3-1
3.3 Responses to Individual Comment Letters ..........ooocuviiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiieee e 3-3
3.4 Responses to Public Hearing COmMMENTS ............oovciiiiiiiieiiiiiiieeeee e 3-61
Chapter 4, Erratato the Draft EIR .........coooviiiii 4-1
4.0 INtrodUCHION .....coiiiiiiiiec 4-1
4.1 TextChangestothe Draft EIR ... 4-1
4.2 Implication of Changes to the Draft EIR............covvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 4-1
4.3 Changes to Chapter 3: Project DeSCription..............uevvveeieeeeeeeiieeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennns 4-2
4.4 Changes to Section 4.4: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources....................... 4-8
4.5 Changes to Section 4.8: Hazards and Hazardous Materials .........ccccccccvvvveeeee.. 4-9
4.6 Changes to Section 4.13: Public Services and Recreation..............ccccvvvvvnnnn. 4-10
4.7 Changes to Section 4.14: TransSportation .........ccccccovvecvviieeireeesiiiiiiieeeeee e e 4-12
Appendices
A. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program...............ccccooe i, A-1
List of Figures
3-3 Housing Site LOCAtIONS OVEIVIEW ......ccoeeeiieieeee e 4-4
List of Tables
3-1 Comment Letters Received Concerning the Draft EIR ............cccccveeiiiiiiiiiieieee s 3-2
3-2 Environmental Planning Commission Public Speakers and Commissioners........... 3-2
City of Mountain View Housing Element Update i ESA /202000806

Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report November 2022



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Mountain View
(“City”) (Lead Agency) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
State CEQA Guidelines to present the environmental analysis of the proposed City of Mountain
View Housing Element Update Project (“HEU” or “Project™) to the public for review and for
agency decision-makers to use in their consideration of the HEU.* This chapter summarizes the
CEQA process for the HEU, explains the CEQA context for this Final EIR and new information
provided herein, and describes the organization of this document.

1.0 CEQA Process

1.0.1 Notice of Preparation

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA for the initiation of environmental review, on February 4,
2022, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the State Clearinghouse, responsible and
trustee government agencies, organizations, and individuals potentially interested in the Project.
The NOP requested that agencies with regulatory authority over any aspect of the Project describe
that authority and identify relevant environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR.
Interested members of the public were also invited to comment. The comment period for the NOP
extended from February 4, 2022 to March 7, 2022, during which time, the City accepted written
comments on the scope of the EIR.2 A scoping meeting was held by the City on February 24,
2022 to accept oral comments. Oral and written comments received during the comment period
addressed a range of topics including biological resources, cultural resources and tribal cultural
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, population and housing,
public services and recreation, and transportation.

1.0.2 Notice and Public Review of the Draft EIR

The City issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR on July 22, 2022, announcing
the availability of the Draft EIR for public review and comment. The NOA noticed a 45-day
public review and comment period on the Draft EIR, starting Friday July 22, 2022, ending on
Monday September 5, 2022.3 During the public review and comment period on the Draft EIR, a

1 The California Environmental Quality Act can be found in the California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et
seq. The State CEQA Guidelines, formally known as the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act, can
be found in the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq.

2 Late comments were also accepted and received through March 14, 2022.

3 Due to the Labor Day holiday on September 5, 2022, comments were accepted through September 6, 2022.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 1-1 ESA /202000806
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report November 2022



1. Introduction

public hearing at the City of Mountain View Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) was
held on Wednesday, August 3, 2022.

The City encouraged agencies and interested parties to submit written comments on the Draft EIR
to the City Community Development Department by email or U.S. mail. By the end of the
comment period, the City received 7 comment letters. A list of the commenters is provided in
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, List of Commenters, of this Final EIR.

1.0.3 Response to Comments / Final EIR

The City has prepared written responses to comments received during the public review and
comment period for the Draft EIR. These comments and the “Response to Comments” are
provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. Chapter 3 provides all written comments (submitted by
email) together with oral comments received at the hearing conducted by the EPC.

In addition to providing the comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR, this
document includes necessary updates and other modifications and clarifications to the text and
exhibits in the Draft EIR in Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR, together with the
comments, responses to comments, and other information included in this Response to Comments
document constitutes the Final EIR, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132,
Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report. Due to the large volume of text contained in the
Draft EIR and its appendices, this Response to Comments/ Final EIR does not contain the full
text of the Draft EIR, which remains available in a separate volume and is included here by
reference.

The Draft EIR, this Response to Comments / Final EIR, and all supporting technical documents
can be found on the Project website at: https://www.mvhousingelement.org/ and on the State
Clearinghouse Website at: https://ceganet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2022020129.

1.1 Intended Use of the Final EIR

The City of Mountain View, as Lead Agency, will make the decision whether to certify the Final
EIR in accordance with Section 15090 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Before the City may
approve the proposed Project, it must independently review and consider the information
contained in the Final EIR, certifying that the Final EIR adequately discloses the environmental
effects of the HEU, that the Final EIR has been completed in conformance with CEQA, and that
the decision-making body of the Lead Agency independently reviewed and considered the
information contained in the Final EIR. Certification of the Final EIR would indicate the City’s
determination that the Final EIR adequately evaluated the environmental impacts that could be
associated with the HEU.

Once complete and certified, the Final EIR will provide the CEQA compliance documentation
upon which the City of Mountain View’s consideration of, and action on, all applicable land use
permits and other approvals (collectively, “approvals”) for the proposed Project may be based.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 1-2 ESA /202000806
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1. Introduction

The Final EIR will also provide the CEQA compliance to be relied upon by Responsible
Agencies and Trustee Agencies in considering and acting upon other project approvals under
their jurisdiction.

1.2 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 (Mitigation
Monitoring or Reporting) require public agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs
for projects approved by a public agency whenever approval involves the adoption of specified

environmental findings related to an EIR (also mitigated negative declarations). Accordingly, as
Lead Agency, the City has prepared a MMRP for the proposed HEU; the MMRP is included as

Appendix A to this document.

The intent of the MMRP is to track and successfully implement the mitigation measures
identified within the Final EIR and adopted as part of the Project to avoid or mitigate significant
effects on the environment. The MMREP is designed to ensure compliance with the mitigation
measures during and after Project implementation. If the City decides to approve the Project, it
would adopt the MMRP at the time of Project approval and would be responsible for conducting
the monitoring included in the MMRP for the life of the Project. An introduction describing the
components of the MMRP and terms used therein is included as part of Appendix A.

1.3 New Information in the Final EIR

Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR focus on comments that pertain to the
adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of
the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address topics beyond the
purview of the EIR or CEQA are noted as such for the public record. Where comments have
triggered changes to text or exhibits in the Draft EIR, these changes appear as part of the specific
response and are consolidated in Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR.

If “significant new information” is added to an EIR after a notice of public review of the Draft
EIR document has been given (in this case, July 22, 2022, for the Draft EIR), but before final
certification of the EIR, the Lead Agency must issue a hew notice and recirculate the Draft EIR
for further comment and consultation. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (Recirculation of
an EIR Prior to Certification), specifies the following:

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure
showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 1-3 ESA /202000806
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1. Introduction

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”

None of the changes to the Draft EIR identified in this document meet any of the above
conditions. Therefore, recirculation of any part of this Final EIR not required. The information
presented in the Draft EIR and this document support this determination by the City.

1.4 Organization of This Final EIR

Following this Chapter 1, Introduction, this Response to Comments / Final EIR is organized as
described below:

Chapter 2, Updated Project Information — This chapter presents updates to information that
pertains to the HEU.

Chapter 3, Comments and Responses — This chapter presents a roster showing each public
agency, organization, or individual that provided comments on the Draft EIR generally
during the public review and comment period for the Draft EIR. This chapter also includes
copies of the written comments received by email during the public review and comment
period on the Draft EIR. Specific responses to the individual comments in each
correspondence are provided after each letter. Finally, this chapter includes responses to
verbal comments received on the Draft EIR at the City of Mountain View EPC meeting held
on Wednesday, August 3, 2022. Responses are presented to summarize verbal comments,
grouped by topic.

Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR — This chapter presents all updates made to provide
clarification, amplification, and corrections to the text and exhibits in the Draft EIR - changes
either initiated by City staff or responses to comments received during the public review and
comment period on the Draft EIR. Changes that respond to specific comments are also stated
or referenced in the corresponding response provided in Chapter 3, Consolidated Comments
and Responses.

Appendices —The appendices include the MMRP for the HEU.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 1-4 ESA /202000806
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CHAPTER 2
Updated Project Information

2.0 Introduction

This section discusses new or updated information that the City has determined relates to the
City of Mountain View Housing Element Update (HEU or Project), related approvals or
requirements, or other information mentioned in the Draft EIR. Although none of the updates
discussed here are changes to the Project or the Draft EIR that could result in changes to the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR under CEQA, the City has decided that these changes
warrant disclosure in this Response to Comments document for informational purposes for the
public and decision-makers of the HEU.

None of the information in this chapter is considered “significant new information” defined in
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and requiring recirculation of any part of this Final EIR
(see Chapter 1, Introduction).

2.1 Updates Related to the Project
2.1.1 Updates to the HEU

Based on comments received on the Draft Housing Element Update from the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) , changes have been made to the
HEU. The changes are mainly related to the provision of programs or recategorization of
information presented in the Draft HEU. None of these changes materially affect or alter the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

The sites inventory has been updated and is now 17,779 units. This change is based on several
factors, which do not have a meaningful effect on the environmental impacts of the growth:

- Projects that started construction before January 2022 have been added (approximately
1,381 units). These units would have already been considered in any environmental
analysis.

- Other newly submitted projects were added to the “Pipeline” list (approximately 900
units). These units comply with existing zoning and general plan designations.

- Two additional sites were added to the opportunity sites in the inventory. One site (1500
North Shoreline Boulevard) complies with existing zoning and General Plan designation,

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 2-1 ESA /202000806
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2. Updated Project Information

the other (1250 Grant Road) is consistent with the rezoning adopted concurrent with the
Housing Element (amendments to the Grant Phyllis Precise Plan),and is within the
growth projected for its environmental analysis. The addition of these two sites results in
a gain of approximately 2,000 units.

- Methodology changes and removal of some opportunity sites in the sites inventory result
in a loss of approximately 1,220 units. This includes the removal of three APNs
associated with 500 W EI Camino Real. The other, more significant change involve the
further discounting on large multi-tenant retail sites whereby an 80 percent reduction has
been applied towards the realistic unit capacity. This takes a more conservative unit
capacity estimate should these sites develop at lower densities than projected or with non-
housing uses.

The updates to the Housing Sites Inventory fall within the growth envelope analyzed in the
Draft EIR. While the number of units in the Housing Sites Inventory did increase somewhat,
much of this increase is due to the inclusion of additional units that are under construction in
the City and other newly submitted projects. With the removal of some opportunity sites and
other development capacity-related changes, a balancing effect occurs. The Draft EIR
focused on changes in development potential in the City based on amendments to the General
Plan, rezonings, and programs anticipated to be adopted with the proposed HEU. The updates
to the proposed HEU and Housing Sites Inventory are consistent with that development
potential increase, although it is acknowledged that some additional capacity could be
realized during the HEU-period that was anticipated beyond 2031 in the Draft EIR. However,
the analysis considers the growth potential as a whole, so these changes would not materially
affect or alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 2-2 ESA /202000806
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CHAPTER 3

Comments and Responses

3.1 Introduction

This section contains the comment letters, emails, and oral comments received on the Draft EIR.
Following each comment letter is a response by the City intended to supplement, clarify, or
amend information provided in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the
document where the requested information can be found. Responses focus on comments that
pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential
effects of the HEU on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments that address topics beyond
the purview of the EIR or CEQA are noted as such for the public record. Where comments have
triggered changes to the Draft EIR, these changes appear as part of the specific response and are
consolidated in Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR, where they are listed in the order that the
revision would appear in the Draft EIR document.

3.2 List of Commenters

Table 3-1, below, lists each public agency, organization, and individual that provided comments
on the Draft EIR generally during the public review and comment period for the Draft EIR, which
began on July 22, 2022,. September 5, 2022.1 The comments addressed in this Final EIR are
presented in the order of the commenters listed below. Commenters have an alphabetic
designation that corresponds to the category of commenter, such as “A” for public agencies. A
number follows the alphabetic designation to indicate the sequence of the comment submissions.
For example, “A-1" is the first public agency comment submission identified, as shown below.
Specific comments within each correspondence also are identified by a numeric designator that
reflects the numeric sequence of the specific comment within the correspondence (e.g., “A-3-3"
for the third comment in Comment Letter A-3). Section 3.4, which follows later in this chapter,
reproduces each letter with the numeric comment brackets indicated, followed by the responses to
each comment.

1 Due to the Labor Day holiday on September 5, 2022, comments were accepted through September 6, 2022.
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3. Comments and Responses

TABLE 3-1

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED CONCERNING THE DRAFT EIR

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-

Designator | Name/Entity mail Date Received
Agencies
Al iimz\rict:)lla(r\a/\_l}glley Transportation _l?;k;esrgosr\t/;iggl:; QI;i’e'rDrinCipal September 1, 2022
AZ | Sipstances Conral (DTSO) Sie Evaluation and emediation Unit | SePreTber 2, 2022
A-3 ’I\D/Ifs)ltjr?éfu(rllll\\//lﬁxv) Los Altos High School Nellie Meyer, Ed.D., Superintendent September 2, 2022
A-4 Santa Clara Valley Water District f%/ll\?ll-rgzlrn(r:nil\:ltf ;?g;?tf 523@@” September 6, 2022

(Valley Water)

Unit

Organizations

0-1 Mountain View YIMBY David Watson July 31, 2022
. Shani Kleinhaus, Environmental
0-2 Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society Advocate, SCVAS & Bruce England, September 5, 2022
(SCVAS) & GreenSpacesMV
GreenSpacesMV
Individuals
-1 Hala Alshahwany ‘ September 3, 2022

A public hearing to receive verbal comments on the Draft EIR was held at the City of Mountain
View Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) meeting on Wednesday, August 3, 2022.
Table 3-2 below lists persons who provided verbal comments at the City of Mountain View EPC
Public Hearing on the Draft EIR. No members of the public provided comments on the Draft EIR
during the meeting. A summary of comments raised by members of the EPC during the EPC
Public Hearing and responses to comments are provided in Section 3.5 below.

TABLE 3-2
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC SPEAKERS AND COMMISSIONERS

Environmental Planning Commission Public Hearing — August 3, 2022

Public Speakers

¢ No members of the public provided comments

Environmental Planning Commissioners

e Chair William Cranston e Jose Gutierrez
e Vice Chair Joyce Yin e Preeti Hehmeyer
e Chris Clark e Alex Nunez

¢ Hank Dempsey

3-2 ESA / 202000806
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3. Comments and Responses

3.3 Responses to Individual Comment Letters

This section includes copies of the written comments received by email during the public review
and comment period on the Draft EIR. Specific responses to the individual comments in each
correspondence are provided after each letter.

As described in Section 3.2 above, each correspondence is identified by an alphabetic designation
that corresponds to the category of commenter, such as “O” for organizations, and a number
follows the alphabetic designation to designate the sequence of the comment submissions (e.qg.,
“O-2" for the second organization comment letter). Specific comments within each
correspondence also are identified by a numeric designator that reflects the numeric sequence of
the specific comment within the correspondence (e.g., “O-2-3" for the third comment in
Comment Letter O-2).

Responses focus on comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR or to other
aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the HEU on the environment pursuant to CEQA.
Comments that address topics beyond the purview of the EIR or CEQA are noted as such for the
public record. Where comments have triggered changes to the Draft EIR, these changes appear as
part of the specific response and are consolidated in Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR, Where
they are listed in the order that the revision would appear in the Draft EIR document.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 3-3 ESA /202000806
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter A-1 Response: VTA, September 1, 2022

A-1-1

A-1-2

A-1-3

A-1-4

A-1-5

This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to introduce
the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below.

Comments regarding the merits of the HEU do not raise a significant environmental
issue or specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that
would require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The
comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.

Comments regarding the merits of the HEU do not raise a significant environmental
issue or specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that
would require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The
comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.

Comments regarding the merits of the HEU do not raise a significant environmental
issue or specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that
would require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The
comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.

It is noted that the City is working on transit projects, including a reversible bus lane
along the Shoreline Boulevard corridor, to improve transit access to and from the
North Bayshore Precise Plan area. Protected bike lanes on Shoreline Boulevard
between Middlefield Road and Terra Bella Avenue and additional bike lane safety
improvements are also planned to encourage non-vehicle trips. Phases 2 and 3 of the
Charleston Bus Boulevard will also prioritize movement of high-occupancy modes
over single occupancy vehicles in North Bayshore to incentivize higher utilization of
mass transit. Additionally, the North Bayshore Master Plan will include robust
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and aggressive mode share
targets to facilitate mode shift and meet gateway trip caps.

Comments regarding the merits of the HEU do not raise a significant environmental
issue or specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that
would require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The
comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.
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3. Comments and Responses

A-1-6

A-1-7

The City notes this distinction and has added following footnote to the bottom of p.
4.14-24 of the Draft EIR (new text is underlined):

! Some of the measures may primarily apply to employment projects or have studies supporting the
VMT reductions that only provide evidence for employment projects. These measures are included
for consideration for mixed-use residential projects.

Comments regarding the merits of the HEU do not raise a significant environmental
issue or specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that
would require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The
comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.14, on General Plan Village Center and El
Camino Real Village Center retails sites, the retail development would be replaced
on-site as part of a mixed-use residential/retail development. The zoning updates at
these sites would require the provision of retail or similar neighborhood-serving uses,
at a minimum, an amount to replace the existing commercial floor area or as
determined by an analysis of typical amounts of such uses in the underlying zone.
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter A-2 Response: DTSC, September 2, 2022

A-2-1

A-2-2

A-2-3

This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to introduce
the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below. The comments
regarding the components of the proposed Project are noted and are consistent with
the discussion in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. This comment
raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions about the
analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

The City agrees that in the event that hazardous materials are identified at a given
development site at concentrations above regulatory action levels, the appropriate
regulatory agency should be engaged to oversee investigation and cleanup. This is
consistent with the regulations summarized in Section 4.8.3, Regulatory Setting, in
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Consistent with the above Response to Comment A-2-2, the City agrees that for sites
where information is identified that indicates the potential to encounter hazardous
materials at concentrations above regulatory action levels, those sites will require
investigation consistent with the regulations and Mitigation Measure HAZ-1
described in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In the event that
hazardous materials are identified at concentrations above regulatory action levels,
cleanup would be required to address the hazardous materials. The Draft EIR
identifies mechanisms to initiate investigation and remediation, if needed, as
discussed below. No edits for the Draft EIR are needed to respond to this comment.

The City of Mountain View Standard Conditions of Approval require the project
applicant to prepare a Toxic Assessment report as part of the building permit
submittal, demonstrating that hazardous materials do not exist on the site or that
construction activities and the proposed use of this site are approved by any
regulatory agencies with jurisdiction. No building permits will be issued until each
agency and/or department with jurisdiction has released the site as clean or a site
toxics mitigation plan has been approved.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, requires that the
project applicant prepare a Phase | environmental site assessment in accordance with
American Society for Testing and Materials Standard E1527 for listed hazardous
materials sites. The Phase | assessment would evaluate whether a proposed
development site has or may have environmental issues that could affect the
development of the site.
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3. Comments and Responses

A-2-4

A-2-5

A-2-6

A-2-7

A-2-8

As discussed above in Responses to Comment A-2-3, the City has established
mechanisms that require project applicants to evaluate proposed development sites
for hazardous materials, which would include testing for aerially-deposited lead in
the event that the proposed project proposes ground-disturbing work in roadways.

See Responses to Comments A-2-2 and A-2-3. No edits for the Draft EIR are needed
to respond to this comment.

The City agrees that project applicants must demonstrate that imported fill does not
contain hazardous materials at concentrations above regulatory action levels. This
information would be required as part of the building permit submittal discussed
above in the Response to Comment A-2-3.

See Responses to Comments A-2-2 and A-2-3. No edits for the Draft EIR are needed
to respond to this comment.

This is a general comment that includes concluding remarks and provides resources
for future consultation and program review. The City appreciates this information
and looks forward to working with DTSC on future projects.
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter A-3 Response: MVLA, September 2, 2022

A-3-1

This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to introduce
the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below. To the extent the
comment relates to the merits of the Project it is forwarded to the decision makers for
consideration.

Based on the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation
mandated by the State, the HEU plans for an additional 11,135 dwelling units plus a
sizeable “buffer.” The Draft EIR evaluated the potential for approximately 15,000
multi-family housing units (including approximately 96 accessory dwelling units)
during the HEU planning period as a maximum scenario for purposes of the CEQA
evaluation, understanding that the buffer size and the final sites selected for inclusion
in the Housing Element will be determined by the City Council upon adoption of the
HEU. Of this, approximately 13,600 units are already allowed under the City’s
adopted General Plan, zoning, and Precise Plans and the remaining 1,400 units would
be created through rezonings and General Plan amendments. In addition, the EIR also
analyzes a possible increase in housing production from rezonings and General Plan
Amendments of approximately 2,700 units beyond 2031. The City is required by
State law to adopt a HEU to meet the RHNA.

This EIR is a Program EIR, which has been prepared to evaluate the anticipated
environmental effects of the proposed HEU in conformance with the provisions of
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. As a program EIR, this EIR analyzes potential
impacts of development that would be allowed by the HEU without having site-
specific development proposals in hand, and broadly considers proposed sites, their
environmental setting, and potential impacts that could stem from their development.
Readers will note that the level of detail is different than in a project-specific EIR,
which generally considers a single, specific proposal on an individual site. Future
discretionary actions that would be facilitated by the HEU’s adoption, such as those
related to the development of housing, would be assessed to determine consistency
with the analysis provided in this program EIR.

The Draft EIR discussed school facilities for MV LA in Section 4.13, Public Services
and Recreation. Consistent with the comment and as described in the Draft EIR, all
15,000 units projected during the HEU planning period would conservatively
generate approximately 2,930 students for MVLA schools, using the RHNA
allocation percentages for above and below market-rate units (Draft EIR p. 4.13-16).
However, as explained more in Response to Comment A-3-6 below, the capacity
increase is also analyzed in the Draft EIR in context of the changes to development
capacity in the City proposed as part of the HEU. Of the new units, only a small
percentage (approximately 1,250 units in the sites inventory and 2,850 units beyond
2031) would result from changes in City policy, zoning, or Precise Plans, and the
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A-3-2

balance could theoretically occur with or without the Project because it is consistent
with existing policy, zoning, and Precise Plans.

As also discussed further in Response to Comment A-3-2 below, Senate Bill (SB) 50
authorizes school districts to levy developer fees to finance the construction or
reconstruction of school facilities and restricts the ability of the City to deny project
approvals on the basis that public school facilities are inadequate. Payment of school
fees is required by SB 50 for all new residential development projects and is
considered full and complete mitigation of any school impacts. As such, the City
cannot require additional mitigation for any impacts on school facilities or due to the
inadequacy of school facilities. Nonetheless, the City will continue to collaborate
with the District on their facility needs and provide information on development and
growth trends as well as ensuring school facilities are constructed to serve
community needs to the extent allowed by State law.

This comment raises neither new significant environmental issues nor specific
guestions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require
response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

Potential impacts of the HEU on schools, including MVLA schools, were discussed
in Section 4.13, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR in accordance with
the requirements of CEQA. Importantly, and as discussed in the Draft EIR, CEQA’s
treatment of public services impacts is narrowly defined to include only those
impacts that would arise from the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects (emphasis added). The precise significance criteria used in
Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, and also in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (XV)(a)
asks:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for
any of the public services: 1) Fire protection, 2) Police protection, 3)
Schools; 4) Parks; and 5) Other public facilities?

CEQA regulations and applicable case law on this issue demonstrate the threshold
concerns only the environmental effects associated with the provision of new or
altered physical public service facilities.2 School capacities, service ratios, and other
performance objectives are relevant to the analysis only within the context of whether
or not new or expanded facilities would be required to meet defined criteria related to

2 CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 restricts the effects that CEQA mitigation addresses to those “significant effects
on the environment” which are defined to include “adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project” “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15382.
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those service objectives, and what the environmental effects would be of providing
those facilities.

The Draft EIR addressed impacts to public services within this legally-defined
context in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR described that the HEU
would result in an increase in school-aged children enroliment in MVLA schools
which would worsen an existing capacity exceedance. As such, facility updates to
increase capacity would also likely be required. However, the new students would be
added to the district-wide enrollment of MVLA schools incrementally over time, if
and when development occurs, and any expansion of school facilities would be
required to undergo environmental review as they are identified. Appropriate
measures would be identified and implemented as applicable to reduce any
construction-related or operational environmental effects of those facilities.
Compliance with General Plan policies and payment of school impact fees were also
acknowledged in the Draft EIR (p. 4.13-16) to reduce the social and economic
impacts of the HEU (that is, the non-CEQA impacts of the HEU).

As discussed in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the Leroy F. Greene School
Facilities Act of 1998, or SB 50, authorizes school districts to levy developer fees to
finance the construction or reconstruction of school facilities, and restricts the ability
of local agencies to deny project approvals on the basis that public school facilities
(classrooms, auditoriums, etc.) are inadequate. School impact fees are collected at the
time when building permits are issued. Payment of school fees is required by SB 50
for all new residential development projects and is considered full and complete
mitigation of any school impacts. School impact fees are payments to offset capital
cost impacts associated with new developments, which result primarily from costs of
additional school facilities, related furnishings and equipment, and projected capital
maintenance requirements. As such, agencies cannot require additional mitigation for
any impacts on school facilities or due to the inadequacy of school facilities.
However, indirect impacts related to school attendance or construction of new
facilities must still be considered under CEQA (e.g., indirect impacts on traffic, air
quality, noise).

Indirect impacts to schools were considered throughout the Draft EIR. Schools were
included as “sensitive receptors” in the air quality section of the Draft EIR (see Draft
EIR Section 4.2) and as “noise-sensitive land uses” in the noise section of the Draft
EIR (Draft EIR Section 4.11). Impacts related to hazardous materials, substances, or
waste in proximity to schools were also analyzed in Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR. Section 4.14, Transportation, analyzed
impacts relative to conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including City General Plan Policy MOB-6.1, which promotes
Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) programs for all schools serving the City (Draft EIR
p. 4.14-18-19). Additionally, residential-generated VMT includes vehicle travel for
school trips, and trip reduction measures are included in Mitigation Measure TRA-1.
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A-3-3

Trip reduction measures are intended to apply broadly in the City and include goals

to reduce transportation-related impacts to schools.

Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, has been revised to include

Mountain View High School and other public schools inadvertently left off of the list
of public schools. The Draft EIR on p. 4.8-6 has been corrected consistent with the

above (new text is underlined):
Proximity to Schools
The following public schools are located in Mountain View:

e Stevenson Elementary School at 750 San Pierre Way

e Theuerkauf Elementary School at 1625 San Luis Avenue

e Landels Elementary School at 115 West Dana Street

e Mariano Castro Elementary School at 500 Toft Street
e Monta Loma Elementary at 460 Thompson Avenue
e Springer Elementary School at 1120 Rose Avenue

e Benjamin Bubb Elementary School at 525 Hans Avenue

o Amy Imai Elementary School (previously Huff) at 253 Martens Avenue

e Mountain View High School at 3535 Truman Avenue
e Alta Vista High School at 1325 Bryant Avenue

e Vargas Elementary School at 220 N Whisman Road

e Mistral Elementary School at 505 Escuela Avenue
e Graham Middle School at 1175 Castro Street
e Crittenden Middle School at 1701 Rock Street

A number of private schools including Waldorf School of the Peninsula (180
North Rengstorff Avenue), St. Joseph Mountain View (1120 Miramonte
Avenue), St. Francis High School (1885 Miramonte Avenue), German
International School of Silicon Valley (310 Easy Street), Mountain View
Academy (360 S Shoreline Blvd), St. Stephen Lutheran School (320 Moorpark

Way), and Khan Lab School (1200 Villa Street) are also located in the City.

There is also a proposed new school site for the Los Altos School District located

at the corner of California Street and Showers Drive.
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A-3-4

A-3-5

The Draft EIR on p. 4.8-22 has also been corrected consistent with the above (new
text is underlined; deleted text is shown in strikethrough):

As discussed in Section 4.8.2, Environmental Setting, Proximity to Schools, there
are ten-14 public schools and a number of private schools located within
Mountain View. The accidental release or spill of hazardous materials
transported through the vicinity near schools could expose school children and
staff to hazardous materials.

See Final EIR Chapter 4, Errata to the Draft EIR, for the revised language. These
editorial changes do not alter the conclusions of the EIR.

The comment references City General Plan policies POS-5.2, POS-5.3, and POS-5.4.
The policies are listed in the Regulatory Setting of Section 4.13, Public Services and
Recreation, of the Draft EIR (p. 4.13-9). As discussed in the Draft EIR, the City’s
adherence to General Plan Policy POS-5.3 and POS-5.4, described under Section
4.13.3 would reduce the potential social and economic effects to school facilities
associated with increased enrollment as a result of population growth (Draft EIR p.
4.13-16).

Pursuant to these polices, and as noted in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City
will cooperate with the school districts to:

e ensure that school facilities are constructed to serve community needs to the
extent allowed by state law

e collaborate with school districts on their facilities needs and provide information
on development and growth trends.

As discussed in Section 4.13, the Draft EIR acknowledges that school year 2020-
2021 MVLA enrollment exceeded the capacity described in the 2020 MVLA
Developer Fee Study, and that the addition of potential school-aged children
enrollment as a result of the HEU would worsen this existing capacity exceedance
(Draft EIR p. 4.13-16). As such, the Draft EIR does not underestimate the capacity
impacts on MVLA schools. See also Response to Comment A-3-6 below, which
explains the capacity increase in context of the changes to development capacity unit
the City proposed as part of the HEU. Of the new units, only a small percentage
(approximately 1,250 units in the sites inventory and 2,850 units beyond 2031) would
result from changes in City policy, zoning, or Precise Plans, and the balance could
theoretically occur with or without the Project because it is consistent with existing
policy, zoning, and Precise Plans.
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A-3-6 As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-2, CEQA regulations and applicable case
law on this issue demonstrate the threshold concerns only the environmental effects
associated with the provision of new or altered physical public service facilities.3
School capacities, service ratios, and other performance objectives are relevant to the
analysis only within the context of whether or not new or expanded facilities would
be required to meet defined criteria related to those service objectives, and what the
environmental effects would be of providing those facilities.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, future development on identified
sites identified in the HEU would continue to be at the discretion of individual
property owners and will be largely dependent on market forces and -- in the case of
affordable housing -- available funding and/or other incentives (Draft EIR p. 3-12).
The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts associated with the site inventory to 2031, an
increase in approximately 15,000 dwelling units, focused primarily along the
commercial corridors and in areas that currently accommodate commercial/industrial
uses, mixed uses, and/or multifamily housing. Of this, approximately 13,600 units are
already allowed under the City’s adopted General Plan, zoning, and Precise Plans and
the remaining 1,400 units would be created through rezonings and General Plan
amendments. The EIR also analyzes a possible increase in housing production from
rezonings and General Plan Amendments of approximately 2,700 units beyond 2031
(Draft EIR p. 3-11). As such, the Draft EIR acknowledges two student generation
scenarios: (1) new units enabled by changes in development capacity via rezoning
which would conservatively generate approximately 1,279 new students for MVLA
schools, assuming the use the MVLA’s below market rate multifamily unit student
generation rate for all units; and (2) all 15,000 units projected during the HEU
planning period which would conservatively generate approximately 2,930 students.4

Of the new units, only a small percentage (approximately 1,250 units in the sites
inventory and 2,850 units beyond 2031) would result from changes in City policy,
zoning, or Precise Plans, and the balance could theoretically occur with or without
the Project because it is consistent with existing policy, zoning, and Precise Plans. As
noted above, the 1,279 new students estimated as a result of 4,100 new units enabled
by changes in development capacity via rezoning presented the most conservative
scenario through the assumption that all of these units would generate students at
MVLA'’s below market rate multifamily unit student generation rate for all units.

3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 restricts the effects that CEQA mitigation addresses to those “significant effects
on the environment” which are defined to include “adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project” “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15382.

4 Itis noted that per the updates to the HEU and Housing Sites Inventory (described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR), that
the sites inventory has been updated and is now 17,779 units. While the number of units in the Housing Sites
Inventory did increase somewhat, much of this increase is due to the inclusion of additional units that are under
construction in the City and other newly submitted projects. With the removal of some opportunity sites and other
development capacity-related changes, a balancing effect occurs. The Draft EIR focused on changes in
development potential in the City based on amendments to the General Plan, rezonings, and programs anticipated
to be adopted with the proposed HEU which remains 4,100 units. As such, these changes do not materially affect or
alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR
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However, it is noted that multifamily units would likely include a portion of what the
MVLA would consider market rate units, resulting in slightly lower student
generation rates. For example, assuming 85 percent of the 4,100 units develop as
below market rate units, approximately 1,117 students would be anticipated as a
result of new units enabled by changes in development capacity via rezoning. °
Additionally, 2,850 of the units would represent the increase in housing production
from rezonings and General Plan Amendments beyond 2031, or outside of the
planning period of the HEU (considered more long-term). The 1,250 units enabled by
changes in development capacity via rezoning within the HEU planning period
(considered more near-term) would generate approximately 390 new students for
MLVA schools, conservatively using the MVLA’s below market rate multifamily
unit student generation rate for all units.

The Draft EIR described that the HEU would result in an increase in school-aged
children enrollment in MVLA schools which would worsen an existing capacity
exceedance. As such, facility updates to increase capacity would also likely be
required. However, the new students would be added to the district-wide enrollment
of MVLA schools incrementally over time, if and when development occurs, and any
expansion of school facilities would be required to undergo environmental review as
they are identified. Appropriate measures would be identified and implemented as
applicable to reduce any construction-related or operational effects of those facilities
(Draft EIR p. 4.13-16). As such, facility updates to increase capacity are
acknowledged in the Draft EIR as likely to occur. However, due to the incremental
nature of development under the proposed HEU and that the District’s most recent
long-term Facilities Master Plan® does not identify the need for a new school site
given its forecast peak enrollment of 5,023 students in school year 2021-22, it would
be speculative to assume where a new school site may be needed to accurately depict
potential environmental impacts resulting from a new school site.

As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-2 above, indirect impacts to schools,
including transportation, were considered throughout the Draft EIR. See also
Responses to Comments A-3-11 through A-3-13 for specific responses to
transportation-related comments raised below.

Regardless, any additional residential development in the City would proceed with
the full expectation of the District’s involvement in the development process in a
manner that meets the needs of the District and the students it serves.

The commenter’s assertion that SB 50 fees are financially inadequate is an economic
consideration which is outside of CEQA’s purview. As discussed in Response to

5 As described on Draft EIR p. 4.13-16, the MVLA uses a student generation rate of 0.047 9-12 grade students for
market rate multifamily residential units and a student generation rate of 0.312 9-12 grade students for below
market rate multifamily residential units based on the Mountain View Los Altos Union High School District
Response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR, March 8, 2022.

6 MLVA, 2018. Mountain View Los Altos High School District Master Plan, March 3, 2018. Available at:
https://www.mvla.net/documents/About-MVLA/District-Plans--Reports/MVLA-Facilities-Master-Plan-Final.pdf.
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A-3-8

A-3-9

Comment A-3-2 above, SB 50 authorizes school districts to levy developer fees to
finance the construction or reconstruction of school facilities and restricts the ability
of the City to deny project approvals on the basis that public school facilities are
inadequate. Payment of school fees is required by SB 50 for all new residential
development projects and is considered full and complete mitigation of any school
impacts. As such, the City cannot require additional mitigation for any impacts on
school facilities or due to the inadequacy of school facilities. The City will continue
to collaborate with the District on their facility needs and provide information on
development and growth trends as well as ensuring school facilities are constructed
to serve community needs to the extent allowed by State law.

See Response to Comment A-3-2 regarding indirect impacts related to schools that
were analyzed in the Draft EIR, including those related to air quality, noise,
transportation, and hazards and hazardous materials. See also Responses to
Comments A-3-11 through A-3-13 for specific responses to transportation-related
comments raised below. Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, the air
quality analysis prepared in the Draft EIR related to criteria air pollutants was a plan-
level analysis, consistent with Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
recommendations. As such, the significance of the impact of criteria air pollutant
emissions generated were based on consistency with regional air quality planning,
including an evaluation of population growth and growth in VMT. Any resulting
indirect impacts on schools would therefore be subsumed in this analysis. Additionally,
project applicants proposing projects that exceed BAAQMD screening levels would
be required to prepare a project-level criteria air pollutant assessment of construction
and operational emissions at the time the project is proposed. Regarding utilities, any
increased demand for utilities service related to schools would be considered
incremental and would not rise to a level where a service provider could not provide
service or where new utility facilities would be constructed that would result in
significant environmental effects due to construction or relocation.

Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated, while
information has been added to the Draft EIR in response to comments and as City-
initiated updates (see Chapter 4 of this document), no significant new information
(e.g., as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 as information leading to
identification of a new significant impact or a substantial increase in the severity of
an impact) has been identified since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently,
there is no basis for the District’s request that the Draft EIR be recirculated.

See Response to Comment A-3-4 regarding City policies that require consultation
with school districts. As noted in Response to Comment A-3-4, pursuant to these
polices, and as noted in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft EIR, the City will continue to
cooperate with the school districts to: (1) ensure that school facilities are constructed
to serve community needs to the extent allowed by state law; and (2) collaborate with
school districts on their facilities needs and provide information on development and
growth trends. Notice of the proposed HEU and a 45-day comment period was

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 3-26 ESA /202000806
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report November 2022



3. Comments and Responses

A-3-10

A-3-11

provided pursuant to Government Code 865352 to the MVLA. It is the City’s
continued expectation that any additional residential development in the City would
proceed in partnership with MVLA.

Identification of a school site is not part of the purview of this EIR. A school district
through its school facilities planning process may identify a site, and at such point,
the City (pursuant to the General Plan policies listed in Response to Comment A-3-4
and discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.13.3) will continue to collaborate with
the schools district on their facility needs and provide information on development
and growth trends as well as ensuring school facilities are constructed to serve
community needs to the extent allowed by state law. Furthermore, the referenced
“Shenandoah Property” is located outside of city limits and is not under control of the
City, as it is owned by the United States Department of the Army. As such, it is not
appropriate for the City to identify this site as a potential school site in the Draft EIR.

MVLA would be expected to lead the siting of any new school location and the City
would collaborate with the District to achieve its facilities goals, as outlined in the
City’s General Plan policies. If and when a proposal is formalized to develop the site
(or any other site) for the District’s use, appropriate environmental review would be
required to determine the environmental effects of the undertaking, in compliance
with CEQA and other applicable regulations.

Traffic congestion or measures of vehicular delay are not an environmental impact
under CEQA per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3. As discussed in Response
to Comment A-3-2, Draft EIR Section 4.14, Transportation, analyzed impacts
relative to conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including City General Plan Policy MOB-6.1, which promotes
Safe Routes to Schools programs for all schools serving the City. Implementation of
the HEU would be subject to and implement General Plan policies applicable to
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and service, and development projects under
the HEU would be subject to all applicable City guidelines, standards, and
specifications related to transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities (Draft EIR p. 4.14-18-
19).

As also discussed in Response to Comment A-3-2 and Response to Comment A-3-6,
performance objectives for schools are relevant to the analysis only within the
context of whether or not new or expanded facilities would be required to meet
defined criteria related to those service objectives, and what the environmental
effects would be of providing those facilities.

Regarding the suggested mitigation measure, the City’s Standard Conditions of
Approval (Transportation Impact Fee) require that project applicants pay the City’s
Transportation Impact Fee for the development prior to the issuance of any building
permits and prior to approval of the parcel or final map. The City’s Transportation
Impact Fee (City Code Chapter 43) is based on the City of Mountain View
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Multimodal Improvement Plan Traffic Impact Fee Nexus Study (2018) which
established the required nexus between anticipated future development in the City
and the need for certain improvements to the local transportation facilities.
Transportation improvements are intended to provide adequate transportation
infrastructure that is needed to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the
citizens to facilitate access to jobs, homes, schools, goods, and services (see Section
43.3).

Regarding the request for a specific transportation fee “to mitigate traffic impacts to
the District’s schools”, the City does not have an adopted fee for this issue, nor is
it aware of any precedent for such a fee. Establishment of a fee would require
identification of an impact, a nexus study, and determination of proportionality.
Due to the nature of the proposed Project and lack of detail on specific projects
that could be developed under the HEU, the extent of any potentially necessary
improvements is not known, and as such it is unclear whether such a fee would be
legal under the Mitigation Fee Act (Gov’t Code 88 66000 — 66025) and Assembly
Bill 602 (2021).

See also Response to Comment A-3-13 regarding specific transportation analysis
required for development projects during the City’s entitlement process.

As discussed in Response to Comment A-3-11, development projects under the HEU
would be subject to all applicable City guidelines, standards, and specifications
related to transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, including General Plan Policy
MOB-6.1, and Policy MOB 1.6, which provides traffic calming, especially in
neighborhoods and around schools, parks and gathering places. Traffic congestion or
measures of vehicular delay are not an environmental impact under CEQA per State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.

See Responses to Comments A-3-11 and A-3-12. Development projects proposed
under the HEU that generate at least 20 net new peak-hour trips (or those within a
Precise Plan area) would require completion of a Multi-modal Transportation
Analysis (MTA) during the entitlement process. The MTA would ensure that the
proposed development conforms with City policies (including traffic calming,
neighborhood intrusion, and enhancing publicly accessible bicycle, pedestrian, and
transit connections), that adequate multimodal site access and circulation are
provided to local schools serving the proposed residential projects, appropriate fair-
share fees are identified, and that operational improvements support pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit quality of service.

Additionally, the City has an ongoing commitment to fund the Safe Routes To
School (STRS) program and have been working with the school districts to ensure
that students receive safety training. The City's SRTS program also include ongoing
infrastructure planning and improvement in the vicinity of schools, including walking
audits. Proposed projects will also comply with the City’s Comprehensive Modal
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A-3-14

Plan, AccessMV, to ensure proper analysis of the potential impacts on the bicycle
level of traffic stress, pedestrian quality of service, potential transit demand, and
vehicle conditions under existing and planned development scenarios. Additionally,
the City’s commitment to ending traffic fatalities and serious injuries on Mountain
View roadways through Vision Zero is reflected in the STRS program, the Local
Road Safety Plan, and forthcoming Active Transportation Plan (ATP)—all of which
focus on delivering roadway improvements and safety counter-measures along the
Safe Routes to School network.

This is a general comment that includes concluding remarks, and reiterates comments
made above. As a result, no specific response is given here. Pursuant to the impacts
related to the scope of the EIR, these have been adequately analyzed.

Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated, while
information has been added to the Draft EIR in response to comments and as City-
initiated updates (see Chapter 4 of this document), no significant new information
(e.g., as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 as information leading to
identification of a new significant impact or a substantial increase in the severity of
an impact) has been identified since publication of the Draft EIR and, consequently,
there is no basis for the District’s request that the Draft EIR be recirculated.

The City will continue to collaborate with the District on their facility needs and
provide information on development and growth trends as well as ensuring school
facilities are constructed to serve community needs to the extent allowed by State
law, pursuant to the General Plan policies discussed above and in the Draft EIR under
Section 4.13.3.
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter A-4 Response: Valley Water, September 6, 2022

A-4-1 As discussed in Section 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, projects
developed as a result of the HEU would be required to comply with Part 11 of the
Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, referred to as the California Green
Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code). The supplement to the 2019 CALGreen
Code (effective July 1, 2021) requires that submeters be installed to measure water
usage of individual rental dwelling units for multifamily and dwelling units in mixed-
use residential/commercial buildings. The comment does not raise any new
environmental issues that have not already been adequately described and evaluated
in the Draft EIR, and no further response is required.

City of Mountain View Housing Element Update 3-31 ESA /202000806
Response to Comments / Final Environmental Impact Report November 2022



Comment Letter O-1



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1pIkPcAAW8FWKDk8_aPfUZwXKpOmuVw_l/view?usp=sharing
https://twitter.com/CSElmendorf/status/1474286606982934528
JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-1

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-2

JFeyk-Miney
Text Box
Comment Letter O-1




https://www.lewis.ucla.edu/research/a-primer-on-californias-builders-remedy-for-housing-element-noncompliance/
JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-2

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-3

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-4




https://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/archive/S213478.PDF#page=7
https://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/archive/S213478.PDF#page=7
JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Line

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-4

JFeyk-Miney
Typewritten Text
O-1-5


3. Comments and Responses

Letter O-1 Response: Mountain View YIMBY, July 31, 2022

0-1-1

0-1-2

0-1-3

This is a general comment that includes introductory remarks and serves to introduce
the more specific comments that are responded to in detail below. This comment
raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions about the
analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

As noted on p. 5-1 of the Draft EIR, Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Project, is
provided to “describe and evaluate alternatives to the Project” with the primary
purpose of providing “decision-makers and the public with a qualitative review of
alternatives to the Project that eliminate or substantially reduce any identified adverse
environmental impacts while, at the same time, attaining most of the basic objectives
of the Project.” Section 15126.6(a) states that “an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.” Section 15126.6(f) describes a “rule of reason,” stating that an EIR
“set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice,” and “the
EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the Lead Agency determines could
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” An EIR is not required to
consider alternatives to a component of a project, but only alternatives to the project
as a whole. (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); California Native Plant
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 993.) Variations of the
same alternative are also not required; “what is required is the production of
information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Comm. v. Board
of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286; see also Cherry Valley Pass Acres &
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 355-56 [rejecting need
to analyze every variation on the alternative continuum for housing project].)

Comments regarding the merits of the Project, including requested variations of
housing and rezoning scenarios, do not raise a significant environmental issue or
specific question about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would
require response pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment
will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the proposed HEU.

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or specific questions
about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. The comment will be included as
a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed HEU.
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0-1-4

0-1-5

Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Project, identifies the consequences of not adopting a
housing element that is not compliant with State law. This alternative is analyzed
consistent with Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, which state that the No
Project Alternative must include the assumption that conditions at the time the NOP
of an EIR was circulated for public review would not be changed because the Project
would not be implemented, as well as the events or actions that would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved.

The Draft EIR described that the No Project Alternative would also introduce a new
significant and unavoidable impact related to land use and planning. The No Project
Alternative would not meet any of the objectives of the HEU, nor is it legally feasible
to implement. The No Project Alternative would not provide housing to fulfill the
requirements of State law or meet the City’s RHNA requirements, which result in a
significant and unavoidable land use and planning impact, as compared to the less-
than-significant impacts associated with the proposed HEU and the Reduced Sites
Alternative (Draft EIR pp. 5-18 — 5-19).

Additionally, it is impossible to currently predict whether any applications for
development under the “Builders’ Remedy” would be submitted, where such
development would be proposed, how many applications there would be, and the
development potential associated with any proposal. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative need not analyze such speculative outcomes.

See Response to Comment O-1-2 regarding the requirements and purpose of the
analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, the principal purpose of an EIR’s analysis of alternatives is to describe and
consider a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the identified significant effects of the project.
Alternatives with higher growth assumptions would be unlikely to avoid or
substantially lessen any of the identified significant effects of the Project on the
environment, and were therefore not considered.
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